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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
College 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 Aprl 1970." He was
43 years old.

Michel Foucault’s inaugural lecture was delivered on 2 December 1970.?
Teaching at the Collége de France 1s 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 qualfication 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 College 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 Nouvel 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, hights a lamp and sets off at full
speed. His voice 1s strong and effective, amphfied by loudspeakers
that are the only concession to modernism 1n 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 1s no oratorical effect. It 1s clear
and terribly effective. T here 1s 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 hike
correspondents who have too much to say for the spaceavailable 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 1s alone.
Foucault remarks: “It should be possible to discuss what I have put
forward. Sometimes, when 1t 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 1s no feed-
back, the course is theatricalized. My relationship with the people
there 1s like that of an actor or an acrobat. And when I have

finished speaking, a sensation of total solitude . . A

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
courses at the Colleége 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-
afic discursive regime within the set of Foucault’s “philosophial activi-
ties.” In particular, they set out the programme for a genealogy of
knowledge /power relations, which are the tenns 1n 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 1n 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 leamed erudition, personal commitment, and work on the event.

+

With their development and refinement 1n the 1970s, cassette recorders
quickly invaded Foucault’s desk. The courses—and some seminars—
have thus been preserved.

This edition 1s 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 it 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 is inaudible. 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 indi-
cated. The critical apparatus is limited to the eluadation of obscure
points, the explanation of some allusions, and the clarification of critical
points. To make the lectures easier to read, each lecture 1s preceded by a

brief summary that indicates its principal articulations.®

The text of the course is followed by the summary published by the
Annuaire du College 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 in 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, is edited
by Frédéric Gros.

+

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

Strictly speaking it is not a matter of unpublished work, since this
edition reproduces words uttered publidy 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 satusfy 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.

FRANGOIS EWALD AND ALESSANDRO FONTANA



xviii FOREWORD

WV > W N

. Michel Foucault concluded a short document drawn up 1n support of his candidacy with

these words: “We should undertake the history of systems of thought.” “Titres et travaux,”
in Dits e Emits, 19541988, ed. Daniel Defert and Frangois Ewald (Panis: Gallimard, 1994)
vol. 1, p. 846; English translation, “Candidacy Presentation: Collége de France,” in Edhics:
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 1n May 1971 with the title L’Ordre du discours.

. This was Fouault'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 A.M. Cf. the beginning of the first lecture
(7 January 1976) of “Il faut défendre la société.” Cours au Collige de France, 1976 (Paris:
Gallimard /Seuil, 1997); English transalation, “Society Must Be Defended.” Levtures at the
Collige de France 1975-1976, translation by David Macey (New York: Picador, 2003).

. Gérard Petitjean, “Les Grands Prétres de l'université franqaise,” Le Nouvel Observareur,

7 April 1975.

. CL. espeaially, “Nietzsche, la généalogie, 'histoire,” in Difs et Ecnits, 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 Lagiange in partic-

ular. These are deposited in the Collége de France and the Institut Mémonres de I'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.”



INTRODUCTION*

Amold I. Davidson

NO READER OF FOUCAULT’S books, not even the most attenmve, would
have been able to anticipate the richness and textual detail of this 1982
course. His last two published books, L’Usage des plaisirs and Le Soud de
sof, both opened up new perspectives on the history of sexuality and
elaborated a conception of the history of ethics as a lustory 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 anaent 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 paint of access to the history of anaent, and espeaally
Hellenism¢, philosophy, a perspective that would be continued and
developed 1n Foucault’s final courses at the Collége de France.
Beginning with his very first lecture of January 6, 1982, Foucault
aims to unsettle a dominant way of reading the history of anaent phi-
losophy. Rather than 1solating the Delphic prescription gnothi seauton
(know yourself) as the founding formula of the history of philosophy,

*In this introduction, I have chosen to focus on the often averlooked historiographical dimen-
sions of The Hermeneutics of the Subject. A discussion of its more properly ethical dimensions
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.
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Foucault insists, from the background of his interest 1n 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 1s this epimelera heau ton (care
of oneself) that provides the general framework and that characterizes
the philosophical attitude within which the rule “know yourself” must
be placed; thus, this latter precept should be 1nterpreted “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-
1ate 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 1t
became, I think, a truly general cultural phenomenon. What I
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 prinaple 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, 1s precisely that of
grasping when a cultural phenomenon of a determinate scale actu-
ally constitutes within the history of thought a deasive moment

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

Without at all mimimizing the comprehensiveness of the scholarly detail
of this course, when Foucault speaks of the 1dea of the care of the self as
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an “event in thought,” we cannot help but hear in these words an
invocation of some of the most original dimensions of his own philo-
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
mtelligibility on practices of “désévénementialisation,” has a long
hsstory in the development of his work.® He incited philosophers and
histonians 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 precse 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 T he Hermeneutics of
the Subject 1s 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 gnathi seauton, if we consider 1t in 1tself and for itself alone,
“we are in danger of establishing a false continuity and of installing a
factitious history that would display a sort of continuous development
of knowledge of the self,” and of allowing “an explicit or impliat, 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
anaent thought “the epimelera heauton 1s 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 forins 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 gnothi seauton whose exphat or implicit postulate
would be a general and umversal theory of the subject, but should,
I think, begin with an analytics of the forms of reflexivity, inasmuch
as 1t 1s the forms of reflexavity that constitute the subject as such. We
will therefore begin with an analytics of the forins of reflexivity, a
history of the practices on which they are based, so as to be able to
give the old traditional prinaple of “know yourself” its meamng—

its vanable, historical, and never universal meaning.”

And so Foucault identifies three majpr forms of reflexivity—memory,
meditation, method—and his course as a whole intends to emphasize
the speafiaty of the event in thought constituted by Hellemstic 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 decasive 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 prinaples that
Foucault elsewhere charactenzes as the pnnaple of the irreduabihity of
thought, the prinaple of the singulanty of the history of thought, and
the princple of the history of thought as critical acuwity.” 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 pecuhar
to 1t? How do individual or collective expenences 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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An evident price and effect of this type of analysis 1s Foucault’s recognition
of the need to distinguish between “philosophy” and “spinituality,” a
disinction without which the modern relation between the subject
and truth, taken as if umiversal, would cover over the singulanty of
the Hellenistic event of meditation and its constitution of the ethical sub-

-ject of truth. Indeed, from the perspective of the historiography of philos-
ophy, the innovaton of this distinction 1s to allow a deasively new angle
of approach to, and a notable reconfiguration of, the significant moments
in 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 1s true and what 1s 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 1t 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 carnies out the
necessary transformations on himself in order to have access to the
truth. We wall call “spirituality” the set of these pursuits, practices,
and experiences, which may be punifications, ascetic exerases,
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 1s speafically 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 1s 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, 1n
order for us to have access to truth.

According to Foucault, the three most significant charactenstics that
set apart spirituality from philosophy are (1) spirituality postulates
that the subject as such 1s not capable of having access to truth, and,
more speafically, that truth 1s not given to the subject by a simple act of
knowledge founded on his status as subject; (2) 1n 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 spintuality on the subject are such that his very
being 1s fulfilled, transfigured, or saved. And Foucault concludes, from
the perspective of spinituality: “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 1n his being as subject.”" Foucault goes on to make the histori-
cal claim 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 see 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 phiosophy 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 1t 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 itself and knowledge alone gives access to the truth. Thatis to
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say, 1t 1s when the philosopher (or the scientist, or simply someone
who seeks the truth) can recogmze the truth and have access to 1t
10 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, it 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 1s disconnected from
spirituahity It 1s his focus on this pivotal modification 1n the relations
between the subject and truth that allowed Foucault to remark bril-
liantly, as I remember 1t, that on this understanding Spinoza is one of
the last ancient philosophers and Leibmiz 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 wade varety of figures in the history of thought, 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-
aally of Goethe’s Faust, describing the latter as the “hero” of a world
of spinitual knowledge that 1s 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 1t 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, t he knowl-
edge of intellectual cognition alone, we can already find waces of what
such a history would look like in other lectures of this course.’ Thus
Foucault can account for the speaificity 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:

...1n terms which are of course absolutely foreign to the historical
waditzon of this spirituality, whether of Socrates or Gregory of Nyssa
and everyone ln between, ln terms Ofpsychoana]ytic knOWICdge itse]f »
Lacan tried to pose what historically 1s the speafically 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 bas said, that he can
and has said the truth about himself.”?

And if the cost of failing to raise these questions 1s the collapse of psy-
choanalysis mnto psychologism (knowledge without the transformations
of oneself required by spirituality), one price to be paid as a result of
reintroducing these questions might be a certain form of “hermetiasm”
in which the reading of a text cannot consist in simply becoming aware
of its ideas: “Lacan wanted the obscurity of his Ecn#s to be the very com-
p]exity 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 the tradition
of analytic philosophy, by recognizing the way in which philosophy and
spirituality are inked in his philosophical investigations. If philosoph-
1cal work “really 1s more a working on oneself,” then we can see why, as
Stanley Cavell has definitively put 1t, Wittgenstein’s style of thought
“wishes to prevent understanding which is unaccompanied by inner
change.””" From this angle we can also understand why Wittgenstemn's
thought 15 so vehement]y taken (correct]y) as a chal]enge to the very
edifice of the intellectual methods of traditional ana]ytic phi]osophy
And the accusations of egoism and individual withdrawal that our
modernity has lodged against the care of the self have their counterpart
n the contemporary charges of narassism with which Wittgenstein 1s
taxed. Yet Wittgenstein 1s 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

austere philosopher,” Wittgenstein would have been a Stoic.”®
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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
expenence. [ am thinking of the contrasts between exercise and system
and between the singulanity of events and architectonic order, both of
which appear in Foucault’s responses to Jacques Derrida.” In the ethical
domain, the distinction 1s to be located 1n the differences between prac-
tices of the self and moral codes of behavior, or between a tekhne and form
ofhfe and a corpus of rules?® Finally, in “Qu’est-ce que les Lumiéres?”
Foucault distinguishes between an understanding of Aufklirung that con-
sists 1n a commitment to certain theories, elements of doctrine, and accu-
mulated bodies of knowledge and a conception of Aufblirung as the
“permanent reactivation of an attitude,” an éthos, a form of philosophical
life. At the moment when Foucault fleshes out the various components
of this attitude and speaifically when he singles out that feature which he
identifies as the “experimental attitude,” he has recourse to the notion of
Pépreuve, the testing of oneself, of one’s mode of being and thought, which
plays a crucial interpretative role n The Hemmeneutics of the Subject>® He
speaks of his concern to put historico-critical reflection to the test of con-
arete practices and even characterizes the philosophical éthos appropriate
to the cntical ontology of ourselves “as an historico-practical test of the
limits that we can go beyond, and therefore as the work of ourselves on

™1 Tests, techniques, practices, exercises, atti-

ourselves as free beings.
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 inextricably 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 1t 1s not the critical work of thought on 1tself? And 1f
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1t does not consist in undertaking t o 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 1s still now what it was in the past, that 1s to say, an “ascesis,”

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 difficulties
of exercise, of askess's, 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 n thought for exercises, techniques, tests, the
transfiguring space of a different attitude, a new &thos, the space of
spirituality itself. We have to prepare ourselves to face events in thought,
events in our own thought. That 1s 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
(“I’égarement de celur qui connait”), a losing one’s way which is 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 new and
strange relation to himself.”* An alternative of risks, it goes without
saying, but thought without risks 1s an etiolated substitute for what
philosophy can be.
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TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

IN TRANSLATING FOUCAULT’S QUOTATIONS from Greek and Latin
authors my intention bas been to stay as close as possible towhat 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 vanants. With
a few exceptions—where the editor refers exphatly in the notes to a
French or English translation used by Foucault or where only a French or
English translation 1s available—page and /or paragraph numbers refer to
the Greek or Latin texts. The works histed 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-
lasions 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 opportumity to thank Amold 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.I1, translations by J. Humbert, Paris, Les Belles
Lettres, 1931;
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6 JANUARY 1982

First hour

E™ 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 philosophical 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
for the modern elimination of care of the self in favor of
self-knowledge: modern morality; the Cartesian moment. ~
The Gnostic exception. ~ Philosophy and spirituality.

THIS YEAR I THOUGHT of trying the following arrangements® I 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 1s to say, in 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, 1n 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 1t 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 1t appeared and was defined 1n 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 modemn
European sexual morality was to be found in this regimen of the
aphrodisia, rather than in so-called Christian morality, or worse, in
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 1t in a much more general form. The
question I would like to take up this year 1s this: In what historical form
do the relations between the “subject” and “truth,” 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
1s 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 epimelera 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.” Epimeleia heautou 1s care of oneself, attend-
ing to oneself, being concerned about oneself, etcetera. You will no doubt
say that 1n order to study the relations between the subject and truth 1t
1s a bit paradoxical and rather artificial to select this notion of epimeleia
heautou, o which the historiography of philosophy has not attached
much importance hitherto. It 1s somewhat paradoxical and artificial to

select this notion when everyone knows, says, and repeats, and has done
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so for a ]ong time, that the question of the subject (the question of
knowledge of the subject, of the subject’s knowledge of himself) was
origmally posed 1n a very different expression and a very different pre-
cept: the famous Delphic prescription of gnothi seauton (“know your-
self* ) So, when everything in the history of philosophy—and more
broadly 1n the history of Western thought—tells us that the gniths seau-
ton 1s undoubtedly the founding expression of the question of the rela-
tions between the subject and truth, why choose this apparently rather
marginal notion—that of the care of oneself, of epimelera heautou—which
1s certainly current in Greek thought, but which seems not to have been
given any special status? So, 1n 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 gnothi 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 1n which 1t was formulated and engraved on the temple
stone, the gnothi seauton orignally did not have the value 1t later
acquired. You know (and we will have to come back to this) the famous
text in which Epictetus says that the precept “gnothi seauton” was
mnscribed at the center of the human community.” In fact 1t undoubtedly
was iscribed 1n this place, which was a center of Greek life, and later of
the human community,” but 1t certainly did not mean “know yourself”
in the philosophical sense of the phrase. The phrase did not prescribe
self-knowledge, neither as the basis of morality, nor as part of a rela-
tionship with the gods. A number of interpretations have been sug-
gested. There 1s Roscher’s old interpretation, put forward mn 1901 mn an
article m Philologus," n 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
Roscher, the precept méden agan (“not too much”) certainly does not
designate or express a general ethical principle and measure for human
conduct. Méden 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 eggué (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 gnothi seauton, according to Roscher 1t 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,
1n 1954, 1n his book on Les Thémes de la propagande delphigue.” Defradas
proposes a different interpretation, but which also shows, or suggests,
that the gnothi seauton 1s 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” 1n the cult of Apollo, it seems to me to be a fact that when this
Delphic precept, this gnoth seauton, appears in philosophy, 1n 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
1n a highly significant way, when this Delphic precept (this gnothr seau-
ton) appears, it is coupled or twinned with the principle of “take care of
yourself” (epimeleia heautou). I say “coupled,” “twinned.” In actual fact,
it 1s not entirely a matter of coupling. In some texts, to which we will
have to return, there 1s, rather, a kind of subordination of the expression
of the rule “know yourself” to the precept of care of the self. The gnoth
seauton (“know yourself”) appears, quite clearly and again 1n a number

of sigmficant texts, within the more general framework of the epimelda
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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
care of yourself. The rule “know yourself” appears and 1s 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 1s 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 dear
and explicit about thus.

The first passage is found in 29d of the Apology.” In this passage,
Socrates, defending himself, making a kind of imaginary defense plea
before his accusers and judges, answers the following objection. He 1s
reproached with having ended up 1n a situation of which “he should be
ashamed.” The accusation, if you like, consists 1n saying: | am not really
sure what evil you have done, but I avow all the same that 1t 1s shame-
ful to have led the kind a hfe 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 1t is, 1s such
that he is in danger of being condemned to death by such a judgment?
Inthis passage, Socrates replies that, on the contrary, he is very proud of
having led this hfe and that if ever he was asked to lead a different hfe
he would refuse. So: I am so proud of the hfe I have led that I would not
change 1t even 1f 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 1s not condemned, since he had already given it before he was
accused? To those he meets he will say, as he 1s accustomed to saying:
“Dear friend, you are an Atheman, 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, phronnzeis) your reason, truth and the constant improvement 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 No, | shall
question him, examine him and argue with him at length . .."” Whoever
I may meet, young or old, stranger or fellow citizen, this 1s 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 believe
that nothing better has befallen this aty than my zeal in executing this
command.”® This “command,” then, 1s 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 1s
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 longer be
anyone to encourage them to care for themselves and their own virtue
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 is the third passage, which concerns the
penalty incurred. According to the traditional legal forms,” Socrates
himse]f propoSeS the pena]ty he Wi]] accept if Condemned. Here iS the
text: “What treatment do I deserve, what amends must 1 make for
thinking I had to relinquish a peaceful hife and neglect what most people
have at heart—wealth, private interest, military office, success in the
assembly, magistracies, alliances and political factions; for being
convinced that with my scruples I would be lost 1f 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 I declare
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to be the greatest service, trying to persuade him to care (epimeletheie)
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 aity 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 1s Socrates’ activity, but 1t 1s an activity
entrusted to him by the gods. In acting 1n this way Socrates does no
more than carry out an order, perform a function or occupy a post
(he uses the term taxis”*) determined for him by the gods. In this
passage you will also have been able to see that 1t 1s because the gods care
for the Athemans 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 1s very clear in the last passage I read
to you, that 1f 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 caivic 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 1n this matter of “caring for oneself.”

Third, I have not quoted this passage at great length, but 1t doesn’t
matter, you can look 1t 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. It1s situated
preasely at the moment the eyes open, when one wakes up and has
access to the first hght of day. This 1s the third interesting point in this
question of “caring for oneself.”

Finally, agamn at the end of a passage I did not read to you, there 1s the
famous comparison of Soctates and the horsefly, the insect that chases
and bites animals, making them restless and run about.?® The care of one-
self 1s a sort of thorn which must be stuck in men’s flesh, drtven into their
existence, and which 1s a prinaiple 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 gnoths seauton that has
somewhat overshadowed 1ts importance. In a text, then, which I wall try
to explain to you a bit more precisely in a moment (the whole of the sec-
ond part of the famous Alabiades ), you will see how the epimeliea heautou
(the care of the self ) 1s indeed the justificatory framework, ground, and
foundation for the imperative “know yourself.” So, this notion of
epimeliea heautou 1s 1mportant in the figure of Socrates, with whom one
usually associates, if not exclusively then at least 1n a privileged fashion,
the gnathi seauton. Socrates 1s, and always will be, the person associated
with care of the self. In a series of late texts, in the Stoics, 1n the Cynics,
and especially in Epictetus,”® you will see that Socrates is always, essen-
tially and fundamentally, the person who stops young men 1n the street
and tells them: “You must care about yourselves.”

The third point concerning this notion of epimelera heautou and its
connections with the gndthi seauton 1s 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 epimelera heautou (the
care of the sell and the rule associated with 1t) remained a fundamen-
tal principle for describing the philosophical attitude throughout
Gieek, Hellenistic, and Roman culture. This notion of the care of the
self was, of course, important in Plato. It was mportant for the
Epicureans, since in Epicurus you find the frequently repeated expres-
sion: Every man should take care of his soul day and mght and through-

out his life.?” For “take care of” Epicurus employs the verb therapeuein®
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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 1s also the service provided by a servant
to hrs master. You know also that therapeuein 1s 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 1s
very important, explains how 1t 1s pointless to concern oneself with
speculations about certain natural phenomena (like, for example, the
origin of earthquakes, the causes of storms, the reason for twins), and
that one should look instead to immediate things conceming 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 epimelera heautou 1s
mmportant 1n the Stoics; 1t 1s 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, 1n 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 1n all forms of
active life that would truly conform to the principle of moral rational-
1ty Throughout the long summer of Hellenistic and Roman thought,
the exhortation to care for oneself became so widespread that 1t
became, I think, a truly general cultural phenomenon.31 What I would
like to show you, what | would ke to speak about this year, 1s this his-
tory that made this general cultural phenomenon (this exhortation,
this gencral 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 el{te), and at the same time an event
in thought.>? It seems to me that the stake, the challenge for any history
of thought, 1s precisely that of grasping when a cultural phenomenon of
a determinate scale actually constitutes within the history of thought a
decisive moment that 1s still significant for our modern mode of being
subjects.
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One word more: If this notion of the care of oneself, which we see
emerging quite explicitly and clearly in the figure of Socrates, tiaversed
and permeated ancient philosophy up to the threshold of Chrnistianity,
well, you will find this notion of epimelera (of care) agam in Chnstianity,
or in what, to a certain extent, constituted its environment and prepara-
tion: Alexandran 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, 11 You find this notion of epimelera also
and especially in Christian asceticism: in Methodius of Olympus® and
Basil of Caesarea® It appears in Gregory of Nyssa: in Tke 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 1s, precisely, “That the care of oneself begins with freedom from
marriage.”” Given that, for Gregory of Nyssa, freedom from marnage
(celibacy) is 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 1s clear that in the course of this history the notion becomes
broader and its meanings are both multiphed 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 epumeleia heautou we should bear m mind that

there 1s:

e First, 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 eprmelera heautou 1s
an attitude towards the self, others, and the world;

® Second, the epimeleia heautou 1s also a certain form of attention, of
looking. Being concemned about oneself implies that we look
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away from the outside to...]l was going to say “inside.” Let’s
]eave to one Side thiS word, Whlch you can well imagine raises a
host Of problems, and just Say that we must convert our Iooking
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 is related to melefé, 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
epimelera 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 t.he past, Of Cxamination Of Conscience,(n 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 clearly 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,
and 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, 1n 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 epimelera heautou. Between the

philosophical exercise and Christian asceticism there are a thousand
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years of transformation and evolution 1n 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.

Evenso, before ending these general remarks, I would like to pose the
following question: Why did Western thought and philosophy neglect
the notion of epimeleia heautou (care of the self) 1n 1ts reconstruction of
1ts own history? How did 1t come about that we accorded so much priv-
ilege, value, and intensity to the “know yourself” and omutted, or at
least, left 1n 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 gnth: seautou have
this privileged status for us, to the detriment of the care of oneself?
Okay, what 1 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 1s dearly something a bit disturbing for us in this prinaple
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 are of the self expressed in a vanety
of phrases like: “caring for oneself,” “taking are of the self,” “withdrawing
mto oneself,” “retiring nto the self,” “finding one’s pleasure 1n oneself,”
“seeking no other delight but 1n the self,” “remaining in the company of
oneself,” “being the friend of oneself,” “being m one’s self as m a fortress,”
“looking after” or “devoting oneself to oneself,” “respecting oneself,” 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 hasis of a morality All these injunctions to exalt oneself, to
devote oneself to oneself, to turn n on oneself, to offer service to oneself,
sound to our ears rather like—what ? Like a sort of challenge and defiance,
a desrre 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 expression 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 aty-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, 1mtial
connotations and overtones of all these expressions direct us away from
thinking about these precepts in positive terms. Now, 1n all of the ancient
thought I am talking about, whether 1t be Socrates or Gregory of Nyssa,
“taking care of oneself” always has a positive and never a negative meanng.
A further paradox 1s that this injunction to “take care of oneself” 1s 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 Chnstiamity (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, Cymic and, to a certain extent, Epicurean
morality). Thus, we have the paradox of a precept of care of the self which
sigmfies for us either egoism or withdrawal, but which for centuries was
rather a positive principle that was the matnix for extremely strict
morahties. A further paradox which should be mentioned to explain the
way 1n which this notion of @re of the self was somehow overshadowed 1s
that the strict morahity and austere rules arising from the principle “take
are of yourself” have been taken up again by us: These rules in fact appear,
or reappear, either in a Chnstian morahty or m a modern, non-Christian
morahty However, they do so in a different context. These austere rules,
which are found againidentical in their codified structure, appear reacch-
matized, transposed, and transferred within a context of a general ethic of
non-egoism taking the form either of a Christian obhigation of self-
renunciation or of a “modem” obligation towards others—whether this
be other people, the collecuvity, the dass, 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 1n actual fact they
were bormn within an environment strongly marked by the obligation to
take care of oneself. I think this set of paradoxes 1s one of the reasons why
this theme of the are of the self was somewhat neglected and able to

disappear from the concerns of historians.
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However, I think there 1s a reason that 1s 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 obhterated, 1s what 1 will call—
with what I know 1s a bad, purely conventional phrase—the “Cartesian
moment.” It seems to me that the “Cartesian moment,” again within a
lot of inverted commas, functioned in two ways. It came 1nto play 1n two
ways: by philosophically requalifying the gnothr seauton (know yourself),
and by discrediting the epimeleia heautou (care of the self).

First, the Cartesian moment philosophically requalified the gnoth
seauton (know yourself). Actually, and here things are very simple, the
Cartesian approach, which can be read quite exphatly in the
Meditations,’ placed self-evidence (P’évidence) at the origin, the point of
departure of the philosophical approach-—self-evidence as 1t appears,
that 1s to say as 1t 1s 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. W hat’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 1n 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 is a vast distance
between the Socratic gnothi seauton and the Cartesian approach.
However, you can see why, from the seventeenth century, starting from
this step, the principle of gnothi seauton as founding moment of the
philosophical method was acceptable for a number of philosophical
approaches or practices. But if the Cartesian approach thus requalified
the gndthi seauton, for seasons that are fairly easy to 1solate, at the same
time—and I want to stress this—it played a major part i discrediting
the principle of care of the self and in excluding it from the field of
modern philosophical thought.

*Only “whatever the cftont ..." is audible.
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Let’s stand back a little to consider this. We will call, 1f you like, “phi-
losophy” the form of thought that asks, not of course what is true and
what 1s false, but what determines that there 1s 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 1t 1s 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 “spirituahity” 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 “spirituahity” 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-
ahty, as 1t appears in the West at least, has three characteristics.

Spirituality postulates that the truth 1s never given to the subject by
night. Spirituahity postulates that the subject as such does not have night
of access to the truth and 1s not capable of having access to the truth. It
postulates that the truth 1s not given to the subject by a simple act of
knowledge (connarssance), which would be founded and justified simply
by the fact that he 1s 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 sruth he must be changed, transformed, shifted, and become,
to some extent and up to a certain point, other than himself. The truth
1s only given to the subject at a price that brings the subject’s being into
play. For as he s, the subject 1s not capable of truth. I think that this s
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
an 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 1s a kind of work. This 1s 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). Erds and askesis are, | think, the two major fonns in
Western spirituality for conceptualizing the modalities by which the sub-
ject must be transformed in order finally to become capable of truth. This
1s 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
I will call “rebound” (“de retour”), effects of the truth on the subject. For
spirituality, the truth 1s not just what 1is 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, in
the truth and in access to the truth, there is something that fulfills the
subject himself, which fulfills or transfigures his very being. 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 1s no doubt an enormous objection to everything I have been
saying, an objection to which 1t will be necessary to return, and which
is, of course, the gnosis.” However, the gnosis, and the whole Gnostic
movement, 1s precisely a movement that overloads the act of knowledge
(connaissance), to [which] sovereignty is indeed granted 1n access to the
truth. This act of knowledge 1s overloaded with all the conditions and
structure of a spiritual act. The gnosis 1s, 1n short, that which tends to
transler, to transpose, the forms and effects of spiritual experience into
the act of knowledge itselt. Schematically, let’s say that throughout the
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period we call Antiquity, and 1n quite different modahties, 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:
the epimeleia heautou (care of the self ) designates precisely the set of con-
ditions of spirituahty, 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 spirituahty (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 1s called “the” philosopher,”®
because he was no doubt the only philosopher in Antiquity for whom
the question of spirituahity was least important; the philosopher whom
we haverecognized as the founder of philosophy 1n the modern sense of
the term: Arnistotle. But as everyone knows, Aristotle 1s not the pinna-
de of Antiquity but 1ts 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 1t 1s assumed that what gives access to the truth, the condition for
the subject’s access to the truth, 1s 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 1n
any way my wanting tosay that it 1s 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 1tself and knowledge alone
gives access to the truth. That 1s to say, 1t 1s when the philosopher (or
the scientist, or simply someone who seeks the truth) can recogmze the
truth and have access to 1t 1n 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, 1n 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 1s 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 deceive our
world, and the interests of financial reward, career, and status must be
combined 1n 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 m his being; they only concern the
individual in his concrete existence, and not the structure of the subject
as such. At this point (that 1s, when we can say: “As such the subject is,
anyway, capable of truth”—with the two reservations of conditions
intrinsic to knowledge and conditions extrinsic to the individual*),
when the subject’s being 1s 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—is that access to
truth, whose sole condition 1s henceforth knowledge, will find reward
and fulfillment 1n nothing else but the indefinite deveiopment of
knowledge. The point of enhghtenment 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 France) 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 arnve at it. Knowledge will simply
open out onto the indefinite dimension of progress, the end of which 1s
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,
henceforth the truth cannot save the subject. If we define spirituality as
being the form of practices which postulate that, such as he 1s, the sub-
ject 1s not capable of the truth, but that, such as 1t 1s, the truth can
tmnsfigure 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 1t
1, 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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has stopped so many from getting married, has made so many others mistrustful and
others silent: Commitment brings mi'sfortune {eygua para d’ata).”

3. ]. Defradas, Les Themes de la propaganda delphique (Paris: Klincksteck, 1954), ch. 3, “1a

sagesse delphique,” pp. 268-83.

“Then Socrates demanded: ‘Tell me, Euthvdemus, have vou ever been to Delphi?’

‘Yes, by Zeus,' Euthydemus answered, ‘l have even been twice.

‘Then did you notice somewhere on the temple the inscription: Know yourself?’

.
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Yes.

‘Didyoujustidly glance atit, or did you pay attention to it and try to examine who you are?” ”
Xenophon, Memorabilia, IV.11.24.

For his lectures Foucault usually uses the Belles Lett res edition (otherwise called the Budé
edition) that enables him to have the original Greek or Latin facing the translation. This
is whyfor 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 testore the original French translation
while indicating, 1o the text, significant additions (followed by “M.F.”) in brackets.
Plato, Apology, 29d.

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

Ibd., 30a.

“I tell 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.

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

”» o«
s

penalty. Actually, in the kind of trial Soctates undergoes, there is no penalty fixed by law:
& 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 Sociates 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 altermative 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 sec C. Mossé, Le Procés de Sacrate
(Brussels: Ed. Complexe, 1996) as well as the lengthy introduction by L. Brisson to his
edition of the Apologie de Socrate (Paris: Garmier Flammarion, 1997).

Apology, 36b-d.

This alludes to the famous passage of 28d: “The true principle, Athenians, is this. Someone
who oacupies a post (tax?), whether chosen by himself as most honorable or placed there by
acommander, 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 IfL.xxtv.36 and 95, in which Epictetus alternates between the terms fexds and khora. See
also the end of Seneca's On the Firmness of the Wise Mar, XIX 4: “Defend the post (locum)
that nature has assigned you. You ask what post ? That of a man.”

Socrateswarns the Athenians of what will happen if they condemn him to death: “You will
spendthe rest of your lif e asleep.” Apology, 31a.

“Ifyou put me to death you will not easily find another man. . . attached to you by the will
ofthe gods in order to stimulate you like a horsefly stimulates a horse.” Apology, 30e.
“Did Socrates manage to persuade all those who came to him to take care of themselves
(epémeleisthai heautdn )7~ Epictetus, Drscourses, I1Li.19.

Itisfound in the Letter o 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, Histore de /a sex-
walité, vol. 3, Le Souct de sof (Pans: Gallimard, 1984), p. 60; English translaw'on by Robert
Hurley, The Care of the Self (New York: Pantheon, 1985), p. 46.

Actually, the Greek text has “to kata psubken hugiainon.” The verb therapeuen appears only
once in Epicurus, in Vancan Sayings, 55: “We should treat (therapeuteon) mistortunes with
the grateful memory of what we have lost and with the knowledge that what has come
about cannot be undone.”

The center of gravity for the whole of this theme 1s Epicurus’s phrase: “The discourse of
the philosopher who does not treat any human aftection is empty Just as a doctor who does
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not get rid of badily illnesses is useless, so also 1s a philosophy if it does not get rid of the
affection of the soul (221 Us.).” Translated by A.-]. Voelke in his La Philosophie comme
thérapic de I'ame (Paris: Ed. du Cert, 1993), p. 36. In the same work, see the articles: “Santé
de f'ime et bonheur de la raison. La fonction thérapeutique de a philosophie dans
¢picurisme” and “Opinions vides et troubles de I'dme: la médication épicurrenne.”
Seneca, On Benefits, VILi.3-7. This text is analyzed at length in the lecture o[10 February,
second hour.

. For a conceptualization of the notion of culture of the self, see the lecture of 6 January,

first hour.

. On the concept of the event in Foucault, see “Nictzsche, la généalogie, histoire” (1971) in

Dits et Ecrits, vol. 2. p. 136, for the Nietzschean roots of the concept: and “Mon corps, ce
papier, ce feu” m Drts et Eonts, vol. 2, p. 260 on the polemical value of the event in thought
against a Derridean metaphysics of the originary (English translations by Robert Hurley
and others, as “Nictzsche, Genealogy, History” and "My Body, This Paper, This Fire,” in
Essential Works of Foucudlt, 1954-1984, vol. 2: Aesthetics, Method and Epistemology, ed.,
J.D. Faubion, translations by Robert Hurley et al (New York: New Press, 2000]), “Table
ronde du 20 mai 1978” for the program of an “événementialisation” of historical knowledge,
Dits et Eanits, vob. 4, p. 23; and, 1 particular, “Polémique, politique, et problématisations”
tn Duts et Ecnits, vol. 4, concerning the distinctiveness of the history of thought (translated
hy Lydia Davis as “Polemics, Politics, and Problematizations: An Interview with Michel
Foucault” 1n Ethics: Subjectivity and Truth).”

“Considering the seventh dlay to be very holy and a great feswval, they accord it a special
honor: on this day, after caring for the soul (/s psukhes epimeleran), they anoint their bodies
with oil.” Philo of Alexandria, On the Contemplative Life, 477M, IV.36.

“Then we will contemplate the same objects as [the soul of the universe ], because we also
will be well prepared thanks to our nature and our effort (epimeleiais).” Plotinus, The
Enneads, 11.9.18.

“The law eliminates fate by teaching that virtue is taught and develops if one applies oneself
10 it (ex epimeleias prosgrnomenén ).” Methodius of Olympus, The Banguet, 172c.

“Hote toinun he agan haufe tou simatos epimelera autd te alusiteles to sémati, kai pros fen psukhen
empodion estf; lo go hupopeptohenas toutd kar therapevesn mania saphés” (“When excessive care
for the body becomes useless for the body and harmful to the soul, submitting to it and
attaching onesell to it seems an obvious madness”). Basil of Caesarea, Sermo de legendss [ibrs
grntilium, 584d, in J.-P. Migne, ed. Patrelogie grecque (SEU Petit-Montrouge, 1857), vol. 31.

. “Now that [Moses] had raised himself to the highest level in the virtues of the soul, both

by lengthy application ( makras epimeleias) and by knowledge from on high, it is, rather, a
happy and peacetul encounter that he has with his brother ... The help given by God to
our nature . .. only appears. .. when we are sufficiently familiarized with the life from on
high through progress and application (epimeleras).” Grégoire de Nysse [Gregory of
Nyssa ), La Vie de Moise, ou Traite de la perfection en matiére de la vertue, translations by
J. Damiélou ( Paris: Ed. du Cerf, 1965), 337¢-d, 43-44, pp. 130-137; see also 55 i 341b, set-
ting vut the requirement of a “long and serious study (torautés kai tosautes eprmeleras ),” p. 138.
“But now I have returned here to this same grace, joined by love to my master; also strengthen
m me what is ordered and stable in this grace, you the friends of my fiancé, who, by your ares
(¢pimeleias) and attention, preserve the impuke mn me towards the divine.” Grégoire de
Nysse, Le Canfigue des cantiyues, translations by C. Bouchet (Paris: Migne, 1990 ), p. 106.
“Li oun apokluseras palin di’epimeleias btou ton epiplasthenta (& kardia sou rupon, analampsei sor to
theoeides kallos (1L, on the other hand, you punify the dregs spread out in your heart by tak-
ing care of your life, the divine beauty will shine withm you).” Gregory of Nyssa,
De Beatitudinibus, Oratio V1, in Patrologre grecque, vol. 44, p. 1272a.
Gregory of Nyssa, Treatise on Visginity. See in thesamebook the parable of the lost drachma
(300¢-301c, XII), often ated by Foucault to illustrate the care of the self. See the lecture
(“Technologies of the Sclf” in Eshics: Subjectsvity and Truth, p. 227); “Les techniques de sor”
n Dits ¢t Ecrits, vol. 44, p. 787: “By hilth, we should understand, I think, the taint of the flesh:
when one has ‘swept it away’ and cleared it by the ‘care’ (epimeleiu) that one takes of one’s
life, the object appears 1n broad daylight.” 301¢ X11, 3.
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In an interview in January 1984, Foucault notes that in chis text by Gregory of Nyssa
(303c-305¢, XIII) the care of the self is essentially defined as “the renunciation of all
eaarthly 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 la liberté,” in Dits et Ecnits,
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: Sub jectivity and Truth, p. 288 ).

On the meaning of melefz, see the lecture of 3 March, second hour, and 7 March, first hour.
Onthetechniques 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.

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

Ou the technique of screeming representations, in Marcus Auredius in particular, and
in comparison with the examination of ideas in Cassian, see the lecture of 24 February,
first hour.

In “moral dandyism”™ we can see a reference to Baudelaire (see Foucault’s pages on “the atti
tude of modemity” and the Baudelairean ethns in “What 1s Enlightenment?” in Ethics:
Sub jectivity and Truth, pp. 310-12 French version “Qu'est ce que les Lumiéres?™ in Drts ef
Emn, vol. 4, pp. 568-71) and in the “aesthetic stage™ there is a clear 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
(itisironythatallows transition to the ethical). Foucault was a great reader of Kietkegaard,
although he hardly ever mentions this author, who nonetheless had for him an importance
as secret as 1t was decisive.

Thus 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 dlement ), and finding ia the self a last resont
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
informamon to Paul Veyne). This thesis of the obliteration of the citystate in the
Hellenistic period is thus strongly challenged by, among others, Foucault in L Souci de sof
(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 10 this course) that the care of the self is basically defined as a
mode of living rather than as an individualistic wesott (“The care of the self. .. appears
then as an intensification of sucial relations,” p. 53). P. Hadot, in Qu’est~e que la philosophie
antique? (Paris: Gallimard, 1995), pp. 146-47, tiaces this prejudice of a disappearance of the
Greek city-state back to a work by G. Murray, Four Stages of Greek Religion (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1912).

Descartes, Méditations sur la philosophie premiére (1641), in (Ewrres (Panis: Gallimard/
Bibliotheque de la Pléiade, 1952); English translation by Jubn Cottingham, in Descartes,
Medstations on First Philosophy, ed. John Cottingham (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996).

. Gnosticism represents an esoteric philosophico religious movement that developed in the

fiest centuries A.D. This extremely widespread mavement, which is difficult to delimit and
define, was rejected hoth by the Church Fathers and by philosophy inspired by Platomism.
The “gnosis” (from the Greek gndsis: knowledge ) designates an esoteric knowledge that
offers salvation towhomever has access to it, and for the mitiated 1t represents knowledge of
hisoriginand destination as well as the secrets and mysteries of the higher world (bringing
the promise of a heavenly voyage), uncovered on the basis of sectet exegetical traditions. In
this sense ofa salvationist, initiatory, and symbolic knowledge, the “gnosis” covers a vast set
of Judeo-Chnistian speculations based on the Bible. The “Guostic” 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 literary reference see Michel Foucault, “La prose
d’Actéon” in Difs et Eants, vol. 1, p. 326. It 1s likely, as A. 1. Davidson has suggested to me,
that Foucault was familiar with the studies of H. C. Puech on this subject (See Sur k
manicheisme et Autres Essars [Paris: Flammarion, 1979)).

“The” philosopher is how Aquinas designates Aristotle m bis commentaries.

In the classification of the conditions of knowledge that follow we find, like a muffled echo,
what Foucault called “procedures of limitation of discourse” 1 his inaugural lecture at the
College 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 15 structured around the articulation of the “subject” and “truth.”

We can recognize here an echo of the famous analysis devoted to the Meditanons in
Foucault’s Histoire de la folie (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
priori, refuses to countenance it, preferring the gentle ambiguities of the dream: “madnessis
excluded by the doubting subject” (p. 7). Derrida immediately challenged this thesis in
“Cogito et Histoire de la folie” (in L’Eoiture et {a Différence, Parss: Ed. du Seuil, 1967;
English translation by A. Bass, “Cogito and the History of Madness,” in Wning and
Difference, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978 ), which takes up a lecture delivered on
4 March 1963 at the College philosophique, showing that the peculiarity of the Cartesian
Cogito 1s precisely to take on the risk of a “total madness” by cesorting 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 3 Derrida,” in Dits ef Ems, vol. 2). Tbus was
born what is called the “Foucault/Derrida polemic” about Descartes’ Maditations.
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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
maxtm: the care of the self as statutory privilege. ~ First analysis
of Plato’s Alcibiades. ~ Alcibiades’ political expectations
and Socrates’ intervention. ~ The education of Alabiades

QU k0 SRR R R A

Sty

compared with that of young Spartans and Persian
Princes. ~ Contextualization of the first appearance 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.

I WOULD LIKE TO say two or three more words because, despite my
good 1ntentions 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 1is
absolutely no question of giving it a date and localizing or individualiz-
ing 1t around just one person) the link was broken, definitively I think,

between access to the truth, whichbecomes the autonomous development
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of knowledge (connarssance ), and the requirement of the subject’s trans-
formation of himself and of his being.* When I say “I think it was defin-
itively broken,” I don’t need to tell you that I don’t believe any such
thing, and that what 1s 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
other, the spiritual necessity of the subject’s work on himself, of his self-
transfortnation and expectation of enlightenment and transfiguration
from the truth, was underway long before. The dissociation had begun
to take place long before and a certain wedge had been inserted between
these two components. And of course, we should look for this
wedge. . . in science? Not at all. We should look for it in theology (the
theology which, precisely, with Aquinas, the scholastics, etc., was able to
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 claiming, on the basis of Christianity of course, to be rational
reflection founding a faith with a umversal vocation, founded at the
same time the principle of a knowing subject in general, of a knowing
subject who finds both his point of absolute fulfillment and highest
degree of perfection in God, who 1s also his Creator and so his model.
The correspondence between an omniscient God and subjects capable of
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 in 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

*More preciscly, the manuscript states that the link was broken “when Descartes said: philos-
ophy by itself is sufficient for knowledge, and Kant completed this by saying: if knowledge bas
limits, these limits exist entirely within the structure of the knowing subject, that s to say tn
precisely what makes knowledge possible.”
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most general expression. I think we should be clear in our minds about
the major conflict running through Chnistianity from the end of the
fifth century—St. Augustine obviously—up to the seventeenth century.
During these twelve centuries the conflict was not between spirituahty
and science, but between spirituality and theology. The best proof that
1t was not between spirituahity and science 1s the blossoming of practices
of spiritual knowledge, the development of esoteric knowledge, the
whole 1dea—and 1t would be interesting to reinterpret the theme of
Faust along these lines'—that there cannot be knowledge without a
profound modification 1n the subject’s being. That alchemy, for exam-
ple, and a whole stratum of knowledge, was at this ime thought to be
obtainable only at the cost of a modification n the subject’s being
dearly proves that there was no constitutive or structural opposition
between science and spirituahty. The opposition was between theologi-
cal thought and the requirement of spiritualty. Thus the disengagement
did not take place abruptly with the appearance of modern science. The
disengagement, the separation, was a slow process whose origin and
development should be located, rather, in theology.

Neither should we think that the break was made, and made defimi-
tively, at the moment I have called, completely arbitrarly, the
“Cartesian moment.” Rather, 1t 1s very interesting to see how the ques-
tion of the relation between the conditions of spirituahity and the prob-
lem of the development of truth and the method for arriving at 1t was
pOSCd in the Seventeenth Century Take, for examp]e, the very interesting
notion that 1s typical of the end of the sixteenth and the beginning of
the seventeenth century: the notion of “reform of the understanding.”
Take, precisely, the first nine paragraphs of Spinoza’s Treatise on the
Correction of the Understanding.? You can see quite clearly there—and for
well-known reasons that we don’t need to emphasize—how 1n formu-
lating the problem of access to the truth Spinoza hinked the problem to
a series of requirements concermng the subject’s very being: In what
aspects and how must I transform my being as subject? What conditions
must | impose 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 I

seek, that 1s 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 under-
standing in the seventeenth century 1s, I think, entirely typical of the sull
very strict, dose, and tight links between, let’s say, a philosophy of knowl-
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 structures of
spirituality have not disappeared either from philosophical reflection or
even, perhaps, from knowledge (savorr). There would be ... but then I
do not really want to outline it now, I 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 Knisis,> and Heidegger as well'—and you see precisely here also that
knowledge (connaissance), the activity of knowing, whether [it] 1s dis-
credited, devalued, considered critically, or rather, as in Hegel, exalted,
1s nonetheless still linked to the requirements of spirituality. In all these
philosophies, a certain structure of spirituality tries to link knowledge,
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 nineteenth-century
philosophy can, 1 think, be thought of as a kind of pressure to try 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 spirttuality and which, with-
out saying so, rediscovers the care of the self.

However, I would say that this pressure, this resurgence, this reap-
pearance of the structures of spirituality is nonetheless quite noticeable
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 1t requires the subject’s conversion and that it promises
enlightenment for the subject at the end of its development; if we can

recognize a false science by its structure of spirituality (which 1s



6 January 1982: Second hour 29

self-evident; every scientist knows this), we should not forget that 1n
those forms of knowledge (savorr) that are not exactly sciences, and
which we should not seek to assimilate to the structure of science, there
1s again the strong and clear presence of at least certain elements, certain
tequirements 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 1t would be
completely wrong to identify these with religion. This 1s 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 1s 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 retum, 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 agam 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 1s that, taking a histor-
1cal view over some, or at least one or two millennia, you find agan in
these forms of knowledge the questions, interrogations, and require-
ments which, it seems to me, are the very old and fundamental questions
of the epimeleia heautou, and so of spirituality as a condition of access to
the truth. What has happened, of course, 1s 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 1dea of the effect of a class position or of the party, of alle-
glance to a group or membership of a school, of mitiation 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, 1n 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 1s to say, in terms which are of course absolutely foreign to the his-
torial 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 epimeleia heautou, which was the
most general form of spirituality. Of course, a question arises, which [ will
not answer, of whether pysychoanalysis itself can, in its own terms, that 1s
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 epime[etl'a heautou—cannot
be posed in terms of knowledge (connarssance).

That 1s 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 is 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 1nability to keep to a timetable,
1 will try to 1solate three moments which seem to me to be interesting:
the Socratic-Platonic moment, the appearance of the epimelera 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 m the first two centuries A.D.; and then, roughly, the
transition from pagan philosophical ascesis to Christian asceticism 1
the fourth and fifth centuries.’

*The manuscript notes that the fact that tor psychoanalvsis 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 1s the analysis, the theory itself of the care of the self; the
extended theory developed 1n the second part, the condusion, of the dia-
logue called Alcibiades. Before reading some of this text, I would like to
reall two things. First, if 1t 1s true that the care of the self emerges in
philosophical reflection with Socrates, and in the Alcibiades in particular,
even so we should not forget that from 1ts origin and throughout Greek
culture the principle of “taking care of oneself”—as a rule and posimve
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 intellectual attitude; it 1s not advice given by wise
old men to overeager young people. No, the assertion, the principle “one
ought to takecare of oneselt,” was an old maxim of Greek culture. In par-
trcular it was a Lacedaemonian maxim. In a text which, since it is from
Plutarch, 1s fairly late, but which refers to what ts dearly 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
1s huge, or anyway substantial. Why don’t you cultivate it yourselves, why
do you entrust it to helots? And Anaxandridas 1s supposed to have
answered: Well, quite simply, so that we can take are of ourselves.® Of
aurse, when the Spartan says here: we have to take care of ourselves and
so we do not have to cultivate our lands, 1t 1s quite dear that this has noth-
mg 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 1s 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 to others. You can see then that “taking care of oneself” is not at
all philosophical but doubtless 4 fairly common principle linked, how-
ever, and we will find this again and again i the history of the epimeleia

heautou, to a privilege, which m this case 1s pohitical, 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
1s referred to 1n the first major theory of the care of the self in the
Alcibiades. 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
1t 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 Alabrades.
I note only that right at the start we see Socrates accosting Alcibiades
and remarking to him that unul 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 is 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 life that
will bring me no more than what I have already. This 1s why Socrates
approaches Alcibiades. What 1s 1t that Alcibiades has already and 1n
comparison with which he wants something else? The particulars of
Alcibiades’ tamily, his status in the city, and his ancestial 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 powerful rela-
tives. The same 1s 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. Perides rules the roost 1n the aty,
even in Greece, and even m some barbarian countries.™ Added to which,
Alcibiades has a huge fortune. On the other hand, as everyone knows,
Alcibiades 1s beautiful. 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 15 he the only one? He 1s 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 in Alcibiades. He continues to be interested in Alcibiades and even
decides to speak to hum for the first time. Why? Because, as I said to you
a moment ago, he has cearly 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 1s 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 1s 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 tuming to the govemment 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 Alabiades 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 III of the
Memorabilia, Xenophon cites a dialogue, a meeting between Socrates and
the young Charnides. Charmides 1s 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 1s shy, and although he 1s listened to and knows that
everyone listens to him when considering things 1n a small group, he
shrinks from speaking in public. And 1t 1s 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 1n this way you will be able to
participate 1n political hife. He does not use the expression eprmelera
heautou or epimeler sautou, but the expression “apply vour mind.” Noin
prosekher'” apply your mind to yourself. But the situation 1s 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, whereas with Alcibiades we
are dealing with a young man champing at the bit, who only asks to
enter politics and to transform his statutory advantages into real political
action.

Now, asks Socrates, and this 1s where the part of the dialogue I want
to study more closely begins, if you govern the city, if you are to be able
to govern it, you must confront two sorts of rivals.”® On the one hand
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, when you are
governing them, you will come up against the city’s enemies. You will
come up against Sparta and the Persian Empire. Now, says Socrates, you
know very well how 1t 1s with both the Lacedaemonians and the
Persians: they outmatch Athens and you. In wealth first of all: However
wealthy you may be, can you compare your wealth to that of the Persian
King? As for education, can you really compare your education with
that of the Lacedaemonians and Persians? There 1s a brief description of
Spartan education, which 1s not put forward as a model but as a mark of
quality at least; an education that ensures firmness, greatness of soul,
courage, endurance, the taste for victory and honor, etcetera. Persian
education, and the passage here 1s interesting, also has great advantages.
In the education given to the King, from the earliest age—in short, from
when he 1s old enough to understand—the young prince 1s surrounded
by four teachers: one 1s the teacher of wisdom (sophra), another of
Justice (drkatosunt), the third a master of temperance (sophrosun), and
the fourth a master of courage (andreia). With regard to the date of the
text, the first problem to reckon with 1s the following: on the one hand,
as you know, fascination and interest in Sparta 1s constant in Plato’s dia-
logues, starting with the Socratic dialogues; however, the interest 1n and
fascination with Persia is something which 1s thought to appear late in
Plato and the Platonists [...*]. How then has Alcibiades been trained 1n
comparison with this education, whether Spartan or Persian? Well, says
Socrates, consider what has happened. After the death of your parents
you were entrusted to Pericles. For sure, Pericles “may lord it over his

*Only * ... that we hear in lute Platonism, in the second half of Platonism at any rate” is audible.
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city, 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 1gnorance and so had nothing to teach you. Under these
conditions, Socrates says to Alcibiades, you should make a httle com-
parison: you want to enter political hfe, to take the destiny of the city 1n
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 gnithi seauton,
appearing before any notion of care of the self, is given in a weak form.
It 1s simply a counsel of prudence. It does not appear with the strong
meaning 1t will have later. Socrates asks Alcibiades to reflect on himself
a little, to review his hfe 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 1n 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 tekhne.”® You do not have the tekhne that would enable you to
compensate for these initial inferiorities. Here Socrates demonstrates to
Alabiades that he does not have the tekine 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 1s absolutely
dassical 1n all the Socratic dialogues: What 1s it to govern the aty well;
in what does good government of the city consist; how do we recognize
1t? There 1s a long series of questions. We end up with this definition
advanced by Alcibiades: The aty 1s well governed when harmony reigns
amongst its citizens.” Alabiades is asked: What is this harmony; in
what does 1t 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
1gnorance without even being aware of 1t.”?2 To this Socrates responds:
Don't worry; 1f you were to discover your shameful 1ignorance and that
you do not even know what you are saying when you are fifty, 1t really
would be difficult for you to remedy it, because 1t 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 hfe when one ought to
be aware of it.”? | would like to stop for a moment on this first appear-
ance 1n philosophical discourse—subject once again to the dating of the
Alcibiades—of this formula “taking caring of oneself,” “taking pamns with
oneself.”

First, as you can see, the need to be concerned about the self is linked
to the exercise of power. We have already come across this in the
Lacedaemoman or Spartan maxim of Anaxandridas. Except, however,
that i 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 defimite pohtical
action, to actual government of the city-state. However, you can see that
“taking care of oneself” 1s 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
mto 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, 1s linked to the inadequacy of Alabiades’ edu-
cation. But the target here 1s, of course, Athenian education itself, which
is wholly inadequate m two respects. It 1s inadequate m 1its specifically
pedagogical aspect (Alcibiades’ master was worthless, a slave, and an
ignorant slave, and the education of a young anstocrat destined for a

pohucal career s too important to be handed over to a family slave).
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There 1s also criticism of the other aspect, which 1s less immediately
dear but lurks throughout the beginning of the dialogue: the criticism
oflove, of the erds of boys, which has not had the function for Alcibiades
it 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
1n 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 i1mmediately connected to the
former feature 1s the idea that 1t 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 1mportant one. It was entrusted to me by the gods and consisted
n placing myself in the street and stopping everyone, young and old,
citizens and noncitizens, to tell them to take care of themselves.*' Here,
the epimeleta heautou appears as a general function of the whole of life,
whereas 1n the Alcibiades 1t appears as a necessary moment of the young
man’s training. A very important question, a major debate and a tumn-
ing pomnt 1n 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 1s, 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 charactenstic 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 he1s unaware of . . . what? Well, that he 1s unaware of
the object 1tself, 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 1n 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, 1s 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 1s very important. The dialogue of Alibrades 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 I pointed out to
you—you see that the question Socrates poses and attempts to resolve 1s
not: You must lake care of yourself now you are a man, and so I ask, what
1s a man? Socrates asks a much more precise, interesting, and difficult
question, which 1s: You must take care of yourself; but what 1s this “one-
self” (auto to auto),’® since it 1s your self you must take care of?
Consequently the question does not concern the nature of man but what
we—that 1s us today, since the word 15 not in the Greek text—will call the
question of the subject. What 1s this subject, what 1s 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 is: If we develop this care of the
self properly, if we take 1t seriously, how will 1t be able to lead us, and
how will it lead Alcibiades to what he wants, that 1s to say to knowledge
of the tekhne he needs to be able to govern others, the art.that will enable
him to govern well? In short, what 1s at stake m the whole of the second

part, of the end of the dialogue, 1s this: “oneself,” in the expression
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“caring about oneself,” must be given a definition which entails, opens
up, or gives access to a knowledge necessary for good government. What
1s at stake 1n the dialogue, then, 1s this: What 1s this self I must take care
of in 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, 1s, I think, at the heart of the
end of this dialogue. Anyway, the question of “caring about oneself”
first emerges 1n ancient philosophy on the back of this question. So,
thank you, and next week we will begin agan at 9:15. I will try to
conclude this reading of the dialogue.
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First hour

A

Contexts of appearance of the Socratic requirement of care of the
self: the political ability of young men from gvod families; the
(academic and erotic) limits of Athentan pedagogy; the ignorance
of which one 1s unaware. ~ Practices of transformation of the self in
archatc Greece. ~ Preparation for dreaming and testing techniques in
Pythagoreanism. ~ Techmigues of the self in Plato’s Phaedo. ~ Ther
importance in Hellenistrc philosophy. ~ The question of the being
of the self one must take care of in the Alabiades. ~ Definition of
the self as soul. ~ Defintion of the soul as subject of action. ~ The
care of the self in relation to dietetics, economics, and erotics. ~ The
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need for a master of the care.

LAST WEEK WE BEGAN reading Plato’s dialogue, the Alabiades.
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 1s hardly any doubt, then at least of 1ts date. We halted at
the appearance of the expression that I would hke 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 1s a very famihar context of a pohtical and social mihieu
comprising the small world of young anstocrats whose status makes

them leading figures n 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 ambation 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 1s whether the authority imtially 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 1s a world, then, in which relations between the status of the “preem-
nent” and the ability to govern are problematized: the need to take care
of oneself insofar as one has to govern others. This 1s the first crcle, the
first contextual element.

The second element, linked of course to the first, 1s the problem of
pedagogy. This is the criticism of the two forms of pedagogy familiar to
us from the Socratic dialogues. There is criticism, of course, of education,
Of educational practice in Athens, Which iS Compared extremely unfa‘
vorably with Spartan education, with its unremitting severity and
strong integration within collective rules. Atheman education 1 also
compared unfavorably—and this 1s stranger and less frequent 1n the
Socratic dialogues, more typical of the last Platonic texts—with orental
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 criticasm 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 in
Athens cannot fulfill the task of instruction that would be able to justafy
it and give 1t a foundation.! Adults, men, pursue young people in 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 tram
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 selt. 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, if 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 tobe 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 and complex history extends up to the establishment of pastoral
power in 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 1s of course ignorance, and
once again we are famihar with this from the Socratic dialogues. It 1s an
1ignorance that 1s both ignorance of things one should know and 1gno-
rance of oneself, inasmuch as one does not even know that one 1s ignorant
of these things. Alcibiades, you recall, thought 1t would be easy to answer
Socrates’ question and to detine the nature of good government of the city-
state. He even thought he could define good government by designating
1t as that which ensures harmony between citizens. And he does not even
know what harmony 1s, demonstrating both that he did not know and
was unaware that he did not know. So you can see that these three ques-
tions of the exerase of pohtical power, pedagogy, and 1gnorance that 1s
unaware of itself form a familiar context 1n the Socratic dialogues.

However, since 1t 1s precisely the emergence, the appearance of the
requirement “to care about oneself” that we are considering, I would
like to point out that there 1s something strange about the exposition of
the text of the Alesbiades in which this requirement 1s introduced at 127e.
The exposition 1s quite simple. It 1s already outlined in the general
context I have been talking about: Socrates shows Alcibiades that he
does not know what harmony 1s and that he is not even aware of his
ignorance of what 1t 1s to govern well. So Socrates demonstrates this to
Alabiades, and Alcibiades immediately despairs. Socrates then consoles
him, saying: But this 1s not serious, do not panic, after all you are not
fifty, 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
this: Okay, you are ignorant, but you are young 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 1t 1s preasely this that Socrates does not say.- Socrates says:
You are ignorant; but you are young and so you have time, not to learn,
but to take care of yourself. It 1s here, I think, in the gap between “learn-
ing,” which would be the usual result expected from this kind of
reasoning, and the necessity to “take care of the self,” between pedagogy
understood as apprenticeship and this other form of culture, of paideia
(we will return at length to this later), which revolves around what
could be called the culture of the self, the formation of the self, the
Selbstbildungas the Germans would say,’ 1t 1s 1n this gap, this interplay,
this proximity that a number of problems rush m which concern, t
seems to me, the whole interplay between philosophy and spirituality in
the ancient world.

But first of all, a comment. I told you that this expression “caring for
the self” emerges and appears in Plato with the Alibiades, but once
again the question of the dialogue’s date will have to be posed. As you
will soon see when I come back to it at greater length, the question of
the nature of this caring about oneself 1s posed explicitly and systematr-
cally in this dialogue. The question has two parts: what 1s “one’s self”
and what 1s “taking care of”? We truly have the first, and we could even
say the only, comprehensive theory of the care of the self in all of Plato’s
texts. We may tegard it as the first major theoretical emergence of the
epimeleia heautou. Even so, we should not forget and must always keep in
mind the fact that this requirement to care for the self, this practice—or
rather, the set of practices in which the care of the self will appear—is
actually rooted 1n very old practices, in ways of acting and types and
modalities of experience that constituted its historical basis well before
Plato and even Socrates. That the truth cannot be atrtained without a
certain practice, or set of fully specified practices, which transtorm the
subject’s mode of being, change its given mode of being, and modify 1t
by transfiguring 1t, 1s a prephilosophical theme which gave rise to many
more or less ritualized procedures. Well before Plato, the Alcibrades,
and Socrates, there was, if you like, an entire technology of the self
related to knowledge (savorr ), whether this involved particular bodies of
know ledge (connarssances) or overall access to truth itself.” The 1dea

that one must put a technology of the self to work 1n order to have access
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to the truth 1s shown in Ancient Greece, and what’s more in many, if not
all, crvihzations, by a number of practices, which I 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 you 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 preliminary rite, not only before contact with the
gods, but also [with] the truth they may vouchsafe us, 1s an extremely
common theme, well-known and attested for a long ime 1n 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 techniques for concentrating the soul. The soul is some-
thing mobile. The soul, the breath, 1s something that can be disturbed
and over which the outside can exercise a hold. One must avoid dispersal
of the soul, the breath, the preuma. 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 1t up, condense 1t, and unite 1t n 1tself
m order to give 1t a mode of existence, a solidity, which will enable 1t 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, 1s the techmque of withdrawal (refracte), for
which there 1s a word, which as you know will have a prominent future
in all of Western spirituality: anakharésss (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
1s there before your eyes. It 1, if you like, a lechniciue of visible absence.

You are always there, visible to the eves of others. But you are absent,
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elsewhere. A fourth example, and these are only examples, 1s the practice
of endurance, which 1s linked, moreover, to the concentration of the soul
and to withdrawal (anakhorésis) into oneself, and which enables one
erther to bear painful and hard ordeals or to resist temptations one may
be offered.

This whole set of practices then, and stull many others, existed in
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 1ts ascetic components. I will consider just two
examples of these components of the technology of the self i
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 philosophical schools. There 1s, for example, the punifying prepa-
ration for the dream. Since dreaming while you sleep 1s, for the
Pythagoreans, to be in contact with a divine world, which s 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 n a
number of ritual practices that will purify the soul and thus enable 1t to
enter into contact with this divine world and understand 1ts meanings,
the more or less ambiguous messages and truths 1t 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 commatted, and thus purging and purifying
yourself of them by this act of memory, 1s a practice whose paternity was
always attributed to Pythagoras.’” Whether or not he really was the first
to nstigate 1t 1s not important. It 1s anyway an important Pythagorean
practice whose diffusion you are familiar with. I will take also another
example from the many examples of the technology of the self, of the
techniques of the self we can find n the Pythagoreans: the techniques of
testing. That 1s to say you try something, you orgamze a tempting
situation and test your ability to resist it. These were also very ancient
practices. They lasted for a long time and are sull attested quite late. As

an example, consider a text from Plutarch (at the end of the first and
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the beginning of the second century). In the dialogue on Socrates’
Daemon, Phatarch recounts, or rather, he gets one of his interlocutors,
whois dearly a spokesman for the Pythagoreans, to recount the following
little exercise: you start the moming with a series of lengthy, difficult,
and uring physical exercises, which give you an appetite. Having done
this you have Sumptuous tab]es Sewed With Cxtraordinarily rich dishes
filled with the most attracwve food. You place yourself before them, gaze
on them, and meditate. Then you call the slaves. You give this food to the
slaves and content yourself with their extremely frugal food.” We will no
doubt have to come back to all this to Cxamine itS development5.12

I have pointed this out in Order to Show you that a Whole Series Of
techniques coming under something like the care of the self is generally
attested, and particularly in the Pythagoreans, even before the emer-
gence of the notion of epimeleia heauton in Plato’s philosophical
thought. Staying within this general context of techniques of the self, we
should not forget that there are many traces of these techniques even in
Plato, even if i1t 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-
lnowledge. For example, the technique of concentramng the soul, of
gathering it and bringing it together, 1s very clearly attested. In the
Phaedo, for example, 1t 1s said that one must accustom the soul to gather
together from all points of the body, to concentrate itself on itself and
dwell in itself as much as possible.” Also in the Phaedo it is said that the
philosopher must “take the soul in hand™™ [. . .*). The practice of seclu-
sion, of anakhorésis, of withdrawing mnto oneself, which 1s basically
expressed in immobility, 1s also attested in the Phaedo.”” Immobility of
the soul and the body: of the body which resists, and of the soul which
does not move, which 1s fixed, as 1t were, on 1tself, on its own axis, and
which nothing can turn away from itself. This is the famous image of
Socrates evoked in the Symposium. As you know, during the war

Socrates was able to remain alone, immobile, standing with his feet in

*Ouoly “and the [ . J philosophy as guide or as therapy tor the soul, the integratlon, within
philosophical practice, of this technique of gathering 10gcther, concentrating and tightening of
the soul on itself” is audible.
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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 15 also the 1mage of Socrates successtully controlling hus
desire while lying with Alcibiades.”

The dissemination of these techniques of the self within Platomic
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, 1t 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 n the Stoics, transposed and
rethought differently, as we will see. If you take, for example, immobihty
of thought, the immobulity of thought undisturbed by either external
excitation, ensuring securitas, or internal excitation, ensuring tranquillitas
(to take up Roman Stoic terms),”® then this immobilization of
thought is quite dlearly 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 n particular, there 1 a long passage which I
will try to explain and the exphat theme of which is the anakhorésis ess
heauton (the withdrawal [anachorése] into oneself, withdrawal into and
towards the self).” In the Stoics also there 1s a series of techniques
for the purnfication of representations, for checking phantasiar 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 1s 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



13 January 1982: First hour 51

technologies of the self underwent fairly profound reorganization in
Plato, in the Alabiades, or somewhere between Socrates and Plato. At
any rate, the question of the epimelera heautou (of care of the self) n
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 talking
about.

So, having said that about the first appearance of these elements in
philosophy and at the same time their technical continuity, I would
like to return to the text of Alcibiades itself and in particular to the
passage (127e) where it 1s said: One must care about oneself. One must
care about oneself, but . .. and this 1s why I emphasize this text: Socrates
has scarcely said “One must care about oneself” than he 1s seized by a
doubt. He halts for a moment and says: It’s all very well to take care of
oneself, but there is a grave danger of going wrong. We risk not really
knowingwhat we should do when we want to take care of ourselves, and
instead of blindly obeying the principle “we care about ourselves” we
should ask: #7 esti to hautou epimeleisthai (what 1s 1t to take care of one-
self?).?® 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 1t means to take care
of them. We also know perfectly well what 1t means to take care of our
feet. The doctor (or the gymnastics teacher) advises you about this and
1s the specialist m this matter. But who knows exactly what “taking care
of one’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 1is this thing, this object, this self to which one must
attend? Secondly, there 1s the care in “care of the self.” What form should
this care take, in what must 1t consist, given that what 1s at stake in the
dialogue 1s 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 1t also provides me with the art (the tekhn, 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
responding to one and the same demand: one’s self and the care of the
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self must be given a definition from which we can derive the knowledge
required for governing others. This 1s what 1s at stake in the second half,
the second part of the dialogue beginning at 127e. This is what I should
now like to examine. First of all, the question: What 1s one’s self that we
must take care of? Secondly: What 1s this attending to, this care, this
epimelera?

First question: What 1s one’s self? We should note straightaway how
the question 1s posed. It is posed 1n an interesting way because, naturally—
with regard to this question “what 1s one’s self?”—there 1s once agam
reference to the Delphic oracle, to Pythia, and to what she says, namely,
that one must know oneself (gnonar 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
when Socrates was conversing with Alcabiades and said to hum: All
right, very well, you want to govern Athens; you will have to outmatch
your rivals within the cty itself and you will also have to fight or com-
pete with the Lacedaemonians and Persians. Do you really think youare
strong enough, that you have the capabilities, wealth, and education
required? Since Alcibiades was not very sure of being able to give a
positive answer—or whether he should give a positive or negative
answer to this—Socrates said to him: But at least pay some attention,
reflect a bit on what you are, look at the education you have received, you
would do well to know yourself a little (a reference, which s exphat,
moreover, to the gnothi seauton).”’ However, you can see that this first
reference, which 1s in the part of the text I analyzed last week, 1s, I would
say, weak and fleeting. The gnathi seauton 1s called upon merely to encour-
age Alabiades to reflect a hittle more seriously on what he 15, what he 1s
capable of doing, and the formidable tasks awaiting him when he will
have to govern the city. Now we see the gnothr seauton appear 1n a com-
pletely different way and at a completely ditferent 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 1n the expression
epimeleisthar  heautou? One should gnonar heautwon, the text says.
I think we should be clear about this second use of, this second refer-
ence to, the Delphic oracle. It 1s certainly not a question of Socrates



13 January 1982: First hour 53

saying: Okay, you must know what you are, your abilitzes, your passions,
whether you are mortal or immortal, etcetera. It 1s certainly not this. In
a way 1t 1s a methodological and formal question, but one that 1s,
I think, absolutely fundamental in the development of the text: one
must know what this heauton 1s, what this “oneself” is. Not, then:
“What kind of animal are you, what 1s your nature, how are you com-
posed?” but: “{ What 1s] this relation, what 1s designated by this reflec-
wve pronoun heauton, what 1s this element which 1s the same on both
the subject side and the object side?” You have to take care of yourself:
It 1s you who takes care; and then you take care of something which 1s
the same thing as yourself, |the same thing] as the subject who “takes
are,” this 1s your self as object. Moreover, the text says 1t very clearly: we
must know what 1s auto to auto.”> What 1s this 1dentical element present
as 1t were on both sides of the care: subject of the care and object of
the care? What 1s 1t? This 1s then a methodological question concerning
the meaning of what 1s designated by the reflexive form of the verb
“taking care of oneself.” This second reference to the precept “one must
know oneself” 1s quite different from the simple counsel of prudence
given a bit earher when Alcibiades was told: Pay some attention to your
bad education and all your inabilities. What then 1s this keauton, or
rather, what 1s referred to by this keauton? I will go immedaately to the
answer. The answer, as you know, 1s given a hundred times in
Plato’s dialogues: “psukkes epimeleteon” (one must take care of one’s
soul),2 1t 1s said, at the start of an exposition to which I will return. In
this the Alcibiades corresponds exactly with a series of other expressions
found elsewhere, as in the Apology tor example, when Socrates says
that he encourages his fellow ciuzens, and everyone he meets, to care
for their soul (psukhe) mn order to perfect 1t.> We also find the expres-
ston 1n the Cratylus, where, with regard to the theories of Herachtus
and the universal flux, it s said that we should not entrust the
“therapeuetn hauton kai fen psukhen” (the concern of taking care, of attend-
1ng to oneself, to one’s soul ) to the power of names: the keauton/psukhen
@upling 1s clear here.”® In the Phaedo there is the famous passage: if
the soul 1s immortal, then “epimeleias deitar” (it needs that you attend
toit, it needs your zeal and care, etcetera).” So, when the Alabiades
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reaches the expression, “What 1s this ‘oneself’ one must care for?— Well,
1t 1s the soul,” 1t matches up with many things, many themes which are
found in many other Platonic texts. However, even so, I think the way
mn which we arrive at this defimition of the keauton as the soul, the way
m which this soul s conceived of here, 15 quite different from what 1s
found elsewhere. Because, 1n fact, when 1t 1s said in the Alabrades, “that
which one must take care of 1s one’s soul, one’s own soul,” 1t might be
thought that this 1s basically very close to what 1s said in The Republic.
The Alcibiades could be the reverse form, so to speak, of The Republic,
mn which the interlocutors, wondering what justice 1s 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 n the individual, refer to
the large letters of the city-state so as better to decipher what justice
might be: to know what justice 1s 1n the individual’s soul, let’s see what
it 1s in the city-state.’® Okay, it might be thought that the approach
taken by the Alabiades 1s in some way the same, but turned around;
that 1s to say, in trying to find out what 1t 1s to govern well and the
nature of good harmony and just government 1n the city, the interlocutors
of the Alcbiades inquire 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
question concerning the art of governing.

Now, this 1s not at all how things take place 1n the dialogue. We must
examine how, through their discussion, Soctates and Alabiades arrive at
this (both obvious but even so possibly paradoxical) definition of one’s
self as soul. Sigmficantly, the analysis that takes us from the question,
“What 1s myself?” to the answer, “I am my soul,” begins with a small
group of questions which I will summarize, more or less, in the following
way?®> What does it mean when we say: “Socrates speaks to Alcibiades™
The answer given 1s: we mean that Socrates makes use of language. This
very simple example is at the same time very revealing. The question
posed 1s the question of the subject. “Socrates speaks to Alcibiades,”
what does that mean, says Socrates; that 1s to say, what subject do we
presuppose when we evoke this activity of speech, which 1s the speech
activity of Socrates towards Alcibiades? Consequently it involves
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drawing the dividing line within a spoken action that will make 1t
possible to 1solate and distinguish the subject of the action from the set
of elements (words, sounds etc.) that constitute the action itself and
enable 1t to be carried out. In short, 1t involves revealing the subject in
its irreducibility. This kind of dividing line between the action and the
subject, which the Socratic question introduces, 1s utihzed and applied
in a number of easy and obvious cases which make it possible to distin-
guish, within an action, between the subject of the action and all the
instruments, tools, and technical means he may put to work. In this way
it 15 easy to establish, for example, that mn the cobbler’s art there are
tools, such as the leather kmife, on the one hand, and then the person
who uses these tools on the other. However, what appears to be very
simple 1n the case of, if you hke, “instrumentally mediated” actions, may
also apply when we are investigating an action that takes place within
the body itself, rather than an instrumental activity. Eor\example, what
do we do when we move our hands to mampulate somethinge Well,
there are 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 we
do when we look at someone? We use our eyes, that is to say there 1s a
part that uses the eyes. When the body does something there is generally
a part that uses the body. But what 1is this part that uses the body?
Obviously, it 1s not the body itself: the body cannot make use of itself.
Can we say that man, understood as a combination of soul and body,
uses the body? Certainly not. Because the body, even as a simple part,
even supposing it to be alongside the soul, as auxihary, cannot be what
uses the body. What, then, is the only element that really uses the body,
its parts and organs, and which consequently uses tools and finally lan-
guage? It 1s and can only be the soul. So, the subject of all these bodily,
instrumental, and linguistic actions 1s the soul: the soul mnasmuch as it
uses language, tools, and the body. Thus we have arrived at the soul.
However, you see that the soul we have arrived at through this bizarre
reasoning around “uses” (I will return shortly to this question of the
meaning of “uses”) has nothing to do with, for example, the soul which,
as prisoner of the body, must be set free, as in the Phaedo; it has nothing
to do with the soul as a pair of winged horses which must be led 1n the
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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 harmomzed, as in Thke
Republic>* It 1s only the soul as such which s the subject of the action;
the soul as such uses the body, its organs and 1its tools etcetera. The
French word I employ here, “se servir” [“use” in English—G.B.], is
actually the translation of a very important Greek verb with many
meanings. This 1s the verb Ahrésthar, with the substanwve dkrésis. These
two words are difficult and have had a lengthy and very important his-
torical destiny. Khrésthai (khraomas: “l use”) actually designates several
kinds of relationships one can have with something or with oneself. Of
course, khraomai means: [ use, I utilize (an instrument, a tool), etcetera.
But equally Ahraomai may designate my behavior or my attitude. For
example, m the expression ubriskhos kheésthai, the meaning 1s: behaving
violently (as when we say, “using violence” when “using” does not at all
mean utihizing, but rather behaving violently). So &krasmar 1 also a
certan attitude. Khrésthar also designates a certan type of relationship
with other people. When one says, for example, theois khrésthai (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 hippo khrésthai (using a
horse) does not mean doing what one likes with a horse. It means han-
dling 1t properly and using 1t n accordance with the rules of the art
entailed by the yoked team or the cavalry Khragmar, khresthai also
designate a certain attitude towards oneself. In the expression epithumi-
ar's khresthai, the meaming 1s not “to use one’s passions for something”
but quite simply “to give way to one’s passions.” Orgt khrésthat, 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 kkrésthai /khrésis m
order to identify what this heauton 1s (and what 1s subject to it) 1n 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,



13 January 1982: First hour 57

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

This notion of &hsesis recurs throughout the history of the care of the
self and 1ts forms.* The notion of &krésis will be especially important in the
Stoics. It will even be at the center, I think, of the entire theory and prac-
tice of the care of the self in Epiq:tetus.33 Taking care of oneself will be to
take care of the self insofar as it 1s the “subject of” a certain number of
things: the subject of instrumental action, of relationships with other
peop]e, of behavior and attitudes in genera], and the subject also of
relationships to oneself. It 1s insofar as one 1s this subject who uses, who
has certain attitudes, and who has certain relationships etcetera, that one
must take care of oneself. It 1s a question of takingcare of oneself as subject
of the &krésis (with all the word’s polysemy: subject of actions, behavior,
relationships, attitudes). It seems to me that the outcome of the argument
of the Alibriades on the question “what 1s oneself and what meaning
should be given to oneself when we say that one should take care of the
selfe” 1s the soul as subject and not at all the soul as substance.

Having reached this point, as a corollary, or a consequence, we can
note three small reflections in the text, which may seem secondary and
relatively marginal to the structure of the argument, but which I beheve
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
when, because he is 1], he applies to himself his knowledge of the art of
medicine and his ability to make diagnoses, offer medication, and cure
Ullnesses? The answer 1s, of course, no. What 1s it 1n 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

*The manuscript notes here that it “is found in Aristotle.”
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given to “himself” as soul, as soul-subject. He takes care of his body, that
1s to say of the very thing he uses. It is to his body that he attends, not
to himself. The first distinction then is that the tekiné of the doctor
who applies his knowledge to himself and the tekhné that enables the
individual to take care of himself, that is to say to take care of his soul as
subject, must differ 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 apphes and
there 1s 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 that Alcbiades’ suitors take care of
Alcibiades himself? Actually, their behavior, their conduct proves that
they do not care for Alcibiades but merely for his body and its beauty,
since they abandon him as soon as he 1s no longer absolutely desirable.
To take care of Alcibiades himself, in the strict sense, would mean there-
fore attending to his soul rather than his body, to his soul nasmuch as
it 1s subject of action and makes more or less good use of his body and
its aptitudes and capabilities, etcetera. You see, then, that the fact tha
Socrates waits until Alcibiades has come of age and has lost his most
dazzling youth before speaking to him shows that, unhke Alcaibiades’
other suitors and lovers, Socrates cares for Alcibiades himself, for his
soul, for his soul as subject of action. More precsely, Socrates cares
about the way in which Alcibiades will be concerned about himself.

This, 1 think, s what we should hold onto and what defines the
master’s position in the epimeleia heautou (care of the self). For, as we
shall see, the care of the self 1s actually something that always has to go
through the relationship to someone else who is the master.”> One can-
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 1s
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 or about property. Unlike the teacher,
he 5 not concerned with teaching aptitudes or abilities to the person
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he guides; he does not seek to teach him how to speak or how to prevail
over others, etcetera. The master is the person who cares about the
subject’s care for himself, and who finds 1n his love for his disciple the
possibility of caring for the disciple’s care for himself. By loving the boy
disinterestedly, he is then the source and model for the care the boy must
have for himself as subject. So, if I have stressed these three short
remarks about the doctor, the head of the family, and the lover, if I have
emphasized these three little passages whose role in the text 1s mainly
transitional, 1t 1s because I think they allude to problems that will be
very important in the history of the care of the self and of 1ts techniques.

First, we will see that the question regularly anises of the relation
between care of the self and medicine, treatment of the body and
regimen—Ilet’s say between care of the self and dietetics. And 1f in this
text Plato clearly shows the radical difference of kind distinguishing
dietetics from care of the self, in the history of the care of the self we see
themincreasingly intertwined—for a number of reasons, which I will try
to analyze—to such an extent that dietetics 1s a major form of the care of
the self in the Hellemstic and especially the Roman period of the first
and second centuries A.D. At any rate, as the general regimen of the
existence of the body and the soul, dietetics will become one of the
cruaal forms of the care of the self.

Second, another regular question will be that of the relation between
the care of the self and social activity, between care of the self and
the private duties of the family head, of the husband, of the son, of the
landowner, of the master of slaves, etcetera, that is to say, between care
of the self and all those activities that Greek thought grouped together
as “economic.” Is the care of the self compatible or incompatible with all
these duties? This again will be a fundamental question and the different
philosophical schools will answer 1t in different ways. Roughly speaking,
the Epicureans tend to favor separating economic obligations as much as
possible from the urgency of care of the self. In the Stoics, rather, there
15 an intricate 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
love 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,
on the scale of the whole history of Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman
civilization, which gradually separates care of the self from the erotic,
and which lets the erotic fall on the side of a strange, dubious, disturbing,
and possibly even blameworthy practice to the same extent as care of the
self becomes a major theme of this same culture. So, separation of the
erotic and care of the self; problem of the relation [between] care of
the self and the economic, with opposed solutions in the Stoics and
Epicureans; and intricate connection, rather, between dietetics and care

of the self: these will be the three major lines of evolution [...*].>

*All that 1s audible & “and vou can see that these problems of the relation between the care of
the sclf and medicine, tamily management, private interests and the erotic.”
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1 Ou pederasty as eduaation, sce the old clarifications of H. I. Marrou in his Historre de
Péducation dans PAnniguité (Paris: Seuil, 1948) part one, ch. III; English translation by
G. Lamb, A History of Edwation in Anfiguity (London and New York: Sheed and Ward,
1956).

2. Foucault describes the establishment of a “pastoral power” by the Christian Church (as
tenewal-transformation of the Jewish pastoral theme) for the first time in the 1978 College
de France course (lecture of 22 February). There is a clarification and synthesis in a lecture
of 1979, “Owwres er singwlatim: Towards a Critique of Political Reason” in Foucault, Power,
PP- 300-303; French translation by P.E. Dauzat, “ ‘Omnes ef singulatim’: vers une critique de
la raison politique,” in Diss et Eonits, vol. 4, pp. 145-47 and Foucault studies the structure of
the relationship between the spiritual guide and the person guided more precisely and
deeply in the 1980 course, but not so much in terms of “pastoral power” than of the rela-
tionship linking the subject to “truth acts” (see the course summary, “Du gouvernement des
vivants,” i Dits e Eorits, vol. 4, pp. 125-29; English wans, Robert Hurdey “On the
Goverument of the Living” in Foucault, Etkics: Subjechvity and Truth, pp. 87-92).

3. Born at Abdera early in the fifth century B.C., Protagotas was a well-known Sophist in
Athensin the middle of the century Plato pus him in the famous dialogue named after him
in which Protagotas 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 Goigias' reply in Plato’s
dialogue of this name (452¢).

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

S. 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 “Ov the Genealogy of Ezhics: An Overview of Work in Progress,” in Esbis: Swbjectivity
and Truth, p. 277 (French translation by G. Barbedette and F. Durand-Bogaert, “A propos
de la géndalogie de I'éthique: une aperu du travail en cours,” in Dits ef Emits, vol. 4,
pp- 627-28), and for a definition, “Usage des plaisirs et techniques de soi,” in Dis et Eorss,
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 tbemselves but seek to transform themselves, to change
themselves in their particular being, and to make their life an ocuvre” (translation shightly
modified; 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
Empedodes on Pythagotas, 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 tmmense wealth of
knowledge (connaissances), for when he flexed the full strength of his mind, be saw every-
thing in detail without etfort, for ten and twenty human generations.” Porphyry, Vie de
Pythagore, translation E des Places (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982) 30, p SO. First
L. Gernet, in Anthopologic de la Gréce antigue ( Partis: Maspero, 1968;) Eoglish translation by
B. Nagy, The Anthopology of Ancient Greece (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1981), and then J.-P. Vernant, in Myth et Penséc chex les Grees (Paris:
Maspero, 1965 ); English translation Myt and Thought Among rhe Greeks [London: RKP,
1983 ]), saw a dlear reference tn this text to a spiritual technique consisting in the control of
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 Mailves de [ a vénté dans
la Gréce ancien (Paris: Maspero, 1967), pp. 132-33 (English translation Janet Lloyd, The
Masters of Truwh i Aschai Greece [New York: Zone Books, 1999), p. 123). See also
Detiennc’s La Notion d e dazmon dans | e pythagorisme anaien (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1963),
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pp- 79-85. But E. R. Dodds preceded all of these in 1959, in his book, The Greeks and the
Irranional (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University ot California Press, 1973 ); see the chapter
“The Greck Shamans and the Origin of Puritanism.” Later, H. Joly, Le Renversement platoni-
daen Logos-Episteme-Polss (Paris: Vrm, 1974), studied the resurgence of these spiritual prac-
tices m Platonic discourse and the Socratic move, and finally we know that P. Hadot
considers these techniques of the self to be an essential grid for reading ancient philosophy
(see Exercices spintuals et Philosophte antigue (English translation Philosophy as @ Way of Life:
Spiritual Exercises from Socrates to Foucault).

. The ongnization 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 Lie
of Pythagoras by lamblichus, which are from the third and fourth centuries. In The Repubix,
Plato eulogizes the Pythagorean mode of lite m 600 B.C., but only fonally. See W. Burkert,
Weisheit und Wissenschaft. Studien 2 Pythagoras, Philolaus, und Platon (Nwemberg: H. Karl,
1962 ); English translation by Edwin L. Milnar, Lore and Saence in Ancent Pythagoreanism
(Cambridge, Mass.: Hatvard University Press, 1972, edition revised by Butkert).

. 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 rhythms, 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 rid of diseases of the body aund 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 a
peaceful sleep, full of beautiful and sometimes even prophetic dreams.” lamblichus, Life of
Pythagoras, 64-65. On the importance of the dream in the early Pythagorean sect, see
M. Detsenne, La Notion de daimon, pp. 44-45. See also the lecture of 24 March, second hour.
See the lecture of 27 January, second bour, and of 24 March, second hour.

For the examination of the Pythagorean evening, see the lecture of 24 Maich, second hour.

October 1982 at the University of Vermont, “Technologies of the Self” in Erhics: subjectivnty
and uth, p. 240; French translation by F. Durant-Bogaert, “Les techniques de soi,” m Difs
et Ecnits,vol. 4, p. 801. See also, Le Souci de soi, 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 itself by withdrawing from all potnts of the body” Plato, Phaeds,
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 cxpressed by Cebes of the soul’s dissipation.

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

Phacdo, 83a.

. “[ Phtlosophy | undertakes to release them. .. by persuading them [the souls] to detach

themsclves ( anakhsren) from the objects of the senses except where necessary.” Ibid.

. Foucault here confuses two scenes recounted by Alcibiades in the Symposum. 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 we 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 1s the passage 217d- 219d.

This couple is found in Seneca, who sees the fulfillment of the philosophical life in these
two conditions (along with magnitudv, greatness of soul ). See, for example: “What 1s happi-
ness? It 1s a state of peace and constant tranquility (securitas ef perpetua hrangeallitas ).” Letters,
XCIL3. On the importance and definition of these conditions in Seneca, see 1 Hadot,
Seneca und die griechisch-rimische Tradition Jer Seelenleitung (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1969,)
pp- 126-37. Tranguifllitas, as entirely positive internal calm, as opposed to securitas, as armor
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of protection direcsed towards the exterior, is Seneca’s theoretical innovation, perhaps
inspired by Demacritus (euthumia).

Marcus Aurehus, Meditations, IV.3.

Foucault refers here to the text’s argument from 127¢ to 129a.

“Except, is it an easy thing to know oneself (gnonas heauton )2 And was the person who put
these words on Pytho's temple just anybody?” A/abrades, 129a.

“Ah, naive child, believe me and the words inscribed at Delphi: ‘Know yourself.”
Alcibiades, 124b.

Ibid., 129b.

Ibid,, 132¢,

Plato, Apology, 29e.

“Perhaps it is not very sensible to leave oneself and one’s soul (hauton kai ten haurou psukhén
therapeuein) to the good offices of names with complete confidence in them and their
authors.” Cratylus, 440c.

. Phaedo, 108¢.
. “If we gave shortsighted people some small letters to read at a distance, and one of them

found the same letters wnitten elsewhere in larger characters and on a bigger surface,
I presume it would be their good fortune to begin with the big letters and afterwards the
small. .. There may well be justice on a larger scale and in a larger framework, and so easier
to decipher. So if you agree, we will examne justice in the State first of all, and then we will
study it in the individual, to try to find the resemblance of the bigger in the features of the
smaller.” The Republic, 11.368d and 369a.

The passage in Alibiades goes from 129b to 130c.

Phaedo, 64¢-65a.

Phaedrus, 246a-d.

The Republic, IV 443d-c.

Actually, the notion of the use of representations (4kisis ton phantasion) is central in
Epictetus for whom this faculty, which testifies to our divine descent, is the supreme good,
the final end to be pursued, and the essential foundation of our freedom (the essential texts
are Drscourses, Lii4; Lxn34; Lxx.S, and 15; ILvin4; L. & oocai.20; HLxxiv.69).
These activities are examined 10 Aksbiades, 131a-132b.

. See the lecture of 27 January, first hour.
. This tripartite division into medical, economic, and erotic provides the structute of the

plan of The Use of Pleasure and The Care of the Self (See *On the Genealogy of Ethics,”
p- 258; “A propos de la genéalogie de I'éthique,” p. 385).
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Second hour

%m 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
authentiaity and its general relation to Platonism. ~ Care of the
self in the Alcibiades in its relation to political action, pedagogy,
and the erotics of boys. ~ Anticipation in the Alcibiades of the
fate of care of the self in Platonism. ~ Neo-Platonist descendants
of Alcibiades. ~ The paradox of Platonism.

: 4
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[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 conditions 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 I forgot to mention it to you, that
there 1s 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: Henn Joly’s Le Renversement platonicien Logos-Episteme-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 of
breathing and of the body, etcetera). You can look at this.> Anyway, it 1s
a text that has given me some ideas 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 what you
think about 1t, but 1t at least allows us to go more slowly Obwviously,
eventually I would very much like to use part at least of the second hour
for discussion with you, to answer questions or things hike that. At the
same time | must confess that I am a bit skeptical, because 1t 1s difficult
to have a discussion with such a large audience. I don’t know. If you
really think 1t 1s possible and that we can do it seriously, it’s fine by me.
In a part of the hour I am happy to try to answer any questions you may
have. Well, you will tell me shortly We could do 1t in the Greek way:
draw lots and extract twenty or thirty auditors each time with whom to
have a small seminar ... Now I would like to finish our reading of the
Alcibiades. Once again, for me 1t 1s a sort of introduction to what I would
like to speak to you about this year. Because my project 1s not to take up
the question of every aspect of the care of the self in Plato, which 1s a
very important question since it is referred to not only in the Alcbrades,
although only the Alibiades gives its complete theoryx Neither do I
intend to reconstitute the continuous history of the care of the self, from
its Socratic-Platonic expressions up to Christianity. This reading of the
Alcibiades 1s the introduction as it were, a reference point in classical
philosophy, after which I will go on to Hellenistic and Roman philoso-
phy (in the imperial period). It just picks out a landmark, then. I would
now like to finish reading this text and then to indicate some of the
problems, some of its specific features; some of the features, rather,
which will be found again later and which will allow the question of the
care of the self to be set out 1n 1ts historical dimension. So, the first
question dealt with in the second part of the Alabriades was: What 1s the
self we must take care of?

The second part, the second detailed exposition of the subject, the
second question of the second part—the whole dialogue 1s structured in
a way which 1s at once simple, clear, and perfectly legible—is: In what

must this care consist? What 1s this caring? The answer comes at
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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 kkrésis/ khrésthar, 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, 1t consists in knowing oneself. And here, for
the third ime 1n the text, there 1s again reference to the gndths seauton, to
the Delphic precept. But the significance, the meaning of this third ref-
erence, 1s 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 1nadequacies, Alcibiades was encouraged to
take care of himself." The second occurrence of the gnathr seauton came
immediately after the injunction to take care of himself, but 1n the form
of a methodological question as it were: What 1s the self one must take
care of, what does this Aeauton mean, to what does it refer? This was the
second time the Delphic precept was quoted.” Now, finally, the third
occurrence of the gnathi seauton 1s when the question 1s what “taking care
of the self” must consist in.® And this time we have, if you like, the gnathi
seauton 1n all 1ts splendor and fullness: Care of the self must consist in
knowledge of the self; gnithi seauton in 1ts full meaning. This 1, of course,
one of the decisive moments of the text, one of the constitutive
moments, I 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 1t will be very important, or in any case
have considerable effects, throughout Greek, Hellemstic, and Roman
avihization. [ 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 is one
of organizing them around and subordinating them to the great princi-
ple of “know yourself.” It 1s in order to know oneself that one must
withdraw 1into the self; it i1s in order to know oneself that one must
detach oneself from sensations which are the source of illusions; it is 1n
order to know oneself that one must establish one’s soul in an immobile
fixity which 1s not open to external events, etcetera. It 1s 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 1s no mention of all
these prior techniques of the self, as soon as the space of the care of the
self 1s 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 s a forced takeover by the gndth seauton 1n the space opened
up by the care of the self. Obviously, “forced takeover” is a little
metaphorical. You recall that last week I referred to—and this is basi-
cally what I will try to speak about this year—the difficult and histon-
cally long-lasting problematic telations between the gnithi 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 1in 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 gndths 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 I would like again to bring out the care
of the self from behind the privileged status accorded for so long to the
grothi seauton (knowledge of the self). To bring out the care of the self in
this way 1s not to say that the gnaths 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) 1s that the gnothi seauton
(“know yourself”) and the epimelera 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,
Alcabiades 1s led to say: “Yes, it 1s true, I should care about myself”; then,
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when Socrates has laid down this prinaple and Alabiades has accepted
it, [the problem] 1s posed anew: “We must know this self we must take
aare of”; and then now, a third ime, when we consider what caning con-
sists 1n, we find again the gnothr seauton. There 1s a dynamic entanglement,
areaprocal call for the gndthi seauton and for the epimeleia heautou (knowl-
edge of the self and care of the self ). Thistangle, this reaprocal appeal, 1,
1 think, typical of Plato. We find it again throughout the history of Greek,
Hellenistic, and Roman thought, obviously with different balances and
relations, with different emphases on one or the other, and with a differ-
ent distribution of the moments of self-knowledge and care of the self in
the various systems of thought encountered. But it is this tangle that 1s
important, | 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 gnothi seauton for the third time: To care for the self 1s to know one-
self. Here again we find a text with a number of echoes 1n Plato’s other
dialogues, especially the later ones: the well-known and often employed
metaphor 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 eye see
itself? Well, when it sees the image of itself sent back to 1t by a mirror.
However, the mirror 1s 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
similar to 1tself, what does it see in the other’s eye? It sees itself. So, an
identical nature 1s the condition for an individual to know what he 1s.
The 1dentical nature 1s, if you like, the reflecting surface in which the
individual can recognize himself and know what he 1s. Second, when the
eye percewves 1tself in this way in the other’s eye, does it see itself 1n
the eye in general or 1s it not, rather, in that particular part of the eye,
the pupil, the part in which and by which the act of vision 1tself 1s car-
ried out? In actual fact, the eye does not see itself in the eye. The eye sees
itself in the source of vision. That 1s 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 wall only
see 1tself by focusing its gaze on an element having the same nature as
itself, and more preasely, by looking at the element of the same nature
as 1tself, by turning towards and fixing its gaze on that which 1s the very
source of the soul’s nature, that 1s to say, of thought and knowledge (1
phronein, to eidenar).® The soul will be able to see itself by turning round
towards the part that ensures thought and knowledge. What 1s this ele-
ment? Well, 1t 1s the divine element. So 1t 1s by tuming 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 1s 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.” Alabiades 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 1s 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,
since we see ourselves better when the mirror is brighter than our own
eye, we will see our soul better if we look at 1t, not n a soul similar to
our own, with the same brightness, but if we look at it 1n a brighter and
purer element, that 1s to say in God. In fact, this passage 1s only ated i
a text of Eusebius of Caesarea (Préparation évangélique),® and because of
this it 1s suspected of having been introduced by a Neo-Platonist, or
Christian, or Platonist-Christian tradition. In any case, whether this
text really 1s Plato’s or was introduced afterwards and much later, and
even 1f 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
1s 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 authentiaity, then we have this prinaiple: To care
for the self one must know oneself; to know oneself one must look a
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oneself in an element that 1s the same as the self; in this element one
must look at that which 1s 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
1t 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 (sophrosunt)
as soon as 1t 1s in contact with the divine, when 1t has grasped 1t and
been able to think and know the divine as the source of thought and
knowledge. When the soul 1s endowed with saphrosune 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
able to conduct 1tself properly, and being able to conduct itself properly
it will be able to govern the city. I summarize very briefly a shghtly
longer text, but I want to arnve quickly at the last, or rather the penul-
umate reply of the text in an interesting reflection found at 13Se.

Having come back down, and supported by knowledge of the self,
which 1s knowledge of the divine, and which 1s 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 Alabiades makes a promise.
What does he promise at the end of this dialogue 1n 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 1s then followed by a reflection
of Socrates: Anyway, 1t's decided, I will begin straightaway to
epimelesthat—to “apply myself” to, to “be concerned with” ... myself?
No: “with justice (dikarosunes).” This may seem paradoxical given that
the whole dialogue, or anyway the second part of the dialogue, 1s concerned
with the care of the self and the need to take care of the self. Then, at the
point at which the dialogue comes to an end, Alcibiades, who has been
convinced, promises 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 Alabiades 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 ( dréaiosune), or, conversely, when he
looks in the direction of the essence of wisdom (dikaiosuné)" he will at
the same time see the divine element 1n which he knows himself and
sees himself, since the divine reflects what 1 am 1n 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 I become a good governor?”—consists in
leading Alabiades to the precept “take care of yourself” and, by devel-
oping what this precept must be, what meaning 1t must be given, we dis-
cover that “taking care of oneself” is to care about justice. And that is
what Alabiades commits himself to at the end of the dialogue. This,
then, 1s how the text unfolds.

On this basis I think we can now make some more general reflections.
Let us start by speaking a little about the dialogue and the problem 1t
raises, since at several points | 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 1s a single expert who
really, seriously questions its authenticity "> However, a number of ques-
tions about 1its date remain. There 1s a very good article on this by
Raymond Weil in L¥nformation littéraire, which makes, 1 think, a closely
argued assessment, a clarification, 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. I indicated them earher: 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
other side, a number of elements in the dialogue, external elements,
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which I am not 1n a position to judge, seem to suggest a much later date.
I take them directly from Raymond Weil’s artide. For example, as you
know, at a certain point there 1s the allusion to the wealth of
Lacedaemonia, of Sparta, when Socrates tells Alabiades: You know you
will have to deal with strong opposition; the Lacedaemonians are
wealthier than you. It seems that reference to Sparta being wealthier
than Athens only makes sense after the Peloponnesian War, and after an
economic development of Sparta that certainly did not take place at the
tuime of the first Platonic dialogues. A second, somewhat extreme
element, if you like, 1s the interest in Persia. There are references to
Persia in Plato, but 1n his later work. There 1s no other example of this
in the early dialogues. However, 1t 1s above all the internal examination
of the dialogue that interests me with regard to its dating. On the one
hand, there 1s the fact that the beginning of the dialogue 1s completely
m the style of the Socratic dialogues: questions concerning what it is to
govern, on justice, and then of the nature of happiness 1n the aty. And
all these dialogues, as you well know, generally end with questions
without a definite outcome, or at least without a positive answer. But
here, after this lengthy marking time, there 1s suddenly a conception of
knowledge of the self as recognition of the divine. This analysis, which
founds dikasosuné with a kind of unproblematic self-evidence, 1s not gen-
erally the style of the early dialogues. Then there are a number of other
components. As you know, the theory of the four virtues, which 1s
attributed to the Persians, is the theory of the four virtues of established
Platomsm. Similarly, the metaphor of the mirror, of the soul that looks
at 1tself in the mirror of the divine, belongs to late Platonism. The 1dea
of the soul as agent, or rather as subject, the 1dea of &kssis, much more
than as a substance imprisoned 1n the body, etcetera, 1s an element
which 1s found again in Anstotle and would seem to indicate a quite
astonshing 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 1t were, Plato’s entire work: the youthful 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 1s what Weil proposes, with some reservations—is that maybe
there was a kind of rewriting of the dialogue at some time 1n Plato’s old
age, or even after Plato’s death: two elements, two strata in the text, as
it were, are joined together; two strata, which interact and are stitched
together at a certain point 1n the dialogue. Anyway, since I have neither
the competence nor the intention to discuss this, what interests me and
what I find quite fascinating 1n this dialogue, 1s that basically we find
here 1n outline an entire account of Plato’s philosophy, from Socratic
questioning to what appear to be elements quite close to the final Plato
or even to Neo-Platonism. This 1s why the presence and perhaps 1nser-
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 1tself, which is not present 1n all of its components, but whose
basic drft 1s at least indicated. That 1s 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
1solate a number of components which no longer raise the speafically
Platonic question of the eprmeleta heautou, but that of the pure history of
this notion, of its practices and philosophical elaboration 1n Greek,
Hellenistic, and Roman thought. To start with, a number of questions
appear quite clearly in this text: its relationship to political action, to
pedagogy, and to the erotics of boys. In their formulation and the solu-
tions given to them in the text, these questions are typical of Socratic-
Platonic thought, of course, but they are found again more or less
continuously 1n the history of Greco-Roman thought, right up to the
Second and Third centuries A.D., with only shghtly different solutions
or formulations of the problems.

First: the relationship to political action. You remember that 1n
Socrates, in the dialogue of the Alrbiades, 1t 1s quite clear that the care of
the self 1s an imperative addressed to those who wish to govern others
and as an answer to the question, “how can one govern well?” Being
concerned about the self 1s a privilege of governors, or 1t 1s also a duty of
governors because they have to govern. It will be very interesting to see
how this demand for care of the self 1s, as 1t were, generalized as a

requirement “for everyone,” but immediately I put “everyone” m
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nverted commas. There 1s a generalization of this imperative—I will try
to show this next week—but a generalization that 1s nevertheless very
partial and with regard to which two considerable limitations must be
taken into account. The first s, of course, that to take care of the self one
must have the ability, ime, and culture, etcetera, to do so. It 1s an
activity 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 1s a second
prinaple of limitation to this generalization. This 1s that the effect,
meaning, and aim of taking care of oneself is to disunguish the individ-
ual who takes care of himself from the crowd, from the majority, from
the kot pollos™ who are, precsely, the people absorbed n everyday life.
There will be an ethical divide then, which 1s entailed as a consequence
of the principle “take care of yourself,” [which in turn—second divide—]
an 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 1mposed or obtained as a
result of the practice of the care of the self —thus constitute considerable
limitations on this generahzation which 1s 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. Concemn about the self 1s needed
because education is inadequate. Later we will see a second shift con-
cerned with agerather than generality. One must take care of oneself, not
when one 1s young and because Athenian education is inadequate, 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 cruaal, deasive age being matunty. The privileged
age at which care of the self 1s necessary will no longer be the end of ado-
lescence, but the development of maturity. As a result, 1t 1s not entry
into adult and avic hife that paves the way for the care of the self, as 1t
was for the adolescent. The young man will not take care of himself in
order to become the atizen, 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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1n order to prepare for the fulfillment of life 1n that age—old age—when
life 1tself will be fulfilled and suspended, as it 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 1in
Plato. Gradually this hink 1s broken and the erotics of boys disappears,
or tends to disappear, 1n 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 1s definitely referred to as a
lover,” and the correspondence between Fronto and Marcus Aurelius
1s 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 shufts
which constitute the history of the care of the self in post-classical
avihzation. If we can say that the problems raised by the Alabrades imi-
tiate a very long history, the dialogue also clearly reveals what the speaf-
1aally Platonic or Neo-Platonist solution to these problems will be 1n
this period. To that extent the Alabiades does not attest to or antiapate
the general history of the care of the self, but only the strictly Platonic
form 1t 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 1n 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, 1s 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
1s dtvine 1n the self 1s also typical of the Platonic and Neo-Platonist form
of the care of the self. Knowing oneself, knowing the divine, and seeing
the divine 1n 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 of the great “paradox of Platonism™ in the history of thought,
and not just n the history of ancient thought, but also in the history of
European thought until at least the seventeenth century The paradox 1s
this: 1n a way Platomism has been the leaven, and we can even say the
principal leaven, of a variety of spiritual movements, inasmuch as
Platonism concerved knowledge and access to the truth only on the basis
of aknowledge 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 toitself and the divine: with regard to
the divine because 1t was connected to 1tself, and with regard to 1tself
because 1t was connected to the divine. For Platonism, this condition of
a relationship 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.
To that extent we can see how 1t continued to be the leaven, the so1l, the
climate, and the environment for a series of spiritual movements at the
heart or pinnacle of which were all the Gnostic movements. However, at
the same time you can see how Platomism could provide the chimate for
the development of what could be called a “rationality” And mnasmuch
asit 1s meaningless 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 a2 movement of knowledge (connarssance)
developed, 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 1tself, the care one must have for one-
self if one wantsaccess to the truth, consists in knowing oneself, that 1s
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 1t were, or reabsorb
the requirements of spirituality So it seems to me that Platonism
plays this double game throughout ancient culture and European



78 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

culture: continuously and repeatedly raising the question of the
necessary conditions of spirituahity for access to truth and, at the same
time, reabsorbing spirituality in the movement of knowledge alone, of
knowledge of the self, of the divine, and of essences. Broadly speaking
this 1s what I wanted to say about the Akibiades and the historical
perspectives it opens up. So, if you like, next week we will move on to
the question of the epimelera heautou 1n a different historical period, that
1s to say in Epicurean, Stoic, and other philosophies of the first and

second centuries A.D.
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. 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.

. 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 m this
context.” See P. Hadot, Qu'esrce que la philoso phie antique?, p. 279.

. H.Joly, Le Renversement platonicien Logos-Epistemé-Polis, ch. 1II: “L’archaisme du connaitre et

le puritanisme,” pp. 64-70: “La pureté de la connaissance.”

. Alcbrades, 124b; see the lecture 6 January, second hour.
. Alabiades, 129a; see this lecture, first hour.
. “But, in the name of the gods, are we sure we have really understood the st precept of

Delphi which we have just recalled?™ Alabiades, 32c.

. See one of the last developments ofthe Alsbiades, 132d-133c.

. Alnbiades, 133c.

. Alcibiades, 133¢ [not included in the English, Loeb, edition—C.B.].

. Eusebius of Caesarea, La Préparation é&vangéligue, translation. G. Favrelle (Paris: Ed. du Cerf,

1982), book X1, ch. 27, pp. 178-91.

. In both of these references to drkatosunz Foucault no doubt means to say séphrosune, unless

he wishes to say “justice” rather than “wisdom.”

The debate on the authenticity of the Alakades was launched at the beginning of the
nineteenth century by the German scholar Schleiermacher, who considered it to be a
school text drafted by a member of the Academy The debate has eontinued without end
since then. Undoubtedly the major French commentators with whom Foucault may have
been familiar (M Croiset, 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, sce
J.-F. Pradeau’s introduction and appendix 1 to his edition of Alcifiades (Paris: Garnier-
Flammarion, 1999), pp. 24-29 and 219-20.

R. Weil, “La place du Premier Alcibiade dans I'euvre de Platon,” L'Infamation littéraire 16
(1964), pp. 7484

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 Cnito, 44b-49¢, where Socrates shows that the dominant
opinion is worthless in questions of ethical choice.)

In fact it is the fifth satre. Foucault is thinking especially of verses 36-37 and 40-41:
“I placed myself in your hands, Cornutus; you took up may 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, Safires, translation
G. C. Ramsey ( London and New York: Loeb Classical Library), 1918, p. 373.

On this correspondence, see the lecture of 27 January, second hour.
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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 1t is coextensive with the whole of
life. ~ Reading of texts: Epicurus, Musonius Rufus, Seneca,
Epuctetus, Philo of Alexandria, Lucian. ~ Ethical consequences of
this generalization: care of the self as axis of traiming and

b Pl S S R R e R i i

correction; convergence of medical and philosophical activity
(cmmon concepts and therapeutic ob jective ).

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
Julhan-Claudian dynasty, up to the end of the Antonines,' or again,
taking some philosophical reference points—or at any rate reference
points in the domain I want to study—let’s say that I will go from the
period of Roman Stoicism 1n its prime, with Musonius Rufus, up to
Marcus Aurelius, that is tosay 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 Alabiades there were, 1t seems to me, three con-
ditions which determined both the raison d’étre and form of care of the
self. One of these conditions concerned the field of application of care of
the self: Who must take care of themselves? On this the Alabiades was
quite dear: Those who must take care of themselves are the young ars-
tocrats destined to exercise power. This 1s dear in the Alabiades. I am
not saying that we find this in other texts of Plato, or even in other
Socratic dialogues, but those who must take care of themselves m this
text are Alcibiades and those hke him, young anstocrats whose status
determines that one day they will have to run the city-state. The second
determination, obviously linked to the first, 1s that care of the self has an
objective, a precise justification: It 1s a question of taking care of oneself
so that one will be able to exercise properly, reasonably, and virtuously
the power to which one 1s destined. Finally, the third limitation, which
appeared quite dearly at the end of the dialogue, 1s that the major if not
exclusive form of the care of the self is self-knowledge: To ske care of the
self 1s to know oneself. I think we can say, agamn as a schematic overview,
that when we move to the period I am now talking about, that 1s to say
the first and second centuries A.D., these three conditions appear to have
fallen away When I say that they have fallen away I certamly do not
mean, and I would hike to stress this once and for al}, that this happens
at a precise moment and that something brutal and sudden took place
at the time of the establishment of the Empire that made the care of the
self suddenly and all at once take on new forms. In reality these differ-
ent conditions laid down for the practice of the care of the self in the
Alcibiades finally disappeared at the end of a long evolution that
already visible 1n Plato’s work. This evolution, then, can already be seen
in Plato and 1t continues throughout the Hellenistic period largely as
the effect of, and driven by, all those Cynical, Epicurean, and Stoic
philosophies that are put forward as arts of hving. Anyway, n the
pertod I now want to consider these three determinations (or condr-

tions), which characterized the need to be concerned about oneself 1
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the Alabiades, have disappeared. At any rate, at first sight, it does seem
as 1f they have disappeared.

First, being concerned about the self became a general and uncond:-
tional principle, a requirement addressed to everyone, all the time, and
without any condition of status. Secondly, the specific acuvity of gov-
erning others no longer seems to be the raison d’étre for being concerned
about the self. It seems that this speafic and privileged object, the aity-
state, 1s not the ulumate objective of caring about the self. Rather, 1if one
now takes care of the self it 1s for oneself and with oneself as its end.
Let’s say again that, schematically, in the analysis of the Alabiades the
self 1s quite clearly defined as the object of the care of the self, and one
has to question oneself about the nature of this object (and the text 1s
very clear about this since the question 1s repeated several times: What
1s the self one must take care of? What 1s my self I must take care of?).
But the end, as opposed to the object, of this care of the self, was some-
thing else. It was the aty-state. Of course, inasmuch as the one who gov-
erns 1s part of the city-state, he 1s, in a way, also the end of his own care
of the self, and in the texts of the classical period we often find the idea
that the governor must apply himself to governing properly in order to
save himself and the city-state—himself inasmuch as he 1s part of the
aty-state. However, in the Alcibiades type of care of the self we can say that
there 1s a rather complex structure in which the object of care was indeed
the self, but in which the end of the care of the self was the
aty-state, in which the self reappears, but merely as a part. The
aty-state mediated the relationship of self to self so that the self could
be the object as well as the end, but the self was only the end because it
was mediated by the city-state. Now I think we can say—and I will try
to show you this—that in the form taken by the care of the self devel-
oped by neoclassical culture in the bloom of the imperial golden age, the
self appears both as the object one cares for, the thing one should be
concerned about, and also, crucially, as the end one has in view when
one cares for the self. Why does one care for the self? Not for the cty-
state, but for oneself. Or again, the reflexive form structures not only the
relationship to the object—caring about the self as object—but also
the relationship to the objective and end. There s, if you like, a sort of
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self-finalization of the relationship to the self: this ts the second major
feature I will try to elucidate 1n future lectures. Finally, the third feature
1s that the care of the self is plainly no longer determined solely in the
form of self-knowledge. Not that this imperative or form of self-
knowledge disappears. Let’s just say that 1t 1s attenuated or that it 1s
integrated within a much wider whole, which 1s attested and can be
marked out, 1n a wholly preliminary and approximate way, by indicating
elements of vocabulary and picking out certain types of expression.
First of all, we should be clear that this canomcaal and fundamental
expression, “epimeleisthas heautou” (to take care of oneself, to be concerned
about oneself, to care for the self), which, once agam, is found from
Plato’s Alcibiades up to Gregory of Nyssa, has a meaning that must be
stressed: eprmeleisthai does not only designate a mental attitude, a certain
form of attention, a way of not forgetting something. Its etymology refers
to a series of words such as meletan, meletz, meletar, etcetera. Meletan, often
employed and coupled with the verb gumnazein, means to practice and
train. The meletar are exercises, gymnastic and military exercises, military
training. Epimeleisthas refers to a form of vigilant, continuous, applied,
regular, etcetera, activity much more than to a mental attitude. For exam-
ple, in the classical language, consider Xenophon’s (Economicus. Talking
about all the activities of the landowner, of the kind of gentleman
farmer* whose life he describes in the (Economicus, Xenophon refers to hus
eptmeletar, to the activities which, he says, are very advantageous both to
him as a landowner, since they keep him fit, and to his family as well,
since they enrich 1t.* The series of words, meletan, melete, epuneleisthas,
epime]eia, etcetera, thus designate a set of practices. And 1n the Christian
vocabulary of the fourth century you will see that epimelera common.ly has
the meaning of exercise, of ascetic exercise. So we keep 1n mind that
epimelera/epimeleisthar refer to forms of activity. In the philosophical liter-
ature, or even in hterary texts strictly speaking, 1t 1s easy to pick out
around this fundamental and central word a nebula of terms and expres-

sions that quite clearly go well beyond the domain demarcated by the

*In Enghsh m the original--G.B.
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activity of knowledge alone. We can, if you like, identify four families of
expressions.

Some do, 1n fact, refer to cognitive activities, to attending to, looking
at and the possible perception of oneself: paying attention to the self
(prosekhern ton noiin);’ turning round to look at the self (in Plutarch, for
example, there 1s 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: séepteon sauton).” But with regard to the care of the self
there 1s 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 1s encouraged and called upon to
pivot on itself, as 1t were, and to direct 1tself or turn round towards the
self. Turming round towards the self: this 1s 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
agan, descending to the depths of oneself. There are expressions that
refer to the activity, to the attitude which consists n gathering oneself
around oneself, 1n collecting oneself in the self, or again 1n establishing
or nstalling oneself in the self as in a place of refuge, a well-fortified
atadel, a fortress protected by walls, etcetera.’® A third group of expres-
sions contains those which refer to particular activities and conduct con-
cening 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 1n his first letter to Lucihus.” That 1s 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 obhgations from which one must
detach oneself, or over the self that 1s enslaved. Thus one must free one-
self; one must emancipate oneself. There are also expressions that desig-
nate rehgious kinds of activity with regard to the self: One must hold
one’s self sacred, honor oneself, respect oneself, feel shame 1n front of
oneself.” Finally, the fourth nebula or group of expressions contains
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those which designate a certain kind of constant relationship to the
self, whether a relationship of mastery and sovereignty (being master of
the self), or a relationship of sensations (having pleasure in oneself,
experiencing delight with oneself, being happy to be with oneself, being
content with oneself, etcetera)."

You see then that we have a whole series of expressions which dearly
show that the care of the self, as 1t was developed, as it appears and 1s
expressed in the period I will be considering, goes far beyond the sim-
ple activity of knowledge, and that actually an entire practice of the self
1s involved. Having said this, so as to situate a hittle what we could call
the dramatic rise of the care of the self, or at any rate its transformation
(the transmutation of the care of the self into an autonomous, self-
finalized practice with a plurality of forms), and to study this more
closely, I would like today to analyze the process of the generalization of
the care of the self, which develops along two axes, in two dimensions.
On the one hand, there 1s generahzation in the individual’s hfe. How
does the care of the self become coextensive with the individual life,and
must 1t be coextensive with this hfe? I will try to explain this in the
first hour. In the second hour I will try to analyze the generalization by
which the care of the self must be extended to all individuals, whomso-
ever they may be, with, as you will see, important restrictions, whxh
I will talk about. First, then: extension to the individual life, or coex-
tensiveness of care of the self and the art of living (the famous teékné tou
biou ), the art of life or art of existence which we know, from Plato, and
especially in the post-Platonic movements, becomes the fundamental
definition of philosophy. Care of the self becomes coextensive with hife.

Once agam taking the Alcibiades as a historical landmark and as a key
for the intelligibility of all these processes, you remember that care of
the self appeared in the Alabiades as necessary at a given moment oflife
and on a precse occasion. This moment and occasion 1s not what 1s
called in Greek the karros,” which 1s the particular conjuncture, as 1t
were, of an event. This occasion and moment 1s what the Greeks all
hora: the moment or season of hfe when one must take care of oneself.
This season of life—I won’t go into this agam since I have already drawn
your attention to it—is the critical age for education, as also for the
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erotic, and for politics: it 1s the moment at which the young man 1is 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, hus active
power.”® Everyone knows that in every society the adolescent’s entry
mto hife, 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 tnvestigation, is basi-
cally that in Greece, or anyway in Athens, because in Sparta it must have
been different, 1t 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 cnticasm that Atheman 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,
1n 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 | have mentioned several times.®

One thing is certain at any rate, which is 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 are of the self is a require-
ment that 1s not linked solely to the critial pedagogical moment
between adolescence and adulthood. The care of the self 1s 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, you can read: “We must not hesitate to
practice philosophy when we are young or grow weary of it when we are
old. It 1s never too early or too late for taking care of one’s soul. Who
says that 1t is not yet time or that there is no longer time to practice phi-
losophy, 1s like someone who says that it 1s not yet time or that there 1s
no longer tme 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.P.]
to grow young again in contact with good things, through the memory
of days gone by, and the former [the young: M.F.] in order to be, how-
ever young, as steadfast as an old man in facing the future.” You an
see that this text is actually very dense and includes a series of compo-
nents that should be looked at closely. I would like to emphasize ust
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,
is to arrive at happiness; and you can see that the activity of taking ar
of our soul should be practiced at every moment of our hife, 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 ife—this s
the tamous paraskheue to which I will return later and which 1s so impor-
tant for both the Epicureans and the Stoics’—we have to arm ourselve,
to be equipped for life. On the other hand, to practice philosophy 1nold
age1s to grow young again. That 1s to say, it is to turn time around, ora
any rate to tear ourselves tree from time thanks to an acuvity of memo-
rization that, in the case of the Epicureans, 1s the remembering of past
moments. All this, in fact, puts us at the very heart of this activity, of
this practice of the care of the self, but I will come back to the compo
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 hus
dreds of them I will just quote Musonius Rufus who says that we a»
save ourselves by constantly treating ourselves (aer therapeuontesk”
Taking care of the self is therefore a lifetime’s occupation, for the whole
of lite. In fact, when you see how the care of the self, the practice of the
self, is practiced in the period I am talking about, you realize that &
really s an activity for the whole of life. We can even say that it »
an adult activity and that [ar from adolescence being the focal point and
the privileged temporal axas m the care of the self, 1t 1s, tather‘, the middle of
adult hfe. And, as you will see, it is perhaps even the end of adult Ide
rather than the end of adolescence. At any rate, we are no longer in the
world of those ambitious and eager young people who sought to exercee
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power in Athens of the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. We are dealing,
qather, 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
ollectively, 1n the practice of the self.

Some examples. In practices of an individual kind, consider the
rdations between Seneca and Serenus. Serenus consults Seneca at the
beguaning of De Tranquillitate Animiin 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.?
So who was this Serenus then, to whom the De Constantia was also
dedicated and probably De Otio,? as far as we know??* He was certainly
not an adolescent of the Alabiades type. He was a young provinaal
(from 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, 1t doesn’t matter.”® It 1s more or less 1n this period that
Serenus, already advanced in hfe and having already made his choices
and begun a career, addresses himself to Seneca. Still in this domain of
individual relationships, and stll with Seneca, consider Lucilius, with
whom Seneca engages 1n a lengthy correspondence from 62 A.D, and to
whom Seneca also addresses and dedicates his Natural Questions. Who is
Lacilius? He 1s a man twelve years younger than Seneca.”® If we think
about 1t, Seneca is sixty when he retires and begins this correspondence
aod wniting Natural Questions.”’ So Lucilius must have been about
forty or fifty Anyway, he was procurator in Sicily at the time of the
omespondence. For Seneca, the purpose of the correspondence is to
gt Lucihius to develop from, let’s say, a somewhat lax and poorly
tbeonzed Epicureanism, towards strict Stoicism. Okay, you will tell me
thae, all the same, Seneca 1s a very particular case: this 1s a case of a
sncdy individual practice on the one hand, and of high political
maponsibility 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
1s called “school” and m 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 1 indicated, it s demonstrated, m many places m 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 is also critiasm
of all those students who arrive full of zeal and who then leave the
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 seems to indicate that it was not just a matter of delicate young
people, but that they were kept under a firm hand and 1n a kind of farrly
well-disciplined boarding school. So it i1s 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 hife, was reserved for
adults. But alongside this, intertwined with this training of young peo-
ple, we can say that in Epictetus’s school there 1s also what could be
called, employing an unjust metaphor no doubt, an open shop: an open
shop for adults. And m fact adults come to his school to hear his teach-
ing for one day, for a few days or for some time. Here also, m the soaal
world evoked n the Discourses, you see, for example, a town inspector
passing through, a sort of tax procurer if you like. He is an Epicurean
who comes to consult Epictetus and ask him questions. There 1s a man
sent to Rome by his town who, passing through Asia Minor to Rome,
stops to ask Epictetus questions and get advice on how he can best
accomplish his mission. Moreover, Epictetus by no means disregards
this clientele, or these adult interlocutors, since he advises his own stu-
dents, young people therefore, to find prominent people in their town
and to shake them up a bit by saying: Tell me then, how do you live? Do

you really take proper care of yourselves?*?
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We could of course cite the well-known activity of Cynic orators who,
in public places, at the comner of the street, or sometimes at solemn
festivals, address the public in 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 ascesis, with-
drawal into oneself, of the anakharesis efs 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 emgmatic and little known group that we know about only
through a text of Philo of Alexandna: the famous Therapeutae, about
whom I will say morelater. For the moment, let us leave aside the prob-
lem of who they are and what they do, etcetera. In any case, 1t 1s what we
an call an ascetic group from around Alexandria, at least one of whose
objectives 1s, as the text says, the eprmelera fés psukhes. What they want to
do 1s take care of the soul. Now, a passage from Philo’s De Vita contem-
plativa, which 1s where he speaks about them, says this about these
Therapeutae: “Their desire for immortality and a blessed hfe leads them
to think that they have already ended their mortal life [I will come
back to this important passage later, with regard to old age; M.F.|, 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 1s completely different
from, and even the reverse of, the world of the Alibiudes. 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 Alabiades,
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, 1t 1s people who already have children,
sons and daughters, a whole family, and at a given moment, feeling that
their mortal hfe 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 life. 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 hfe to old age, which is 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 Lucian wrote a series of
satires, let’s say ironic texts, which are very interesting for the subject I
want to talk about. There 1s the text, which was translated into French
and published twelve years ago, sadly under very poor conditions, with
the title Philosophes @ l'encan,’ although actually the title means some-
thing quite different, namely the market of lives™ (that 1s to say, of
modes of life) promoted by different philosophers and put on offer to
people, set out at the market as 1t were, each philosopher seeking to sell
his own mode of life by recruiting students. There 1s this text and
another, which 1s also interesting, called Hermotimus, in which there 1s 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: in a rather
similar way, Lucian presents the relationship people have with therr
philosophy master and their relationship to their own search for happi-
ness through the care of the self. Hermotimus 1s walking in the street.
He 1s, of course, mumbling to himself the lessons he has learned from s
master and he 1s approached by Lycinus, who asks him what he 1s
doing—he has either left his master or 1s going to him, I no longer
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 money?

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, 1t won’t be long! I reckon

to have finished in another twenty years.

A bit further on m the text, Hermotimus explains that he began to
study philosophy when he was forty. We know that he has been going to
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his phi]osophy master for twenty years, and so at sixty he 1s exact]y
midway in his journey. I do not know if any references or correlations
have been estabhished between this text and other philosophical texts,
but you recall that the Pythagoreans divided human life mto four per:-
ods of twenty years: 1n 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 1s exactly
sixty years old, at the cusp. He has had his youth: the twenty years dur-
ingwhich he learned philosophy. There are only twenty years left to con-
tinue studying philosophy—the twenty years left for him to hve, 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 actavity, its critical function obviously becomes more pronounced,
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 hves led by others. Of course, this 1s not at all to say that the
practice of the self only has a critical role. The training component
remains and 1s always present, but it is fundamentally linked to the prac-
tice of criticism. We can say, if you like, that in the Alcibrades, as in other
Soaatic dialogues, the frame of reference of the need to be concerned
about the self is the individual’s state of ignorance. We discover that
Alcibiades 1s ignorant about what he wants to do, that 1s to say, how to
act n order to govern the aty-state well, and we realize that he s
unaware of his ignorance. Inasmuch as this implies a criticism of teach-
g, 1t was above all to show Alabiades that he had leamed 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 traming aspect that 1s tundamentally linked to the
individual’s preparation. But this s not a professional kind of prepara-
tion or preparation for social actvity: it 1s not a question of training the
individual to become a good governor, as in the Alcbiades, but 1ather of
tramming him, independently of any professional speafication, to with-
stand 1n the right way all the possible accidents, misfortunes, disgrace,
and setbacks that may befall him. Consequently it nvolves constructing
an nsurance mechanism. It does not nvolve inculcating a technical and
professional knowledge linked to a particular type of acuvity. This tran-
ing, this protective armature with regard to the rest of the world and any
acadents and events which may occur, 15 what the Greeks call the
paraskheue and which is roughly translated by Seneca as instructio’® The
mstructio 1s the individual’s armature for dealing with events rather than
training for a definite professional goal. So, there 1s this waining 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 agamst a: background of
1gnorance, and of 1ignorance unaware of itself, as in the case of Alcibiades.
The practice of the self 1s established against a background of errors,
bad habuts, and an established and deeply ingrained deformation and
dependence that must be shaken off. What clearly 1s cruaal 1s that the
practice of the self develops more on the axis of correction-liberation
than on that of traiming-knowledge. For an example of this I refer you to
letter SO from Seneca to Lucilius, where he says: We should not think
that the evil that afflicts us comes from outside; 1t 1s not external to us
(extrinsecus) but within us (infra nos est). Or again, a bit further on: “in
visceribus ipsis sedet” (the evil 1s therefore in our vitals ).* [...*] In this
practice of ourselves we must work to expel and expurgate this evil
within us, to master 1t, throw 1t off and free ourselves from 1t. He adds:
Of course, 1t 1s much easier to cure this evil if we get hold of it when 1t
1s stll young and tender and not yet deeply ingrained. But you can see
1n any case that the practice of the self has to correct and not train, or

*At this point the manuscript has simply: “Onc must scek a master.”
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not only train: abeve 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 1f he 1s called 1n at the start of the illness
rather than at its end." Anyway, 1t 1s always possible to be corrected,
even if we were not corrected 1n 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, | 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 1t were, the soul’s imperfection.* The soul’s nobihity can only
ever come after the soul’s imperfection. We are, he says in the same let-
ter, praeoccupati: 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 1n
the Stoics. Now this 1dea of an unlearning which must begin anyway,
even if the practice of the self 1s got under way 1n youth, this critical
reformation, this reform of the self whose criterion s 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 habats, and
the environment. First of all there 1s 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 1s
Cicero’s famous text m 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 in error with our nursemaid’s milk.”*® Then there

is criticism of early childhood and the conditions under which 1t
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develops. There 1s also criticism of the family miheu, 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 ideology”
1 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 parents; I desire for you a general
contempt for everything that your parents wished for you in 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 I will not stress this since 1t 1s well known, the entire critique of
pedagogical training, the training given by the masters of what we
will call primary education, 15 above all a critique of the teachers of
thetoric. Here we meet again—and again, this 1s known so I 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
thetoric.’® The physical portrait of the young student of rhetoric 1s itself
interesting, because it dearly shows you and situates the.major point of
contlict between the philosophical practice of the self and rhetorical
teaching: the young student of rhetoric arrives all made up and adorned
with his hair elaborately dressed, showing by this that the teaching of
rhetoric 1s a teaching of embellishment, pretence, and seduction. It 1s not
a matter of taking care of oneself but of pleasing others. It 1s 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 httle:
What 1s 1t to take care of oneself? We can see the analogy, which was
probably quite explicit and recogmzable for readers or auditors of the
time, the resumption, the echo of the question posed by the Alabiades:
You must take carc 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 manuscript Foucault illustrates this polemic by 1aking the paradaxical example of Dio
of Prusa. who hegan his lifc as a rhetor with atracks directed against Musunius and ended his
lite as a philosopher, praising philesophy.
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are of one’s body. So, the first consequence of the chronological shift of
the 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
the major function, or one of the major functions of the practice of the self
1s to correct, restore, and reestablish a condition that may never have actu-
ally existed, but whose nature 1s 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 1s already
very clear in Plato®? It is even dlearer in the post-Platonic tradition: the
ontds philosophein of Epicurus is the kat’aletheian hugiainein (that 1s treating,
curing according to the truth);® and in the Stoics, starting with
Posidonius,™ the relationship between medicine and philosophy—more
precisely, the identification of philosophical practice as a sort of medical
practice—is very clear. Musonius says: We call on the philosopher as we
allon 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
precisely are, mia khora (a single region, a single country ).*® Okay* This
ancient, 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 1s, of course, the notion of pathos, which 1s understood
by both the Epicureans and the Stoics as passion and as 1llness, with the
whole 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 1n Greek they called the euemptasia (the pro-
divtas), that 1s to say the constitution that predisposes to illness.> Then

*The manuscript adds here. giving as backing—see wpra--Seneca’s letter 50: “Our cure 1s all
the more difticult, because we do not know that we arc 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.
After the pathos, the illness strictly speaking, there 1s the noséma, which
1s the transition to the chronic state of the illness: this 1s the transition
to the hexis, which Seneca calls the morbus. Then comes the arrdsfema,
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
1s the vice (kakia), the aegrotatio inveterata says Cicero, or the uvitium
malum (the pestis)°® says Seneca, which is when the individual is com-
pletely warped, gripped by, and lost within a passion that completely
possesses him. So there 1s this system of analogies, which I skip over
quickly because 1t 1s well known.

No doubt more interesting is the fact that the practice of the self as it
1s defined, set out, and prescribed by philosophy 1s itself conceived of as
a medical operation at the center of which we find the fundamental
notion of therapeuein. Therapevein means in Greek three things.
Therapeuetn means, of course, to perform a medical action whose purpose
1s to cure or to treat. However, therapeuein 1s also the activity of the ser-
vant who obeys and serves his master. Finally, therapeuein is to worship
(rendre un culte). Now, therapeuein heautor’ 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 [ will try to come back to some of them.

However, let us take for example the fundamental text of Philo of
Alexandria concerning the Therapeutae, those people who at a certain
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 therapeutik, he says, as the doctors’ practice is raktrikz.5°
Like some Greek authors, but not all, Philo distinguishes between ther-
apeutic and 1atric activity, the former being precisely a broader, more
spirttual, and less directly physical form of caring activity than that of
doctors, for which they reserve the adjective ramé€ (iatric practice s
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apphied to the body). And, he says, they call themselves the Therapeutae
because they wish to treat the soul in the same way as doctors treat
the body, and also because they practice the worship of Being (to on:
therapeuousi to on). They look after Being and they look after their soul.
It 1s by doing these two things at once, 1n the correlation between care
of Being and care of the soul, that they can be called “the
Therapeutae.”®' I will, of course, come back to this, because all these
themes 1n Philo of Alexandria are very important. I just want to indi-
cate the close correlation that emerges between practice of the soul and
medicine in what is clearly a religious practice. In this increasingly insis-
tent and pronounced correlation between philosophy and medicine,
practice of the soul and medicine of the body, I think we can see three
elements, to which I draw particular attention because they concern
precisely the practice.

First, there 1s the appearance of the 1dea of a group of people joining
together to practice the care of the self, or of a school of philosophy
established 1n reality as a clinic for the soul: 1t 1s a place you go to for
yourself or to which you send your friends, etcetera. You come for a
period to be treated for the evils and passions from which you suffer.
This 1s exactly what Epictetus says about his philosophy school. He
oonceives of 1t as a hospital or dlinic of the soul. See discourse 21 1n book 11
1n which he strongly reproaches students who have only come, as we
would say, to get “some philosophy,” to leam to argue and the art of
syllogisms, etcetera:®® You have come for this and not for your cure, not
expecting to be treated (therapeuthesomenor).>> You haven’t come for that.
Now this 1s what you should be doing. You should remember that you
are basically here to be cured. Before you throw yourself into learning
syllogisms, “cure your wounds, stop the flow of your humors, and calm
your mind.”®* Again, in discourse 23 m book III, he says even more
dearly: What 1s a philosophy school? A philosophy school 1s an ratreion
(adinic). You should not walk out of the philosophy school in pleasure,
but in pain. Because you do not come to the philosophy school because
you are well and 1n good health. One comes with a dislocated shoulder,

another with an abscess, a third with a fistula, and another has a
headache.®
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Okay, I think there are some problems with the tape recorder
requiring urgent attention. So I will stop. There are two or three
things I still want to say about medicine, I will come back [to them].
And I will talk a bt about the problem of old age and then of the
generalization of the imperative of the care of the self.
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1. In27B.C. Octarian Caesar promoted a new division of power (the Principate) and adopted
the utle Augustus. He died in Apnl 14 A.D., leaving power to his son-in-law Tiberius
(from the Claudianfamily) who imitiated 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
identify as the High Empire.

2. Musonius Rufus, whose moral preaching i1s known to us due to its preservation by
Stobaeus in bhis Flonlegtum, was a Roman knight from Tuscany who lived as a2 Cynic, and
whose teaching dominated Rome at the beginning of the Flavians' rulc. Epictetus, who fol-
lowed tus courses, preserves a lively and often- cvoked memory of him in his Discourses. He
is especially known for his sermons on practices of concrete existence (how to eat, dress,
sleep, etcetera ). Fouult resorts extensively to his imprecations an marriage in Le Souci de
sor, 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). Marwcus Aurclius was born in 121 and succecded Hadrian in 138. It
seems that his Meditations were written at the end of his lifc (at least starting from 170 ).
He died in 180. The first major work by Tertullian (155¢-225¢), his Apology, is from 197.
Clement of Alexandria (150¢-220c ) wrote his treatises on spiritual direction ( the trilogy,
The Protreptic, T he Instructor, and T he Stromata {or The Miscellanies|) at the beginning of the
third century

3. See the lecture of 3 March, second hour, for a stronger conceptual distinction between mefe-
tan, as an exen:ise in thought, and gumnazrin, as an excreise in real Iife.

4. “...even the wealthiest cannot hold aloof from husbandry For the purswit (cprmelera) of it is
insome sease a luxury as well as a means of increasing one’s estate and of training thebody in
all that a free man should be able to do.” Xenophon, Economiguc, translations by P. Chantraine
(Panis: Belles Lettres, 1949) vol. 1, p. 51, English translation by E.C. Marchant. (Economicus, in
Xenophon, vol. 4(Cambridge, MSS. and London: Locb Classical Library, 1979), pp. 400-401.

S. See the exemplary use of this expression in Plato: “you must now examinc yoursclf with
even more attention (maflon prosekhon ton noun kai s seauton apoblepsas).” Charmides, 160d;
“before all else we must attend to ourselves (prisektcon ton noun hemin autais),” Meno, 96d.

6. Plutarch, On Curiosity, 5S15¢. Foucault analyses this passage in detail in the lecture of
10 February, first hour.

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

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

9. On withdrawal or disengagement ( anakhoresis), see the lecture of 12 January, first hour, and
of 10 February, first hour.

10. “Remember that your inner guide becomcs impregnable when it withdraws into uself and
1s content not to do what it does not wish to. .. The mtelligence frec from passions is a
citadel. Man has no stronger place into which to withdraw and henceforth I>¢ impregnable.”
Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, VIIL48; “Philosophy raises an impregnablc wall around us
thatFortune attacks with its thousand engimes without gaining entrance. The soul detached
from external things holds an unassailable position, dcfending itsclf in the fortress it has
constructed.” Seneca, Letters, 82.5. The same imagc is found in Epictetus, Discourves, 1V.1.86,
but reversed, since it is a question, rather, of capturing the mternal fortress.

1. See Le Souci de sof, pp. 69-71 (The Care of the Sclf, pp. 54-58) with reterences especially to
Epictetus and Seneca.

2. First sentence of the first of Seneca’s letters to Lucilius: “vmdrca ¢ th.” Letters, 1.1

13. One thinks especially here of Marcus Aurelius, “venerate your faculty of opinion”
(fén hupolepnten dunamin sebe), Medrtanons, 1119, and “reverc (f1ma) what is highest in
yourself,” V.21.

14. See Seneca’s letters to Lucilius, nos. XXI1.3-6 and LXI1L4.
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In classical culture the £asrs, the primary meaning of whichwasspatial (it s the right spot
for the archer on the target), designates a qualitative sequence of time: a favorable or
opportune moment. See M. Trédé¢, “Karros”: ["d-propos et loccasion. Le mot et la notion
&’Homere a la fin du IV*ssxcleavant ).-C. (Paris: Klincksieck, 1992).

. See the lecture of 6 January, second hour.

Only at the end of the fourth century did Athens establish an equivalent of military
service, or training for young people before they became adult and responssble citizens.
Before this, Athens had no strong institution to mark the passage to adulthood. Sparta,
however, always had structures of continuous, strongly regulated and militarized training.
See H.-1. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity. On the Athenian ephebe in particu-
lar, see P. Vidal-Naquet, “Le Chasscur noir et l'origine de I'éphébie athénienne” (1968),
taken up and completed in Le Chasseur nosr (Paris: La Découverte, 1983), pp. 151-74.

The thesis Foucault develops in part 5 of L'Usagedes plaisirs (The Use of Pleasure) s be
recognized here. It was the object of a whole lecture at the College de Franee
(28 January 1981).

Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus, in Diogenes Laerwus, Lives of Eminent Philoxphers,
X.122-123.

Sec the lecture of 24 February, second hour.

“Among the fine maxims of Musonius which we remember, there is this one Sulla: ‘one
must be under constant treatment { todein aer therapesomenous) \f one wants to livea healthy
lite (bioun tous sozesthar mellontas)".” Plutarch, On the Control of Anger, 453d. Fragment 36 of
the O. Hense cdition of the Religniae of Musonius (Leipzig: Teubner, 1905) p. 123.

This is in the {irst part of Seneca’s On Tranguility of Mind, 1.118.

These three works, On the Fimness of the Wise Man, On Tranquility of Mind, and On Lesar,
traditionally represent the trilogy of Serenus’s conversion from Epicureanism to Stoicism
under Seneca's influence. However, P. Veyne in his “Preface” to Seneca, Entrefiens, Letiras &
Lucilius (Paris: Robert Laffont, 1993) pp. 375-76, places De Ofio in the years 62-65, when
Seneca resigns himself to retirement and begins to consider it an opportunity This would
exclude it being dedicated to Serenus, who died before 62.

Beyond what Foucault says about the relationship between Serenus and Sene in Le Sopa
de «of, p. 64 and p. 69 (The Care of the Self, p. 49 and p. 53) we should remember the pages
devoted to this relationship in P. Grimal’s dassic Séneque ou la Conscience de PEmpire (Pans
Les Belles Lettres, 1979), pp- 13-1,26-28 and cspccia]ly pp-287-920n his eareer and sup-

posed Epicurcanism. We assume that Serenus was Seneca’s relative (he had the same Gm-

iy nam«c) and owed his career to him (a knight; in the 50s he held the office of chief of the
guards). He died in 62, poisoned by mushrooms, and was mourned by Seneca in his letter
to Lucilius IXIIL1.

It was Acte, whose relationship with the Prince was covered up by Serenus: *(Nero)
stopped being obedient to bis mother and put himself in Seneca’s hands, one of whase
friends, Annacus Serenus, pretending to love the same treedwoman (Acte), helped to hide

Nero's vouthful desire and leant his own name to the presents secretly given by the prioce

to the young woman, so that the generosity appeared to be his.” Tacitus, Annals, X2l

For Seneca’s relationship with Lucilius (andthe latter’s age), we refer to P. Grimal, Sénigae
ou la Conscience de PEmpire, p. B and pp. 92-93, as well as to the older article of L Delatre,
“Lucilius, Fami de Sénéque,” Les Emdes classigues, IV, 1935, pp. 367-545. See also Le Sosa
de sor, p. 041 and p. 6G ( The Care of the Self, p. 49 and p. S3).

. For the problems of the date of the Narural Quesnions, the basic text remains P. Oltcamare’s

preface to his edition of the work, Questrons naturelles (Paris; Les Belles Lettres, 1929). fn
this text Oltramare places the writing of the Questions between 61 and 64 (more precsely,
bet ween the end of 63 and the very start of 65 ), which leads him to the condusion “that
they preceded most of the Letters to Lucilius” (p. vii). The date of the letters to Lualius i
discussed at length and in detail by P. Grimal in Sénégue, pp. 219-24, and see especially
Appendix I: “Les Lestres a Lucilius. Chronologie. Nature,” pp. 441-56.

Arnan--Flavius Arcianus—- cisca 40-¢.120) was born in Bythiniato an aristocrame family
He took Epictetus as his master in Nicopolis. He then devoted himself to transanibing
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faitbfully the master's words (see the Discourses, which are a unique testimony of
Epictetus's oral teaching). According to Simplicius, Arrianisthe author of the Enchesnidron,
which is an anthology of his master’s best talks. Later, the man who wanted to be the
Xenophon of his time became a rooueylender and consul under Hadrian, before settling in
Athens as a notable.

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

Dio of Prusa ( 40-120) called “Chrysostom”- “golden mouth”—came from one of the most
important families of Prusa and began a brilliant carcer as rhetor under Vespasian (a
Sophistic period awconding to Von Amim, who tollows Themistius) betore having to go
into enile under Domiwan. 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 Paok Desideri on Dio in R. Coulet, ed., Dictionnasre des
philosophes antigues (Pans: CNRS Editions, 1994) vol. II, pp. 841-56.

See discourse 30, Pen’ anakhortseas (On retirement), in Dio Chrysostom, Di'scaurses, transla-
tion J. W. Cohoon (‘Cambridge, Mass. and London: Loeb Classical Library, 1956) vol. L,
PP- 246-69. Thisdiscourse is studied in detail in Foucault’s dossters. Foucault secs in this
disoourse the concept of withdrawal from the world organized in tecrus of the need for a
permanent justification (fogon apodsdonai ) of what one is doing.

Philo of Alexandria, De Vita Contemplativa (On the Contemplatice Life), 473M., §13.

Lucien, Phlosophes & Iencan, translation T. Beaupére (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967);
English translation by H. W, Fowler and F.C. Fowler, Lucian, as Safe of Creeds, in The Works
of Lucian of Samosata, {Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1905 ), vol. 1.

. “Bion prasis”: the market o f modes oflife.of kinds and sryles of hife.
. For a recent French wersion see Lucien, Hermotime, translation. ].-P. Dumont (Paris: PUF,

1993). The original Greek (with an English translation by K. Kilbum) is tound in Lucian,
Hermotimus, in W orks (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Lucb Classical Library, 1950 ), vol. IV.
He & gomng: “1 guess by your book and the pace you are going a that you are on your way
to lecture, and a little late.” Lucien, Hemotime, p.11: English translation by HW. Fewler and
F.G. Fowler, Lucian, Hermotymus, or the Rival Philosophies, in The Works of Lucian of Samosata
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1905 ), vol. II.

“He divides man's life in this way: ‘A child for twenty years, a youth tor twenty years, a
young man for twenty years, and an old man for twenty vears.'” Diogenes Laertius,
“Pythagoras,” in Lires o/ Eminent Philosophers, V111.10.

“H: *Oh, [ was about your age when I started on philosophy; | was forty; and you must be
about that." L: ‘Just that; so take and lead me on the same wayx’ ™ Hemonime, p. 25
(Hermotimus, p. 48). On this text, sce Le Souci Je sar’, Pp: 64-65 (The Care of the Self,
Pp. 49-50 }

For this term, see the Letters, XXIV.S; LX14; CIX.8; and CXI11.38 ( quoting Posidonius).
“Why do we deceive ourselves? Our cvil does not come from outside (non et extrinsecus
malum nostrum ), it & inside us (fnrra nos estr), % seat is deep within our entrails (i orscerbus
ipss sedet); and the reason why it is so difficult for us to attain health is that we do not
know we are ill.” Seneca, Lefters, L.4.

“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.

“There is work to do (/aborandum est) and, to tell the truth, even the work is not great, if
only, as [ said, we begin to lorm andcorrect our souls before they are hardencd by badten
dencies. But 1 do not despair even ofa hardened sinner. There is nothing that persistent
hard work, sustained and inrelligent zeal, will not overcome.” Ibid., L.5-6.

“...however much the timber may be bent, you can make it straight aguin; 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 itselt to be shaped, pliable as it is and
more yielding than any liquidl For what else 1s the soul bur air in a cerrain state? Now, you
see that air is more adaptable than any other matter, in proportion as it is rarer than any
other.” Ibid., L6.
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“Wisdom never comes to anyone before a sick mind ( ad nemsinem ante bona mens omit quam
mala).” Ihd., L7.

“It 15 the evil mind that gets first hold on all of us (omnes pracoccupats sumus).” Ibid., L.7.
Ibid.

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 anythingto
unlearn’ (to pervainin ton apomanthanein).” “Antisthenes,” in Lives of Eménent Philosophers, I,
VL7. By quickly mastering the division between useful and useless knowledge one avoids
learning the latter so as to avod unlearning wt later. More generally, however the Cymc
theme of a mode of life kata phusin implies that one unlearns customs and other contents of
the paidera( lor the opposition of nature and the law, see the statements by Antisthenes and
Diogenes in Lives of Eminent Philosophers, V1.11 and 70-71). As M. O. Goulet-Caze notes on
this subject: “Cyrus, a typically Antisthenian hero, gives a first answer: ‘The most neces-
sary knowledge is that which consists i unlearning evil' ™ L’ Ascése cynrque. Un commentaire
de Diogine Lotrre VI 70-71 (Paris: Vrin, 1986) p. 143; quotation of Stobaeus 11, 31, 34,
Seneca speaks ot dediscerc: “Give your eyes time to unleam ( sine dediscere oculos tuos).” Leiters,
IXIX.2.

Cicero, Tuscwlan Disputations, 11112

Foucault is referring to letter 32. Foucault uses here an old French translation by Pintreal,
revised by La Fontaine, reproduced in Euvres completes de Séneque le philosophe, éd.
M. Nisard (Firmin Didot, 1869), p. 583 (following reterenccs are to this edition).
Epictetus, Discourses, IL.i.

See Le Souci de soi, pp. 69-141 (The Care of the Self, pp. 54-58).

The founding text for this complementary refationship between medicine and philosophy
is undoubtedly the Ancient Medicine trom the Hippocratic corpus: “There are, however,ces-
tain physicians and scientists who say that it would be impossible tor anyone to know
medicine who does not know what man consists of, this knowledge being essential for bim
whoisto give his patients correct medical treatment. The question that they raise, however,
is a matter for philosophy” Hippocrates, Ancient Medicine XX, in W.H.S. Jones, Philosophy
and Medicine in Andent Greece (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1946 ), p 84 For the study
of this relationship in Plato and in ancient Greek culture generally, Foucault read the chap-
ter “Greek Medicine as Paideia” in W. Jacger's Paideia, vol. Il (Oxford: Basil Blackwell
19/5), as well as: R. Joly, “Platon et la médecine,” Bulletin de I'Association Guillaume Bude,
Pp- 435-5% P.-M. Schubl, “Platon et la médecine,” Revve des études grecques 83 1960,
PP- 73-79; ]. Jouanna, “La Collection hippocratique et Platon,” Rerue des études grecques 90
(1977), pp. 15-28. For a recent synthesis, see B. Vitrac, Medeane et Philosophie au tomps
& Hippocrate (Saint. Derus: Presses universitaires de Vincennes, 1989).

“It is not the pretended but the rea) pursuit of philusophy (onids philosophein) that is
needed; lor we do not nced to seem to enjoy good bealth but to enjoy it in truth
(kataletheian hugiainein )." Epicurus, The Vatican Sayings, LIV.

. The essential text on this point is Galen's presentation of the functions of the f2grmonclon

(the ruling part ot the soul) in Pesidonius in his De Placitis Hippocrafis et Platoni's (see
Posidonius, 1. The Fragments, ed. L. Edelstein and 1. C. Kidd {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press., 1972 ). Agdinst Cheysippus, Posidonius maintains the relative indepen-
dence of the soul's icrational (irascible and lustful) functions. Thus, more thap just a cor-
rect judgment is needed 1o master the passions pertaining to the body and its equilibria: a
whole therapeutics and dietetics is required i order to dissolve the passions, not just a cor-
rection of thought. See the pages of A. J. Voelke, L'Mdée de volonté dans le stokisme (Paris:
PUF, 1973) pp. 121-30, and E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, pp. 239-40, hailing
in Posidonius a return to Plato’s moral rcalism. For a more general presentation of
Pustdontus, see M. Latfranque, Poscidonois J'Apamée (Panis: PUF, 1964), especially the
chapter on “L’anthropologie,” pp. 369-448.

This thesis ts not found in the work of Musonius, but Foucault was probably thinking of
the discourse XX VII of Dio Chrysostom of Prusa on the appeal to the philosopher: “Most
people hate philosophers as they hate doctors; just as one does not buy cures except when
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seriously 11, so one neglects philosuphy so long asoncisnot too unhappy. Take arichman
with a large income or huge lands . . . if he loses his fortune or his wealth he will lend his
ear to philosophy more readily; if now his wife, his son or his brother dies, oh then he
will make the philosopher come, he will call him in” (translated in Constant Martha, Les
Moralistes sous I'emprre romain |Paris: Hachette, 1881), p. 244).

. “Also one should not accuse philosophers of trespass when they discuss matters of bealth,

rather one should blame them if, after having aholished all frontiers, they do not think
they should seek renown, as in a single territory common to all (en mia kh5ma kainds), by
pursuing at the same time the pleasant and the necessary in their discussions.” Plutarch,
Advice about Keeping Well, 122e.

Foucault merely repeats here the table drawn up by 1. Hadot in Seneca und die greschisch-
romische Tradition der Scelenleitung, Part [I, §2: “Die Grade der seelischen Krankheiten,”
p- 145. He takes up the same distinctions in Le Souei de sor, p. 70 ( The Care of the Self,
P $4). The man Latin texts used by [. Hadot to find translations of Greek nosographies
are: Cicero, Tusclan Disputations, 1V.10, 23, 27, and 29, and Sencca, Letters, LXXV and
XCIV. However, this paragraph was undoubtedly inspired by the appearance at this time
of J. Pigeaud's thesis, La Maladie de I'dme. Erude surla relation de I'ame et du eorps dans la tra-
dition médico- phifoso phi que antigue (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1981).

. “They {bis natural inclinations] are restored, at least so long as corruption (pestss) has not

teached as far as them and killed them: in such cses not ¢ven the use of the full force of
philosophy will succeed in restoring them.” Senec, Lefters, XCIV 31,

The striking reference here is to Marcus Aurelius who, with regard to the inner daemon,
writes that one must “surround it with sincere service (gnéuds therapeuein). This service
(therapeucin ) consists in keeping it pure from all passion.” Meditations, 11.13. The expression
heauton therapeuein is also found in Epictetus, Dixoures, Ixix.S.

. “The choice of these philosophers is immediately revealed by their name: therapeutae

(therapevtar) and therapeutrides ( therapeutrides) is their true name, first of all because the
therapeutics they practice (parvson fatriben) is superior to that genezally found in our
cities—the latter only treat bodies, but the other also treats souls,” Philo, On the
Contemplative Life, 1.2.

“(1f thev are called Therapeutae] it is also because they have received an education
acrording to nature and the sacred laws in the worship of Being (therapeousito on), which
is superior to the good.” Tbid., 1.2.

Epictetus, Discourses, [1.xx1.12-22.

Ibid., JLxv.

Ibid., IIL.xx111.30. Foucault discusses this text in Le Souci de sor, p. 71( The Care of the Self.
p- 55)-
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Second hour

The privileged status of old age (positive goal and ideal point of
existence ). ~ Generalization 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 i
principle of double articulation: universality of appeal and ranty 2
of election. ~ The form of salvation. m§

I HAVE TRIED TO identify two consequences of the chronological shaft
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 clearly distinguished from
“the art of the soul. You remember that in the Alcibiades it was on the
basis 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 1s a profound connection between problems of
the soul’s tension and the body’s health,' the body reemergesvery clearly
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as an object of concern s o that caring for the self involves taking care of
both one’s soul and one’s body. This 1s obvious 1n Seneca’s letters, which
are already rather hypochondriac.” Then this hypochondna breaks out
very clearly in people like Marcus Aurelius, Fronto,’ and especially
ZEhus Arnstides, etcetera. We will come back to all this. One of the
effects of this drawing together of medicine and the care of the self 1,
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 1s obviously
the new importance and value given to old age. Of course, old age hada
traditional and recognized value 1n ancient culture, but 1t 1s a value that
I would say 1s, as 1t were, limited, offset, and partial. Old age means wis-
dom, but 1t also means weakness. Old age means acquired experienae,
but 1t also means the nability to be active mn everyday life and even 1n
political hife. Old age enables one to give advice, but 1t 1s also a condition
of weakness m which one 1s dependent upon others: one gives the young
advice, but they are the ones who defend the town and the old, and it s
the young who work to provide the old with the necessities of hfe,
etcetera. So, traditionally, old age has an ambiguous or limited value.
Let’s say, roughly, that in traditional Greek culture old age is no doubt
honorable, but it 1s certainly not desirable. One cannot want to become
old, even if Sophocles’ famous statement that he was glad finally to be
old, since 1t freed him from the sexual appetite, is quoted and will
continue to be quoted for a long time.”> However, 1t 1s quoted precisely
because 1t 15, as 1t were, exceptional: he 1s the one person who wanted to
become old, or who at any rate was dehghted to be old, because of
this hiberation, and 1t 1s precisely Sophocles’ statement that wall be
frequently employed later. But now that the care of the self must be
practiced throughout hfe, but especially in adult life, now that the care of
the self assumes its full dimensions and effects when one is 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 1n old
age. Of course, with Christianity and the promise of the hereafter, there
will be a different system. But here, 1n 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 hfe. Freed from all physical desires and free from all
the pohitical ambitions he has renounced, with all the experience he has
been able to acquire, the old man will be the person who 1s sovereign
over himself and who can be entirely satisfied with himself. The old man
has a definition 1n this history and 1n this form of the practice of the self:
he1s the one who can finally take pleasure 1n himself, be sausfied with
himself, put all his joy and sausfaction in himself, without expecting
pleasure, Joy, or sausfaction from anything else, neither from physical
pleasures, of which he 1s no longer capable, nor the pleasures of ambi-
tion, which he has given up. The old man then 1s someone who delights
in himself, and the point at which old age arrives, if well-prepared by a
long practice of the self, 1s the point at which, Seneca says, the self finally
arnves 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 1s this desirable point, then 1t 1s
understandable (first consequence) that old age should not be seen
merely as a limit in life, any more than it 1s to be seen as a phase of
diminished hife. 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 1t come upon us one day Old age, with 1ts
own forms and values, should orientate the whole course ofhife. I think
there 1s a letter by Seneca on this that 1s very important and typical. It
1s typical because 1t begins with what 1s apparently a rather incidental,
or anyway enigmatic criticism of those, he says, who adopt a particular
mode oflife for each age of life.® Seneca here refers to the traditional and
mportant theme in Greek and Roman ethics that life 1s 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

aceorded to these different phases and their speaific forms of hife 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 hife chosen by
the individual, the way in which he lived his life, and the time of hfe 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 1s 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 1s 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 1s that this old age at which one must am 1s1n
fact, of course, the chronological old age, which most of the anaents
recognized as appearing at sixty—and furthermore, it is roughly at this
age that Seneca retires and decides to take full possession of himself. But
1t 1s not just this chronological old age of the sixtieth year. It 1s also an
1deal old age; an old age we produce, as 1t 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 hive it as if it

1s already over. In fact, even if we are st1ll 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
bave 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 1s 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-
sion 1s found 1n Seneca’s letter 32: “consummare vitam ante mortem.” We
must complete our hfe before our death, we must fulfill our life before
the moment of death arrives, we must achieve perfect satiety of our-
selves. “Summa tui satietas”: perfect, complete satiety of yourself.? This is
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 hife as if we are old, raises
aseries of important questions to which we will return. First of all there
15, of course, the question of the death exercise (meditation on death as
practice of death): living our hfe as if on its final day® There is the prob-
lem of the type of satisfaction and pleasure we can have with ourselves.
There 1s the problem, which 1s very important of course, of the relation-
ship between old age and immortality: to what extent did old age pre-
figure, anticipate or was 1t correlated with the themes of immortahty
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-
1cl shift of the care of the self in the imperial period of the first and sec-
ond centuries AD., from adolescent urgency in the Alabiades to
adulthood, or a certain turning point between adulthood and real or
ideal old age.

The second question I would hke to broach today 1s no longer this
chronological Cxtension or Shi& but the, if you ]ike, 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
restricted 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 1t 1s said: Take care of
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yourself, and that’s the end of 1t. “Take care of yourself and that’s the
end of 1t” 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 s now a sort of universal ethical law? You
know me well enough to assume that I will immediately answer: no.
What [ would like to show, the methodological stake of all this (or of a
part anyway), 1s 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 oflaw, as the general principle of every rule i the realm of
human practice. What I would like to show 1s that as an episode and
transitory form, law 1tself 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 1s
only one of the possible aspects of the technology of the subject con-
cerning himself. Or, if you like, even more precisely: law 1s 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, mnasmuch as there was
universalization, inasmuch as “take care of yourself” was expressed as a
general law, 1t would obviously have been completely fictitious. For in
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 Lacedaemomian expression I spoke about last
week or the week before: It 1s so that we can take care of ourselves that
we entrust the culuvation of our lands to the helots.” It 1s an elite privilege
asserted as such by the Lacedaemonians, but it 1s 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 (skkol€ or ofim).” We cannot
take care of the self unless the life before us, the life available to us, is
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such that we can—foigive the expression—treat ourselves to the luxury
of skhole or otium (which 1s not, of course, leisure as we understand 1t; we
will come back to this). Anyway, a certain particular form ofhfe, which
1s distinct from all other forms of hfe 1n 1ts particulanity, will n 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 hife. The care of the self always entails a choice
of one’s mode of life, that 1is 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-finahized 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
dosed to each other, and which usually involved 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 litle—or
rather, giving 1t the meaning it 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” 1n a wider sense than usual, I would say that in 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 1s not just the wealthiest, the economically,
soaally, and pohtcally privileged who practice the care of the self. We
see 1t spread quite widely in a population which it must be said was very
culuvated 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,
1t must be said that the care of the self appears and is 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 inked with dearly institutionalized religious groups organized
around definite cults and often with ntualized 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
mdividual or personal work of research, analysis, and elaboration of the
self by the self. But the practice of the self was nevertheless important m
these groups. For example, in cults like that of Isis,” participants were
subject to very prease 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 ime
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 defnite cult organizations, at
least on preexisting soctal networks of friendship.” Friendship, which
had a certain form i Greek culture, had much stronger and more
hierarchical forms m Roman culture and society In Roman society
friendship was a hterarchy of individuals hinked to one another by a set
of services and obligations; 1t was a system mn which no individual oacu-
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
mphcit and exphat conditions and there were even rituals, gestures,
and expressions mdicating to someone that he had advanced n the
other’s friendship, etcetera. In short, there was a partially mmstitutional-
1zed social network m 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 mto
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Nero’s court) sees his uncle or distant relative, Seneca, who is in Rome
and who has obligations towards Serenus because he 1s 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
advice. 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 il at ease with myself, I do not know if I 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 1s 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
frequent 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
start 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 amstocratic
choice of the Platonists or Aristotelians, and which of course, completely
working class as they were, also involved an important theoretical and
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 i 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
mstitutional dimensions of the care of the self there 1s also another
example: this 1s the famous group of Therapeutae described by Philo of
Alexandria in his treatise On the Contemplative Life. This group of
Therapeutae, whom I have already spoken about, 1s enigmatic because in
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 Therapeutae did not exist
and that it was 1n 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 suppose
that this group really did exist.” For, after all, much cross-referencing
makes 1t likely all the same. Now, as I have said, the Therapeutae werea
group of people who had retired to the surroundings of Alexandria, not
into the desert, as will be the practice of Christian hermits and
anchorites later,”® but in kinds of small suburban gardens in which each
lived in his cell or room, with some communal areas. This community of
Therapeutae had three axes and three dimensions. On the one hand,
there are very pronounced cultic or religious practices: praying twicea
day, weekly gatherings at which people are placed according to age with
each having to adopt the appropriate demeanor? [...*]. On the other
hand, there 1s an equally marked stress on intellectual, theoretical work,
on the work of knowledge (savorr). On the side of the care of the self it
1s said from the start that the Therapeutae have withdrawn to their spot
in order to cure illness caused by “pleasures, desires, sorrows, fears,
greed, stupidity, injustice and the countless multitude of passions."?
These then are the Therapeutae who come to cure themselves. Second,
another reference: what they seek above all 1s egkratera (mastery of the
self by the self ), which they consider to be the basis and foundation of
all the other virtues.”” Finally, and here the text is very important for s
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 s to say . .. the care of the self” is audible.
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the epimeleia tes psukhes** The epimeleia tes psukhes then 1s care of their
soul, to which they must devote themselves every day. And, along with
this care of the soul, there 1s a very strong emphasis on knowledge
(savoir). Their objective 1s, as they say, as Philo says, to learn to see
dearly? Seeing cdlearly 1s having one’s gaze clear enough to be able to see
God. Therr love of science, Philo says, 1s 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 1s
really so strong, their attention to study is so intense—and we find agamn
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

728 You have here an

“proclaim the doctrines of the sacred philosophy.
example of sleep and dreams as critena 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 1s clearly a case of a religious
group. We have no information about the soaal origins of its members,
but there is no reason to assume they were from anstocratic or privileged
ardes. But you see also that the dimension of knowledge, meditation,
apprenticeship, reading, allegonical interpretation, and so on 1s 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
atltic, 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 sphitting 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
are of the self cannot appear and, above all, cannot be practiced simply by
wnirtue 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 i 1ts disunctive 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 1s one of their
raisons d’étre and was one of the grounds for their success in Greek,
Hellenistic, and Roman societies. For the Alabiades, for example, care of
the self fell within a difference of status that meant that Alcibiades was
destined to govern, and 1t 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,’® it seems that
most of these groups did not accept even the distinction between a free
man and aslave, in theory at least. The Epicurean and Stoic texts on this
are many and repetitive: 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,
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 1s no a prior’ 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 1s certainly generally
the case that very few are actually capable of taking care of the self. Lack
of courage, strength, or endurance, an inability to grasp the importance
of the task or to see 1t through; such is the destiny of the majority in
reality. Although the principle of taking care of the self (the obligation
of epimelersthai heautou) may well be repeated everywhere and to every-
one, listening, intelligence, and putting the care into practice will 1n any-
case be scarce. And it is just because there is little listening and few are
able to listen that the principle must be repeated everywhere. Thereisa
very interesting text of Epictetus on this. He refers again to the gnathi
seauton (the Delphic precept) and says: Look at what happens with this
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Delphic precept. It 1s written, mnscribed, carved 1n stone at the center of
the civilized world (he uses the word oikoumen). It is at the center of
the orkoumene, that 1s to say, of the Greek-speaking world of reading and
writing, of this cultivated world that is the only acceptable human com-
munity. It 1s written then, where everyone can see 1t, in the center of the
otkoumene. But the gnothi seauton, placed by the god at the geographical
center of the acceptable human community, 1s unknown and not under-
stood. Then, passing from this general law, from this general principle,
to the example of Socrates, he says: Look at Socrates. How many young
people did he have to stop in the street for there to be a few who, 1n
spite of everything, really wanted to listen to him and to take care of
themselves? Did Socrates succeed 1n persuading all those who came to
him to take care of themselves, Epictetus asks? Not even one 1n a thou-
sand.” So you see that 1n this assertion that the principle 1s given to all
but few can hear, wefindagain the well-known traditional form of divi-
sion, so mmportant and decisive throughout ancient culture, between a
few and the others, between those of the first rank and the mass,
between the best and the crowd (between of protorand or polloi: the pre-
eminent and the many). This dividing hne in Greek, Hellenistic, and
Roman culture made possible a hierarchical division between the pre-
eminent—the privileged whose privilege could not be questioned,
although the way 1n which they exercised it could—and the rest. You see
that now there 1s again opposition between a few and all the rest, but 1t
1s no longer hierarchical: it 1s a practical division by which those who are
apable [of the self] are distinguished from those who are not. It 1s no
longer the individual’s status that, 1n advance and by birth, defines the
difference that sets him apart from the mass and the others. What will
determine the division between the few and the many 1s the individual’s
relationship to the self, the modahty and type of his relaionship 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
only a 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 1is that form that will be so
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important in our culture. It must be said that this form was not exactly
mvented at this point. In fact, 1n 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 Christiamty, rearticulated around the
problem of revelamon, faith, Scripture, grace, and so on. But what I
think 1s important, and this 1s what I wanted to stress today, 1s that it
was already m this form of two elements (universahty 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 umversal appeal, which in
fact can only be heard by a few, to the rare salvation, from which never-
theless no one was originally exduded. As you know, this interplay
between a umiversal principle which can only be heard by afew,and this
rare salvation from which no one 1s excluded a priori, will be at the very
heart of most of the theological, spiritual, social, and political problems
of Christianity. Now this form 1s very clearly articulated in this technology
of the self. Or rather, since we should no longer speak just of technology,
Greek, Hellemstic, and Roman civihization gave rise to a ventable
culture of the self that, I believe, assumed major dimensions in the first
and second centuries A.D. It 1s within this culture of the self that we an
see the full extent and function of this form, once again so fundamental
to our culture, between universal appeal and ranty of salvation.
Moreover, this notion of salvation (of being saved, of eammg one’s
salvation) 1s absolutely central to this. I have not yet spoken about this
because we have just come to 1t, but you can see that the chronologial
shift taking us from the adolescent care of the self to care of the self in
order to become old raises the problem of the objective and end of care
of the self: what does 1t 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 1t to be m
good health, to escape from illnesses, both to be lead to death and n a
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 dlearly defined m the text of Epictetus
I quoted a while ago. A salvation, once agan, which must answer to a
universal appeal but which in fact can only be reserved for some.

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

et de connarssance) completely different from anything to be found in
Platonism.
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. See, for example, what Stobaeus says “Just as the body’s strength is a sufficient tension

(tonos) m the nerves, equally the soul’s strength is a sufficient tension of the soul in
judgment or action.” Florilegium, 11, 564. On this problematic of tension (fon0s) in Stoicism
and its monist framework (“the foros 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
E. Biehier’s classical analysis in his Chrygppe et Pancien stoiisme (Pans: PUE, 1950,
2% edition).

With regard toletters LV, LV1I, and I XX VI, 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 sor, p. 73 (The Care
of the Self, p. 57).

. Marcus Comelius Fronto (100-166 ), native of Numidia, consul in 143, s known above all

for having been the teacher of rhetotic 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 Fronto ). See Foucault's analysis of the
correspondence in the lecture of 27 January, second hour.

. Alius Anstides is the author of six Sacred Tales devoted to his illnesses and cures.

Aristides, Discours sacrés, translation A.-J. Festugicre (Paris: Macula, 1986). See on this
topic, Le Souci de soi, p. 73 (The Care of the Self, p. 57).

. 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 Sophocles. I was once with him when
someone asked him: ‘What i1s your view, Sophocles, concerning love? Can you sull
tackle a woman?’—'Be quiet friend’ Sophocles replied, 1 am as delighted to be
free from love, as if I had escaped the hands of a wild and fierce beast.” ” The Republi,
1.329b-c.

. In the description that follows, Foucault in fact confuses two of Seneca’s texts. One is a

passage from On Tranquility of Mind, 11.6: “Add those who, tossing and turning like people
who camnot get to sleep, wy every posimon 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 XX3U1.2: “This life 1s so short! And we shorten
it by our thoughtlessness, passing from one new start to another. We divide ourselves
up and disstpate our life.” Letters. See also: “You will see how revolting is the frivolous-
ness of men who every day establish their life on a new basis."Letters, XII1.16, and
XXIILS.

. “Hurry then, myvery 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 1s your situation: the enemy 1s after you. Come on, quickiy!” Lesters, X3QOUL3.

. Ibid., XX XILA4.
. See lecture of 24 March, second hour.
. For anew examination of the soul’s immortal or mortal nature in the Stoics, and espedally

in Seneca, see the lecture of 7 March, second hour.

. See the analysis of this expression in the lecture of 6 January, second hour.
. See J. M. André, L’Otium dans /a vie morale et intellectuelle romaine, des origines & I’époque

augustéene (Paris: PUF, 1966).

. 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 in
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 i 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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the Guostics. With regard to abstinence and confessions in these rites, see F. Cumont, Les
Religions oriental es dans le paganisme romain (Paris: E. Leroux, 1929) pp. 36-37 and 218,
0. 40; and R. Turan, Les Cultes orientaxx dans le monde romain (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1989), p. 113 (I am grateful to Paul Veyue for these references).

See Le Souci de soi, p. 68 ( The Care of the Self, pp. 52-53).

See ibid., p. 69 (Ibid., pp. 53-54).

On life and social organization in the ancient philosophy schools, see Carlo Nawl,
“Schools and Sites of Learning” in J. Brunschwig and G. Lloyd, eds., Greek Thought: A Gude
to Classical Knowledge (Cambridge, Mass. and London: The Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 2000) pp. 191-217. Some general indications are ako found in P. Hadot,
Qu’est-e que laphrlosophie anngue? pp. 154-58.

With regard to the organization of the Maecenas Circle (bringing together Vigil, Horace,
Propertius, etcetera) at the court of Augustus at the end of thirties B.C., see J.M. André,
Mécéne. Essai de biographie spinituelle (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1967).

Oun Roman Epicureanism in Campania, notably around Philodemus of Gadara and Lucius
Calpumnius Piso Caesoninus, see the fundamental work of the specialist in this subject,
M. Gigante, La Bibliothéque de Plilodéme et I'épicurisme romain (Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1967).

Three “periods” of criticism are usually distinguished (see the Introduction by F. Daumas
to his translation of Philo’s De Vita confemplativa, and the very full bibliography of
R. Radice, Philo of Alexandria, an annotated bibliography 1937-1986 [Leiden: Brill, 1988]):
First, the old period (from Eusebius of Caesarea in the third century to B. de Montfaucon
i the eighteenth century) identifies the Therapeutae as a Christian community; second,
the modern period in the nineteenth century (with Renan and P. Lagrange) considers
Philo’s description as an ideal picture; third, contemporaty criticism, through cross-
checking, attests the real existence of the group and pronounces itself in favor of linking it
with the Essenians (see M. Delcor, etcetera).

In the lecture of 9 March 1980, Foucault develops his major thesis of a resumption of
philosophical and pagan techniques of spiritval direction and examination in the
Christianity of Cassian around the problem of the anchorite’s trainiag prior to departure
for the desert.

“Hands under their dothes, the right hand between their chest and chin, the left hand
down by their side.” On the Contem plative Life, 476M, §30.

. Ibid., 471M, §2.
2.

“Ou the basis of self-control (eghrateran), they construct the other virtues of the soul.”
Ibid., 477M, §34.

“Considering the seventh day to be a very holy day and a great festival, they accord it a
special bonor: on this day, after caring for the soul (s psukhés epimeleian ), they rub their
bodies with oil.” Ibid,, 477M, §36.

“But the sect of Therapeutae, whose constant effort is to learn to see clearly, is devoted to
the contemplation of Being.” Ibid., 473M, §10.

Ibid., 476M, §35.

Ibid.,475M, §28.

See thelecture of 12 January, first hour, and of 24 March, second hour.

On the political organization of the Pythagorean society and its aristocratic tendencies, see
the classic and invaluable presentation by A. Delatte in the chapter “Organisation poli-
tique de la société pythagoricienne” m his Essai sur la polittgue pythagoncienne (Geneva:
Slatlune Reprints, 1922, repr. 1979) pp- 3-34.

See the crucial texts of Epictetus in the Discourses, all of IV.i, and especially 11.1.22-28,
demonstiating that 1t is not enough to be free before the praetor to cease being a slave,
and Encheiridion X1V, as well as Epicurus, Vatican Sayings 66 and 67, on the freedom of
the sage.

“And gwhy is he Apollo? And why does he give out oracles? And why has he established
himself in a place that makes him the prophet, source of truth and meeting place for all the
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inhabitanw of the civilized world (et /s oikoumenés) ? And why 1s it written on the temple
‘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 in a
thousand.” Drscourses, 111.1.18-19.

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

I 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 civilization, i 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

involves correcting rather than teaching. Hence its kinship with
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medicine is much more marked, which to some extent frees the practice
of the self from [...*]. Finally, there 1s a privileged relationship between
the practice of the self and old age, and so between the practice of the
self and life 1tself, since the practice of the self is at one with or merges
with life itself. The objective of the practice of the self therefore 1s prepa-
ration for old age, which appears as a privileged moment of existence
and, 1n truth, as the ideal pomt of the subject’s fulfillment. You have to
be old to be a subyect.

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 n an evo-
lution which no doubt took place over the whole of the Hellemstic
period. So, the second feature: The care of the self 1s 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 techm-
cal, professional, or social aim. The idea that you should care about the
self because you are someone whose status destines you for pohitics, 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 1s an unconditional practice, but one which in fact 1s always
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 pracuce
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 yoa
like, with regard to the unqualified nature of the principle, were: either
belonging to a dosed group—which was generally the case 1n religious
movements—or the ability to practice ofium, skhole, cultivated free time,

which represents, rather, an economic and social kind of exclusion.

*Only “even if the word pardeia [...] it is m 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-
. giosity 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 hife, but
at the same time a rare form of existence. It 1s the final aim of hife for
‘every man, but a rare form of existence for a few and only a few: we have
here, 1f 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 1t 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 I would like to raise a prior problem, which 1s
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 1s 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, 1s 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 1s

the general formula. This is what we must now analyze a hittle. As a
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reference point, let’s take the situation roughly as it appears in the
Aldbiades, 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 1s 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 1s 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 1s 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 s
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, masmuch as what 1s involved 1s 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 agamn quite simply 1n
memory itself and, consequently, if 1t 1s true that we did not know that
we did not know, it is 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 specficity and singularity of the
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Socratic type of mastership and its crucial role with regard to the others.
I 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 1s interesting inasmuch as Socrates’ role 1s toshow that igno-
rance is 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 1s just as necessary as in the classical 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 ignorance. But 1t 1s
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
1t 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 in. I think this theme 1s 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 1s no longer the master of
memory. He 1s no longer the person who, knowing what the other does
not know, passes 1t 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 1n
this way. Henceforth the master 1s an effective agency (opérateur) for
producing effects within the individual’s reform and 1n 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 1s very interesting: You see, when 1t 1s a matter of learn-
ing something in the realm of knowledge (connaissance) or the arts
(tekhnar ), 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
1gnorance, we need to be trained and we need a master. All night, he says,
when 1t becomes a question of transforming bad habits, of transforming
the fexis, the individual’s way of being, when we have to correct our-
selves, then a fortior’ we will need a master. Passing from 1gnorance to
knowledge involves the master. Passing from a status of “to be cor-
rected” to the status “corrected” a fotiori 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 in classical thought.
The subject can no longer be the person who carries out his own
transformation, and the need for a master s 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 aftlicted. He says: This mental restlessness, this irresolution 1s
basically what we call stultitia® Stultitia here 1s something that is not set-
tled on anything and not satisfied by anything. Now, he says, no one 1s
m such good health (satés 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 anises in
connection with goed and bad health, and so in fact with correction,

rectification, and reform. What 1s this morbid, pathological condition
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one must rise above? The word then 1s given: stultitia. Now you know
that the description of stultitia 1s a kind of commonplace in Stoic philos-
ophy, starting especially with Posidonius.> Anyway, Seneca describes it
several times. It 1s mentioned at the beginning of letter 52 and 1t 1s
described especially at the beginning of De Tranquillitate.® When Serenus
asks Seneca for advice, Seneca says to him: All right, I wall give you the
diagnosis that fits your case, I will tell you exactly where you are. Butin
order to get you to really understand the state you are in, first of all [ will
describe to you the worst state we can be 1n and, truth to tell, the state
we are n when we have not even begun to make progress in philosophy,
or 1n 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 hke, and its objective 1s to
escape from it. What 1s stultitia? The stultus 1s someone who has not cared
for himself. How 1s the stultus characterized? Basing ourselves on this
text from the beginning of De Tranquillitate in particular,® we can say
that the stultus 1s 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 1s open to the external world inasmuch as he
allows these representations to get mixed up m 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 disoiminatio, cannot
separate the content of these representations from what we will call, o
you hke, the subjective elements, which are combined in him.° This 1s
the first characterismc of the stultus. On the other hand, and as a result
of this, the stultus 1s someone who 1s dispersed over time: he 1s not only
open to the plurality of the external world but also broken up 1n time.
The stultus is 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
memorizing, and [who does not] direct his attention and will to a
prease and well-determined end. The stultus lets life pass by and
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constantly changes his viewpoint. His hife, and so his existence, pass by
without memory or will. Hence, the stultus 1s constantly changing his
way of life. You maybe recall that last week I referred to Seneca’s text
where he said that, basially, 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 hife as quickly as possible towards 1ts objective,
which 1s the fulfillment of the self in old age. “Hasten to be old,” he said
m short, old age being the point of orientation that enables life to be set
in a single umty. The stultus 1s quite the opposite. He 1s 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 hfe for each age, Senea
evokes those who change their mode of life every day and who arrive at
old age without ever having thought about it. This passage 1s important
and 1s found at the beginning of De Tranguillitate.” The consequence
then—both the consequence and the princaiple—of this openness to rep-
resentations coming from the external world, and of this being dis-
persed in time, 1s that the individual stultus 1s unable to will properly
What 1s 1t to will properly? There 1s a passage right at the beginning of
letter 52 that tells us what the will of the stultus 1s and so what the will
of someone who rises above the condition of stultitia should be. The will
of the stultus is not a free will. It 1s a will that is not an absolute will. It
1s a will that does not always will. What does 1t mean to will freely? It
means wilhing without what 1t 1s 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 1s deter-
mined by what comes from both outside and inside. Secondly, to will
properly is to will absolutely (@bsolute).” 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, v_oluptuous
hife, etcetera. Third, the stultus 1s someone who wills, but he also
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wills with inertia, lazily, and his willing 1s constantly interrupted
and changes its objective. He does not always will. Willing freely,
absolutely, and always characterizes the opposite condition to stultitia.
And stultitia 1s that will that 1s, as it were, limited, relative, fragmentary,
and unsettled.

Now what object can one freely, absolutely, and always want? What
1s the object towards which the will can be orientated so that 1t can be
exerted without being determined by anything external? What object
can the will want absolutely, that 1s 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 freely will, without
having to take into consideration external determinations, 1s 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 1t over time or on different occasions? It 1s the self.
What definition of the stultus can we extract then from Seneca’s descrip-
tions without, I think, too much extrapolation? The stultus is 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 stultitia there is a
disconnection between the will and the self, a nonconnection, a nonbe-
longing characteristic of stultiia, which 1s both 1ts most manifest effect
and deepest root. To escape from stultitia will be precisely 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 st/nitia cannot will this object since what
characterizes it 1s, precisely, that it does not will 1t.

Inasmuch as stultitia 1s 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 accomphished
through the intermediary of someone else. Between the stultus individual
and the saprens individual, the other 1s necessary. Or again, intervention

by the other 1s necessary between, on the one hand, the individual who
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does not will his own self and, on the other, the one who has achieved a
relationship of self-control, self-possession, and pleasure 1n the self,
which s m fact the objective of saprentra. For structurally, ff you like, the
will that 1s typical of stultitia 1s unable to want to care about the self. The
care of the self consequently requires, as you can see, the other’s pres-
ence, 1nsertion, and intervention. This 1s a first element I wanted to
bring out from this short passage at the beginning of letter 52.

Beyond this definition of stultitia and 1ts relationship to the will, the
second element I wanted to bring out 1s that someone else 1s needed.
However, although his role may not be very dearly defined in the pas-
sage, 1t 1s clear that this other person is not an educator in the wadi-
tional sense of the term, someone who will teach truths, facts, and
principles. It 1s also clear that he 1s 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 1t from afar)
are typical. There 1s the expression porngere manum and the expression
oportet educat.” Forgive a tiny bit of grammar: educat, of course, 1s an
imperative. So it 1s 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 1t 1s actually a certain
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 1n 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 anses 1s this: What 1s this action of the other
that 1s 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 1s this helping hand, this “eduction,” which 1s not
an education but something different or more than education? Well, you
can 1magine, you are of course famihiar with this mediator who 1mmed:-
ately comes forward, this effective agent (gpérateur) who asserts himself
1n this relationship, in the construction of the subject’s relationship to

himself. He puts himself forward, loudly asserts himself, and prodaims
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that he and he alone can perform this mediation and bring about the
transition from stultitia to sapientia. He proclaims that he 1s the only one
who can see to 1t that the individual 1s able to will himself—and can
finally arrive at himself, exercise his sovereignty over himself and find
his entire happiness 1n this relationship. This effective agent who puts
himself forward 1s, of course, the philosopher. The philosopher, then, 1s
this effective agent. And this 1dea 1s found 1n all the philosophical ten-
dencies, whatever they are. In the Epicureans: Epicurus himself said that
only the philosopher 1s capable of guiding others.” Another text, but of
oourse we can find dozens of them, comes from the Stoic Musonius, who
says: “The philosopher 1s the kegemon (guide) for everyone in what con-
cerns the things appropriate to their nature.”” And then, of course, we
reach the extreme with Dio Chrysostom of Prusa, the one-time rhetor
hostile to the philosophers, who then converted to philosophy and led
thehife of a Cynic, presenting a number of fairly typical features of Cynic
philosophy in his thought. [At the] turn of the first and second cen-
turies, Dio of Prusa says: Philosophers provide us with advice on what
1t 1s appropriate to do; by consulting the philosopher we can determine
whether or not we should marry, take part in pohtics, estabhsh a
monarchy or democracy or some other form of constitution.’ You see
that 1n Dio of Prusa’s definition, the philosopher’s jurisdiction extends
beyond the relationship to the self; 1t extends to the individual’s whole
hfe. We should turn to philosophers to find out how we ought to
cnduct ourselves, and philosophers not only tell us how we ought to
oonduct ourselves, but even how we ought to conduct other men, since
they tell us what constitution should be adopted by the aty, 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 1n this way constituting a gen-
eral practice of government at every possible level: government of self and
government of others. He 1s the one who governs those who want to gov-
ern themselves and he 1s 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 in this
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 1s 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 1nstitutional mediations does 1t 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 1s 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 1s, of course, the school, the skhofe. The school may be
dosed, 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™—
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 thetos
anér) 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. Outside of this sophos, then, all the others
needed guides and De Witt proposes a hierarchy: the philosophos, the
philologor, the kathegetar, 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, it
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seems that the hierarchy proposed by people like De Watt 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
mnstitutionahzed 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 1s 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 Parrfésia—a notion to which we shall return shortly—of
which unfortunately only fragments have survived). Philodemus shows
that in the Epicurean scheol it was absolutely necessary for every indi-
vidual to have a hggemon, a guide, a director, who ensured his individual
guidance. Second, in the same text, Phlodemus shows that individual
gwdance was orgamzed 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 1s called, pre-
csely, 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 eachother frankly. Once again, this notion needs to be elabo-
rated, 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 earler, the
passage immediately following the one I tried to analyze refers to the
Epicureans. Hesays that for the Epicureans there were basically two cat-
egortes of individuals: those it 1s 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 is 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 1n the same way as the other, 1t
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 1t seems that the practice of spiritual direction was
less bound up with the existence of a somewhat closed group leading a
communal life, and the requirement of friendship in particular 1s much
less evident. We can get an 1dea of what Epictetus’ school at Nicopolis
may have been like from Arrian's record of his discourses.”® First of all,
lt dOeS not seem to have been a place Of real Communal life, but Slmp]y
a place for meetings, which were fairly frequent and demanding. In dis-
course 8 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 ln a place that ‘was Certainly 11] 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-
ular students. These were divided 1nto two categories. There were those
Who came to Comp]ete their tl‘aining, as lt were, before gOlng int.o pollt-
1cal or civil hife [...*]. [Epictetus] also alludes to the time when they
will have to exercise responsibilities, present themselves to the
Emperor, and choose between flattery or sincenty, as well as deal with
Condemnations. SO, there are these Students Who come for a klnd Of
period of training prior to entering hfe. It 1s probably a student of this
kind who appears 1n discourse % of book II, in which a Roman citizen
brings his young son to Epictetus. Epictetus straightaway explains 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

*Only “... who would probably be voung people, let us say [...] you, the rich” is audible.
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not just to complete their traimng and culture, but who want to
become philosophers themselves. It 1s clearly this kind of student who
1s addressed 1n discourse 22 of book II1, which 1s the famous discourse
portraying the Cymc. We are told that one of the gnorimor (students or
disciples 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 philosophy, and to this extreme, militant form of philosophy that 1s
Cymiasm, which involves setting out and going from town to town n
the philosopher’s garb, stopping people, holding discourses, conducting
diatribes, teaching, shaking the philosophical inertia of the pubhc, and
so 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
positive picture of this hfe and, at the same time, makes clear all 1ts
difficulties and 1ts necessary asceticism.

However, there are other passages that quite dlearly refer to this
traming of the future professional philosopher. To that extent, the
school of Epictetus appears as a sort of Ecole Normale for philosophers,
where 1t 1s explained to them how they must act. A passage in discourse
26 1n book II 1s very interesting. It 1s quite a short chapter divided into
two parts in which there 1s the shghtly modified reformulation of the
old Socratic thesis, to which Epictetus so often alludes, that when one
does wrong 1t is because one has made a mistake, a mistake of reasoning,
an 1intellectual mistake.”® He says that when one does wrong, in reahty
there is a makke: a battle, a conflict in the person who commits the sin.*°
The confhict consists in the fact that, on the one hand, the person who
does wrong 1s seeking something useful like everyone else. But he does
not see that what he does 1s far from being useful and 1s 1n fact harmful.
For example, the thief 1s just hike everyone else: he pursues his interest.
He does not see that stealing 1s harmful. So, Epictetus says—in an
expression that I think 1s interesung and should be emphasized—when
someone makes a mistake hke this 1t 1s because he belheves something
that is not true and the prira anagte, the bitter necessity of renouncing
what he believes to be true, must be made clear to him. How can one
make this bitter necessity apparent, or rather how can one impose 1t on
the person who makes this mistake and has this 1llusion? Well, he must
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be shown that in actual fact he 1s doing what he does not wish and 1s not
doing what he wishes. He 1s doing what he does not wish, that 1s to say
he 1s doing something harmful. And he 15 not doing what he wishes,
that 1s to say he 1s not advancing his interest as he thinks he 1s.
According to Epictetus, someone who can show this to the person he 1s
guiding and who can get him to understand the nature of this makée,
this struggle between doing what one doesn’t wish and failing to do
what one does, 15 defnos en logd (really strong and skillful in the art of
discourse). He 1s protreptikos and eleghtikos. These are two strictly techmi-
cal terms. Protreptikos: this 1s someone who has the ability to give a pro-
treptic education, that 1s to say, an education that can turn the mind 1n
a good direction. Elegtikos, on the other hand, 1s someone good in the art
of discussion, 1n the intellectual debate that allows truth to be freed
from error, error to be refuted and a true proposition put in its place
The 1individual who can do this and who therefore has the two typical
qualities of the teacher—or, more precisely, the two major qualities of
the philosopher: to refute the other person and tum his mind—will
succeed in transforming the attitude of the person who errs 1n this way
For, he says, the mind s like a balance and inclines in one direction or
the other. Whether one likes 1t or not, 1t yields to the truth 1t 1s led to
recognize. And when one knows how to [intervene] in the struggle
(makhe) taking place in the other’s mind, when, with a sufficient art of
discourse, one can perform this action, which consists in refuting the
truth in which he believes and turning his mind in the night direction,
then one 1s truly a philosopher: one will succeed in guiding the other
person properly. On the other hand, if one does not succeed, one should
not blame the person one 1s guiding; the person at fault 1s oneself. One
must accuse oneself and not the person one has failed to persuade.”* We
have here, 1f you like, a fine little instructive example of teaching
addressed to those who will have to teach 1n tumn, or rather to perform
spiritual direction. So, these are the first category of students: those who
are training.

Second are those who are there in order to become philosophers.
Then, of course, there are those passing through, and whose roles in the
different scenes evoked by the Discourses are quite interesting to observe.
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For example, in discourse 11 of book I, there 1s 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 1s 1ll. 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 1s what we can really control and
master and what we can use (&kestai).>* 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 clearlyshowsthat Epictetus suggests a period of training
and philosophical formation at school, even to a man already established
n hfe with responsibilities and a family. There 1s also discourse 4 of
book II, in which we see a philologps—and here all the representations of
those on the side of rhetoric are important in these discourses—who 1s
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 1s mnstead rejected and 1s
forbidden to come to the school® 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 1s to say, things
concerning life, things concerning the choices of existence, and things
concerning representations. You find this in discourse 9 of book III.*
There are also criticisms, specifically philosophical ones 1n this case, as
for example when, in discourse 7 of book III, you see a town inspector,
a sort 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 1s actually
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a whole series of different forms of guidance, of expressions of the art of
guidance, and qulte diverse modalities Of guidance.

Opposite this more or less Hellenic or school form, of which
Epictetus no doubt gives the most developed example, there 1s what I
will call the Roman form. The Roman form 1s that of the private coun-
selor. I say 1t 1s Roman 1nasmuch as dearly 1t does not derive in any way
from the structure of the school, but fits into fairly typical Roman chent
relationships, that 1s to say, a sort of semi-contractual dependence
invo]ving a dissymmetrica] exchange Of Services between two lndlvldu—
als whose social status 1s always unequal. To that extent we can say that
the private counselor represents a method that 1s almost the reverse of
the school. In the school there 1s the philosopher, and one comes to him
and appeals to him. In the system of the private counselor, rather, there
1s the great anistocratic family with the head of the famly, the grand
political leader, who takes 1n and houses a philosopher who serves him
as counselor. There are dozens of examples of this in Republican and
Imperial Rome. I spoke earlier of Philodemus, the Epicurean who
played an important role with Lucius Piso.>® There 1s Athenodorus, who
performed the function of a sort of cultural chaplain for Augustus.®
There 1s Demetrius the Cynic* who, a bit later, played a politically
important role with Thrasea Paetus and then Helvidius Priscus,” and to
whom we will have to return. Demetrius, for example, accompanied
Thrasea Paetus for an entire period of his hife, and when Thrasea Paetus
had to kill himself, like many people of this epoch he naturally staged
his suicide 10 a very solemn manner. He called his entourage around
him, his family, etcetera. Then, bit by bit, he dismissed everyone. The
last to remain with him, when he was closest to death, the only one who
kept watch beside him, was precisely Demetrius. When the poison took
effect and he began to lose consciousness, he turned his eyes towards
Demetrius, who was therefore the last person he saw. Of course, the
final words exchanged between Thrasea Paetus and Demetrius con-
cerned death, immortality, the survival of the soul, etcetera® (a recon-
struction, as you can see, of the death of Socrates, but a death 1n which
Thrasea Paetus was not surrounded by a crowd of disciples, but was
accompanied solely by his counselor). As you can see, the role of
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counselor 1s not that of private tutor any more than 1t 1s entirely that of
friendly confidante. He 1s, rather, what could be called a counselor of
existence who gives his views on speafic occasions. He 1s the person
who guides and initiates someone who 1s both his patron, almost his
employer, and his friend, but his superior friend. He initiates him into
a particular form of hfe, because one 1s not a philosopher 1n general.
One can only be a Stoic or an Epicurean or a Platonist or a Peripatetic,
etcetera, The counselor 1s also a sort of cultural agent for a arde into
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 1n 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,
mnvolved in pohtical hfe 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 m a more self-effacing role, when the
crisis breaks out again at the beginning of the third century* So, as this
figure of the philosopher de've]ops and his importance becomes more
pronounced, so also we see that he increasingly loses his singular, 1rre-
ducible function external to daily hfe, to everyday hife and pohucal life.
We see his function, rather, become integrated within advice and opinion.
The practice will be intertwined with the essential problems posed to
individuals 1n 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
n this practice of the self, then the more philosophy needs to assert
itself, the more the philosopher’s specifically philosophical function
becomes increasingly blurred as well, and the more the philosopher
appears as a counselor of existence who—with regard to everything and

*In the manuscript, after noting that the forms he describes are never pure, Foucault cites two
other examples of relationships: Demonax and Apollonus of Tyana: Musonius Rufus and
Rubellius Plautus.
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nothing; with regard to a particular life, to family conduct, and to
political conduct as well—does not provide general models of the kind
that Plato or Aristotle were able to propose, for example, but advice,
counsels of prudence and detailed recommendations. They become
genuinely integrated in the daily mode of being. And this leads us to
something I wanted to talk about earlier: the practice of spiritual direction
as a form of social relationship between any individuals whatever
outside of the professional field of philosophers. Good, about five
minutes to rest, and we will start again in 2 moment.
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1. On the primary nature of vice, see Seneca’s letters to Lucilius, Letters, L7, XC.44 and
LXXVa6.

2. Thereis no fragment 23 of Musonius, but everything suggests that Foucault isreferring here
to fragment [1.3. Despite that, Musonius’s argument is not exactly as Foucault presents it.
Musonius s concerned rather with establishing the universality of natural dispositions to
virtue. This is established through comparison with the “other arts” (allas rekhnas): in the
latter case error is only blameworthy in the case of the specialist, 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 1s 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
in the art of life (end'e 13 815) it is not just the philosopher we demand to be free from error,
although he alone would seem to take care of vittue (epimeleisthai arestts), but we demand it
of everyone equally.” Fragment II in A- . Festugiére, Deux prédicateurs dans I’ Antsgusté, Télds
et Musonius (Paris: Vrin, 1978), p S4. To establish the natural disposition to virtue
Musoniusappeals, then, less to the need for a master ofvirtue than takes as an example the
claim to be able to do without a master: “For why, in the name of the gods, when it is a
question of letters, music or the art wrestling, no one, if he has not leamned (mz mathin),
says or claims he possesses these arts (ebhein fas 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. 5S. Finally, we should note that this theme of
the innate character of moral notions, but the acquired nature of technical skills, is fouod
in Epictetus (see, for example, Discourses, 11.xi.1-6).

. Senea, Letters, 111.

. “How, Lucilius, should we designate this impulse which, if we incline in one direction,
dragsus in another and pushes us in the direction from which we wish to flee? What 1s this
enemny 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 1s mad-
ness (smudninia),’ 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 (namo per se safis valet ut comergut). He needs someone to give him
a hand (opotet manum aliquis porrigat), someone to pull him to the bank (aligus educat).”
Letters, L111-2.

S. See the lecture of 20 January, first hour. note 54 on this author ( starting with Posidonius,
the irrational functions of Aégemonikon are presented as being irreducible to the rational
functions).

6. Seneca, On Trangulity of Ménd, 1.1-17 ( Serenus’s description to Seneca of his condition).

. The description 1s found 1n 11.6-15.

8. Here, rather than describing the condition of stultitia on thebasis of De Tranguillitate alone,
Foucault makes a kind of synthesis of the major analyses of stulniiz m all of Seneca’s work.
O this theme, apart from the two texts cited by Foucault, see Letrers, 1.3 (on wasting time);
1X.22 (on the erosion of the self); XII116 (on the fritteringaway of alife constantly start-

ing anew); and XXXVIL4 (on permeability to the passions).

9. Foucault analvzes the term discriminatio 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 tramewotk of the examination of con-
science (see the lecture of 29 February, first hour, for a presentation of these techniques).

10. See the analysis of letter XOOUL lecture of 20 January, second hour.

1. In Chapter [II there is this quotation from Athenodorus: “An old man burdened with
years will often have no proof that be has lived other than bis age!” Seneca, On Tranguility
of Ménd, 11L8. But Foucault also refers here to a passage from chapter II: “Add those who,
tossingand turning like people who cannot get to sleep, try every position one afteranother
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,, 11.6.
See above, note 4, quotation from Seneca.

. Seneca, Letters, LII.2.

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 debase
between De Witt and Gigante on the Philodemus fragments ).
Fragment XIV: “hegemon tois anthraposs esti ton kata phusin anthropd prosékontdn.” C. Musonius
Rufus, Religuige (O. Hense editor) p. 71.
On the figure of the philosopher-counselor in Dio Chrysostom of Prusa, see discourse 22:
“On peace and war," Discourses, vol. 11, translations 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.
See the old but crucial clarifications of H. von Amim, Leben und Werke des Dio von Prusa.
Mt einer Einleitung. Sophistik Rhetorik, Philosophie in ihrem Kampf um die Jugendbildung(Berlin:
1898). The rhetoric/philosophy relationship problematized in the Roman epoch is the
subject of a thesis by A. Michel, Rkérorrgue et Philosophie chex Cicéron (Paris: PUF, 1960).
See also P. Hadot, “Philosophie, dialectique et rhetorique dans I'Antiquité,” Studiaphilosgpd-
ia 39 (1980), pp. 139-66. For an accurate and general presentation of rhetoric, see
F. Desbordes, La Rkétorigue antigue (Paris: Hachette Supérieur, 1996).
On the communal life of the Pythagoreans, see the descriptions of lamblichus, Life of
Pythagoras, §71-110; Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, VIIL10; and the lecture
of 13 January, first hour (especially note 7, on the Pythagorean sects).
The articles are reprinted in M. W. De Witt, Epicurus and his Philosophy (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1954, 1973,) 2nd ed.
N. W. De Witt, “Orgamisation and procedure in Epicurean groups,” Classical Philology 31
(1936), p. 205 sq. reprinted in Epicurus and his Philosophy.
Association Gullaume Budé, Ades du VIIF congres, Paris, 5-10 avnl 1968 (Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1970). See Gigante's criticism of De Witt’s hierarchy, La Bibliothéegue de Philod

. 215-17.
glliilodcmus of Gadara was a Greek from the Near East who first went to Athens with the
Epicurean Zeno of Sidon, 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 B.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 impostant
Epicurean texts (see ibid,, ch. II).
On the need for a guide (alled, rather, 4athegéfés) and the principle of friendship and
speaking freely (franc-parler) between the guide and the person he guides, see Foucault’s
analyses of the Pen' parrkésias of Philodemus in the lecture of 10 March, first hour.
“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.” Lerters, L11.3.
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
Musonius Rufus. When freed, Epictetus opened a school of philosophy 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 m the Greek town of Nicopolis, where be established
anew school. He remained there until his death (around 120-130 A.D.), in spite of the new
favors of Hadrian.
“What's more, when we send a young man from the school for some business (gpi fnas
praxeis), why do we fear that he will behave badly?” Epictetus, Discourses, IL.viii.15.
“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."” Ibid.,, IL.xiv.1.
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28. “One of his disciples (gnonmon ), who seemed indlined towards the profession of a Cynic,
asked him what sort of man should the Cynic be, and how should one conceive of this
profession.” Discourses, IIL.xxi1.1.

29. See, for example, Discourses, Joooniii.4-9 and ILxxi1.36: “he will be tolerant, gentle, kindly,
forgiving, as towards someone ignorant, someone who is in error.”

30. “Every fault entails a contradiction (makhen peniekher).” Discourses, ILxxvi.1.

31. “... abitter necessity (prkra anaghé) compels a man to renounce the false when he perceives
that it is false; but as long as it is not apparent, he holds onto it as the truth.” Ibid.,
ILxxvi3.

32. “The person who can show to each man the contradiction which is the cause of his fault is
skilled in reasoning (demos en logs) and knows both how to refute (profreptkos) and to
convince (elegnkos).” Ibid., Il.xxvi.4.

33. “[Socrates] knew what maves a rational soul: like a balance it will incline whether or not
one wishes it to. Show the govemning part of the soul the contradiction and it will relin-
quish. But if you do not point it out, blame yourself rather than the man you fail to con-
vince.” Ibid., IL.xxvi.7.

34. “When, therefore, he resumed, you will have really understood this, you will then have
nothing more at heart and this will be your sole concern, learning the criterion of what is
acoording to nature, then making use of it (proskkromenos) to judge each particular case.”
Dr'scourses, 1.x1.14-15.

35. “You see, then, that you should become a school student (skholastikon se dei gemesthar) and
become that animal at which everyone laughs, if you wish to undertake the examination of
your own opinions.” Ibid, I.x1.39.

36. “What would youhave us do with you? There 1s no place where we can put you.” Driscourses,
av.7.

37. “Someone who was going to Rome for a lawsuit . .. came to Epictetus ... Help me in this
affair.—I have no rule to give you in this matter. And if this was your reason for coming to
e, then you have not come as to a philosopher, but as to someone who sells vegetables, as
to a cobbler.—So with regard to what do philosophers have rules?—For this: whatever may
happen, to maintain and direct the governing part of our soul in accordance with nature.”
Discourses, 11Lix.1-11.

38. “You live in an imperial State: you must hold office, judging according to justice .. . Seek
principles in accordance with these ways of acting.” Iid,, UlLvi1.20-22.

39. Lecture of 10 March, first hour.

40. Athenodorus of Tarsus (around 85-30 B.C., usually called “son of Sandon” to distinguish

him from another Athenodorus of Tarsus who was in charge of the library at Pergamum ),

was a Peripatetic philosopher (it is thought that he followed the lessons of Posidonius at

Rhodes) and private tutor to Octavian (before the latter became Augustus). See P. Grimal,

“Auguste et Athénodore,” Revue des ctudes anciennes, 47. 1945, pp. 261-73; 48, 1946,

Pp- 62-79 (reprinted in Rome, la litérature et Phistarre {Rome: Ecole fiangaise de Rome, Palais

Farnése, 1986, pp. 1147-76). See the more developed summary of this same example in the

second hour of the lecture.

Demetrius of Corinth, friend of Seneca and Thrasea Paetus, was once famous tor his dis-

courses against the monarchy (Caligula tried, unsuccessfully, to win him over with money;

see Seneca’s account in On Benefits, VIL.11). After Thrasea’s death he was exiled in Greece
but returned under Vespasian. Along with others he was banished from Rome by the latter

around 71 A.D. (see the note by M. Billerbeck in Dictionnarre des philosophes antigues, vol. 1,

pp- 622-23).

42. Thrasea Paetus was from Padua. He was in the Senate from 56 to 63, where he had consid-
erable influence. He brought the republican opposition together around him under the
spiritual banner of Stoicism (he even wrote a life of Cato the Younger). In 66, under Nero,
he was obliged to kill himself. His son-in-law, Helvidius Priscus, was legate of the legion in
Standtribune of the plebs in 56. His father-in-law's condemnation 1n 66 forced him to flee
Rome. Recalled from exile under Galba, he again took up a rebellious attitude and praised
the merits of the Republic. Then, exiled by Vespasian in 74, he was condemned to death and
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executed despite the impertal counterorder, which arrived too late. On these unfortanae
oppositionists, see Dion Cassius, Histoire romaine, translations by E. Gros (Paris: Dvdat
fréres, 1867) book 66, ch. 12 and 13, and Book 67, ch. B; English translation by E. Cary,
Dio Cassius, Dw’s Roman History, 9 vols. (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Loeb Clasncl
Library, 1969). See also Tacitus, Annals, book XVI. It will not be forgotten that Epictetss
presents these two great figures as models of virtue and courage (Drsconnes, Lir19 and
IVi.123). See also Le Souci de sof, p. 68 (The Care of the Self, p. 52).

43. Seethe classic acsount in Tacitus, Arnals, book X VI, ch. 34-35.
44. The relationships of philosophers to those holding power in Rome (between persenazion

and flattery) and their ideological constructions in the area of political philasophy
(between justification and reticence) have for a long time been the subject matter of mamy
publications, especially with regard to Stoicism, under whose banner an outright cepubls
can and senatorial opposition was constituted. See, for example, I. Hadot, “Traditioe
stoiciennne et idées politiques au temps des Gracques,” Revue des etudes latines 48 (1970),
Pp- 133-79; J. Gaggé, “La propaganda sérapiste et la lutte des empereurs flaviens avecavec b
philosophes (Stoiciennes et Cyniques),” Revwe philosophigue 149 (1959-1), pp. 73-100;
L Jerphagnon, Vivre et Philoso pher sous les Césars (Toulouse: Privat, 1980);].-M. André, Ls
Philosophie & Rome (Paris: PUF, 1977); A. Michel, La Phlosophie politigue & Rome, d’ Axgasted
Marc Awrele (Panis: Acaand Colin, 1969); and especially, R. MacMullen, Enomies of de
Roman Order (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966).



eight

27 JANUARY 1982

Second hour

The professional philosopher of the first and second centuries and
his political choices. ~ Euphrates in Pliny’s Letters: an
anti-Cynic. ~ Philosophy as social practice outside the school: the
example of Seneca. ~ The correspondence between Fronto and

Marcus Aurelius: systematization of dietetics, economucs, and

g il S

b s

erotics in the gurdance of existence. ~ Examination of conscience.

1 OWE YOU AN apology Somewhat pretentiously and fanafully,
1 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
tmetable 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
phulosophical institution itself. Obviously, it was philosophers who dis-
semnated the rule [of this practice of the self], who spread its notions
aad methods and proposed models. In most cases, they are the source of
the texts that were published and circulated and served more or less as
manuals for the practice of the self. There is absolutely no question of
denying this. But I think there 1s also something else to be stressed. As
this practice of the self is disseminated, so the figure of the professional
phalosopher—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 1s cnticized
by the rhetoricians, and—this becomes clearer with the development of
what are called the second Sophists’ in the second century A.D.—he 1
also mistrusted for political reasons. In the first place this 1s, of course,
because of his choices 1n favor of this or that pohtical movement. For
example, there was a neorepublican movement at the beginning of the
Empire in 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, 1t seems that 1n the entourage of Augustus, right at the sant
of the Empire, the problem [arose] as to whether or not philosophy,
putting 1tself forward as an art of oneself and encouraging people to care
for themselves, was useful. Jean-Marie André, who has pubhshed two
very interesting studies on ofium and the character of Maecenas,’ [has
advanced a number] of hypotheses. According to him, 1t 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
depoliticization: Only concern yourself with politics if you really mmst,
if you want to, if circumstances demand 1t, but withdraw from politxs
as quickly as possible. It seems that Augustus was favorable towards ths
depohiticization, 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 Prinee,
and the need for a life of cultivated free time. The idea of a Principate,’
1 which most power would be 1n the hands of the Prince, 1n whad
there would not be the kind of political struggles found in the Republic
and everything would be 1n good order, but 1n which one would have to
concern oneself with the Empire however, would have represented to
these people—Maecenas and the Epicureans, who were still mistrusfal
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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affairs within this framework in which tranquility 1s ensured by the
political order, by the Principate, and then, on the side, one can sull
have enough free time in one’s life to care for oneself. In short, there are
anumber of interesting discussions around the professional activity of
philosophers. I will come back to the problem “activity of oneself/pohtical
activity” later and deal with 1t 1n greater detail> With regard to the hos-
tility towards or mistrust of philosophers, I would hke to refer to just
one text. I mntended to cite several. I could have cited—but I already
referred to them last week—the satirical texts of Lucian, which carica-
ture philosophers as greedy individuals demanding vast sums of money
by promising happiness, seling ways of life on the market, and who,
daiming to be perfect, having arrived at the pinnacle of philosophy, are
& the same time people who practice usury, quarrel with their oppo-
neats, lose their temper, etcetera, and have none of the virtues they
daim to possess.® Okay, I will skip all these texts.

I would like to draw your attention to another text that seems to me
to be quite interesting and which is well known, but on whose interpre-
tation I think we should dwell for a moment. It is the famous passage
dvoed to Euphrates’ in the tenth letter in the first book of Pliny’s
Leters.® Euphrates was an important Stoic philosopher who appears
m several texts. In Philostratus’s Life of Apollonius of Tyana there 1s a
wry strange and interesting comparison between Apollonius and
Enphrates®>—and we may come back to the question of the Prince and
the philosopher as the Prince’s adviser. Anyway, in Phny’s letter about
thss important character, this important philosopher Euphrates, we
read that Euphrates was living in Syria and Phny got to know him when
“adulescentulus militarem,” that 1s to say, when as a young man he was not
doing his mihitary service exactly, but holding a mihtary office. He 1s
young then, but even so he 1s 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-
aanon had been close. “Pentus et domi inspexi.” I have seen him, I have
bern able to observe and examine him penitus (in depth) et dom (at
bome). So, if he did not share his life, he had at least a continuous rela-
twnship with him, which led them to share a number of moments and
penods of hfe. Third, it 1s very clear that they had an intense affective
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relationship, since 1t 1s said that: “Aman’ ab eo laboravi, etsi non erat
laborandum.”'® That 1s 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 1s 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 Benefiais 1t 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 the person whose friendship one desires. This work
proceeds according to a number of phases and by applying a number of
rules sanctioned by the relative positions occupied by different individ-
uals in the arcle of friends of the person whose friendship one desires."
In other words, friendship 1s not exactly a one-to-one relationship; 1t 1s
not immediate communication between two individuals, as in the
Epicurean formula. We are dealing here with a social structure of friend-
ship revolving around an individual, but 1n which there are several
[others] around him who have a place that changes according to the
elaboration, the effort made by both of them. This labor should proba-
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 1t also involves a number of services provided
by each 1n a form quite close to Roman friendship. In short, Pluy
advanced 1n 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 expertence of the period). It has nothing to.
do with—at any rate, 1t 1s something very different from—the love, the
erds, that may have existed between Socrates and lus disciples, or the erfis
found 1n Epicurean friendship. The text 1s also interesting with regard
to the character Euphrates. His description 1s famihar, and you could
even say banal, cloying in 1its blandness, yet its elements are intereswng
when we examine 1t [closely].”” Euphrates 1s said to have great physial
bearmg—he has the beard, the famous philosopher’s beard—and s
clothes are neat and udy. He 1s also said to speak omnately, pleasantly,
and convinangly, and what's more he 1s so convincing that after
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being convinced by him one regrets it, because one would like to hear
him again so as to be convinced anew. He 1s said to recall Plato in the
breadth of his views, to practice the virtues he preaches, and to recerve
one with great generosity. In particular, he does not chastise those who
have done wrong or who are not in the desirable moral condition. He
does not chastise these individuals or scold them. Rather, he 1s
extremely indulgent with them, with a great /iberalitas. Finally, his teach-
1ng1s characterized by the fact that he constantly tells his disciples that
dispensing justice and administering town affairs—in short, roughly
speaking, doing one’s job as either a local notable or a representative of
Roman and 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 1s, in a way, a very pronounced and
emphatic glorification. (We should remember, of course, that Pliny 1s
not a philosopher and has a rather vague, a very vague smattering of
Stoic philosophy, which besides he no doubt picked up from
Euphrates.) Pliny, who 1s not a philosopher, glorifies this character
Euphrates. He decks him out with every virtue and makes him mto a
sort of exceptional character with whom one can establish very intense
affective bonds; at any rate, without knowing whether or not 1t was
mvolved, there 1s no mention of money in this affair. Anyway, through
him, through this character, one can have the best possible relationship
with philosophy. When [we look at] the character traits and descriptive
features of this glorfication, we realize that the traditional typical
features of the professional philosopher are systematically excluded.
Having a well-combed beard and neat and tidy clothes obviously runs
counter to, or is opposed to, those professional philosophers wandering
the streets with an unkempt beard and rather disgusting clothes, that 1s
to say, to the figure of the Cynic, who is both the extreme point and, in
the eyes of the people, the negative model of philosophy. When Pliny
explains how Euphrates speaks well, how ornate his language 1s, how he
1s so convincing that after being convinced one would like to continue
hstening to him although one no longer needs convincing, what 1s he
doing but showing that Euphrates is not the philosopher of coarse,
rough language, limited to the sole objective of convincing his auditor
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and changing his soul, but 1s at the same time something of a rhetor who
has managed to integrate the pleasures [. . .] of rhetorical 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 professionahization. Third, and finally, by not
being harsh with those who come to him, by welcoming them gener-
ously and hberally without reprimanding them, he does not adopt the
rather aggressive role of someone hke Epictetus, or a fortion of the
Cynics, whose purpose was to throw the individual off-balance, as 1t
were, to disturb him 1n his mode of hife and force him to adopt a differ-
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 1s again to obliterate anything specific about the philosoph-
ical life and thus to dispense with philosophy’s withdrawal from pohit-
ical hfe. Euphrates 1s precisely someone who does not draw a line
between philosophical practice and pohitical hfe. So, in my view, the
praise of philosophy in this famous text of Pliny’s about Euphrates 1s
not a sort Of homage rendered by P ]iny to the Old teﬂcher Of hlS 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 1t 1s. This eulogy has to be grasped 1n all its elements and with all
the notes 1t strikes. It 1s a valuation that 1s produced by repatriating
philosophy, so to speak, 1n 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 in which the old values of
Roman hberality, the practices of rhetoric and pohtical responsibihties
etcetera, are apparent. Basically, Phny only eulogizes Euphrates by
deprofessionahizing him 1n 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 1n
detail, but that seems to me [to involve] one of the most typical features
Of the period Wlth Which we are Concemed, the first and Second cen-
turies: the practice of the self became a social practice outside the 1sti-

tutions, groups, and individuals who, in the name of philosophy, called
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for the absolute moral authority of the practice of the self. It began to
develop among individuals who were not strictly speaking professionals.
There was a tendency to practice, disseminate, and develop the practice
of the self outside the philosophical institution, and even outside the
philosophical profession, and to turn it into a mode of relationship
between individuals by making 1t a sort of prinaiple of the individual’s
supervision by others, of the formation, development, and establish-
ment for the individual of a relationship to himself which finds its ful-
crum, its mediating element, in another person who 1s not necessarily a
professional philosopher, although having studied some philosophy and
having some philosophical notions 1s, of course, indispensable. In other
words, what I think 1s at stake here is the problem of the figure and
function of the master. In the time of the Sophists, of Socrates and Plato,
the master’s specificity was based either on his competence and
Sophistical know-how, or, with Socrates, on his vocation as theios anér
(divine and inspired man), or, as in Plato’s case, on the fact that he had
already achieved wisdom. Well, this kind of master 1s not exactly in the
process of disappearing, but of being outflanked, enarced, and chal-
lenged by a practice of the self that 1s a social practice at the same time.
The practice of the self links up with social practice or, if you like, the
formation of arelationship of the self to the self quite clearly connects up
with the relationships of the self to the Other.

Seneca’s series of interlocutors can be taken as an example of this.
Seneca 1s a very interesting character from this point of view: we can say
that he 1s a professional philosopher, at least in the obviously very
broad sense of the word “professional” at this ime. He began his career
by writing philosophical treatises, especially when he was in exile. And
it was as a philosopher that he became Nero’s private tutor, or anyway
counselor, when recalled from exile in Sardinia. Even so, we cannot com-
pare him to a philosophy teacher in the sense that Epictetus and also
Euphrates were teachers. He had had a whole political and administra-
tive career. When we see the kind of people to whom he addresses him-
self, gives advice, and with whom he plays the role of spiritual teacher or
director, we see that [they are] always people with whom he had other
telationships elsewhere. These may be family relationships, in the case of
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his mother, Helvia, to whom he writes a consolation when he 1s 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 Tranguillitate, possibly De Otig,
and a third®—was a distant relative who came from Spain to pursue his
career at the court and was becoming Nero's confidante. Seneca
addresses Serenus, or listens to his questions and gives him advice, on a
semi-kinship and semi-clientage basis. Lucilius, who 1s a bit younger
than him but who already has high admimstrauve functions, 1s a sort of
friend, perhaps a chient or an old protégé, anyway someone who is quite
close to him and with whom his relationships were quite different from
the professional relationship of spiritual guidance.” The same thing
could be shown 1n 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
nto these relationships, grafts it onto them. So, Seneca and Plutarch do
not step 1n to guide others as more or less professional philosophers.
They do so insofar as their soaal relationships with this or that person
(friendship, chentage, protection, etcetera) involve soul service as a
dimension—and at the same time as a duty, an oblhigation—and a possi-
ble basis for interventions, for counsel, which will enable the other to
make his own way properly And this 1s where I come to a final text,
which I 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,
masmuch 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 1n peo-
ple’s behavior and experience; that 1t was a sort of code without real
content and application; and that at bottom 1t was a way of developing
philosophical thought into an everyday moral rule without 1t much
affecung people’s everyday life. In Seneca, at the start of De
Trangquillitate, we do have a confession from Serenus, who asks Seneca for
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advice and reveals to him the state of his soul.” We may think that this
1s the expression of an experience someone has of himself and of the way
m which, as a result, he thinks about himself through the eyes of a pos-
sible guide and 1n terms of possible guidance. Even so this text appears
1n Seneca’s treatise. Even 1f Serenus really did write 1t, and even if 1t was
not, as 1s hkely, largely rewntten by Seneca, we can say that 1t forms part
of the same treatise, the De Tranguillitate. It 1s part of Seneca’s game, and
only with some difficulty, and indirectly, can 1t 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,
Fronto’s correspondence with Marcus Aurehus for example® [...].*
This correspondence 1s virtually 1naccessible 1n France [...] and 1t 1s
fairly easy tosee why 1t has not been published. It’s rather strange all the
same. Fortunately, if you are interested in this text there 1s an Enghsh
edition of the Fronto-Marcus Aurelius correspondence, in the Loeb
Classical Library, which should be read.”’ And you will see why. Fronto
1s (and we should keep this in mind) Marcus Aurelus’s teacher.?? But
he 1s not the philosophy teacher. He 1s a teacher of rhetoric. Fronto was
a thetor, and 1n the first chapter of the Meditations Marcus Aurehus
refers to different people to whom he 1s indebted for this or that, who
have been ln some way models fOr hlS llfe and Who have Contributed
components from which he has composed his behavior and his prina-
ples of conduct. And then there 1s 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 1s both superb and
also a httle theory, not so much of imperial power as of the imperal
character.”? There are, then, some lengthy, detailed expositions on the
subject and then a quite short one, a simple reference to Fronto, 1n
which he says: I am indebted to Fronto for understanding the extent to
which the exercise of power involves hypocrisy and for having
understood how much our anstocracy is “incapable of affection.””*

These two elements show Fronto to be a person of frankness, in contrast

*Only “and these documents definitely show [.. .| French edition of the translation, and which
is Fronto’s correspondence with Marcus Aurelius” is audible.



158 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

to hypocrisy, flattery, etcetera; this 1s the noton of parrkésia, to which
I will return. And then, on the other hand, there 1s affection, which 1s
the basis on which Marcus Aurelius and Fronto develop their relation-
ship. So I will quote what, 1n my view, is the most charactenistic letter
on what spintual direction may have been from the point of view of the
person guided. This 1s letter 6 1n book IV from Marcus Aurehus to
Fronto. 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 might until five in the morning, reading some of Cato’s
Agriculture and also in wnting: happily less than yesterday. After paying
my respects to my father, I relieved my throat, I will not say by garghng—
though the word gargarisso 1s, I believe, found in Novius and elsewhere—
but by swallowing honey water as far as the gullet and ejecting 1t 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 hitile
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 hittle 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 loved the one or other of you two the
better [that is to say, I think, whether Marcus Aurehus 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
had supper after we had bathed 1n the oil-press room; I do not mean
bathed 1n 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 (dier 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). I love you.”w
That’s 1t. 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 nota



27 January 1982: Second hour 159

professional philosopher, but a rhetor, a phifologos, as the httle philolog-
1cal comment on the use of the word “gargled” recalls. This letter should
not then be situated 1n a professional and technical relationship of spir-
itual direction. Actually 1t 1s based upon friendship, affection, and ten-
derness, which you can see plays a major role. This role appears here in
all its ambiguity, and 1t 1s difficult to decipher in the other letters more-
over, in which there 1s constantly a question of love for Fronto, of their
reciprocal love, of the fact that they miss each other when they are
separated, that they send each other kisses on the neck, etcetera.” Let’s
remember that Marcus Aurelius must be between eighteen and twenty
years old at this time, and Fronto a bit older. It 1s an “affective” rela-
tionship: once again, I think 1t would be completely out of place—
I mean, wholly inappropriate historically—to ask whether or not this 1s
a sexual relationship. It 1s a relationship of affection, of love, which thus
mnvolves a whole range of things. We should just note that these things
are never expressed, spelled out, or analyzed within these repeated
intense, affective affirmations of love: “my love, my delight.” Now, if we
look at how the letter 1s constructed against this background, not of a
technical, philosophical relationship, but of a relationship of affection
with a master, we see that it 1s quite simply a very meticulous account of
a day, from the moment of waking to the moment of going to sleep. In
short, 1t 1s an account of the self through an account of the day. What are
the components of the day he describes 1n this way, what elements does
Marcus Aurelius consider relevant for producing his account, for giving
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.

First are details of health, of regimen. This begins with feeling a bit
feverish and medication. At several points in Seneca’s letters there are
these bits of information, where he says: Oh dear! I didn’t sleep last
night; [ had a shght chill. Or: I woke up sick this momning, I had a bit of
nausea, | was shivery, etcetera. This, then, 1s a traditional touch: noting
his chills and the medication taken (he gargled, he took some honey
water, etcetera). Generally these comments are about sleep. Note, for
example, “turning on my side to sleep,” which 1s 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 regimen.*® He gives an account, then, of his medical
regimen.

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 1s describing the farmer’s life. It
should be understood that the farmer’s hife 1s directly related to a num-
ber of models. He refers to one of these and the other 1s imphcit. The
one cited is Cato’s De Agricultura’' Cato wrote a book on agriculture,
that 1s to say a book on domestic economy 1dentifying how, when the
book was written, a Roman agricultural landowner had to behave 1n
order to ensure his prosperity, ethical training and, at the same time, the
greatest good of the city. Behind this model we should, of course,
remember the model for Cato’s text itself, that 1s 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 hife: the life of 2
country gentleman was not his normal life. However—and this 1s very
dear from the end of the Republic and even more so under the Empire—
agricultural hfe, the period of training 1n agricultural kife, as it 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 m your life. In this country life, i fact, we are closer to the basic,
elementary needs of existence and to that archaic, ancient life of cen-
turies past, which ought to be our model. In this hfe there 1s also the
possibility of practicing a sort of cultuvated offum. That 1s to say one
[also] exercises physically: you see that he participates in the g‘rape
harvest, which enables him to really sweat and shout, exercises forming
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part of the regimen. He leads, then, this life of ofium, which has physical
elements and also leaves him enough time for reading and writing. So,
the country period 1s, if you like, a sort of reactivation of Xenophon’s
and Cato’s old model: a social, ethical, and political model which 1s 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 on
yourself, to reach yourself. This aspect of economic life, in Xenophon’s
sense of the term, that is to say, the entire world of family relationships,
the work of the head of the household who has to take care of his
entourage, his family and friends, his goods and his servants etcetera, 1s
reutilized but, once again, for the purpose of personal exercise.

The third component mentioned in the letter 1s, of course, those ele-
ments concerning love. In the conversation on love the question debated
1s rather odd, as you can see, since it is no longer the traditional
question—“What s true lover””—that, as you know, normally puts to
work the usual four elements: Is it love for boys or love for women; is it
love including sexual consummation or not? The problem of true love
does not appear here. There is a rather strange sort of individual ques-
tion comparing 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 body; the family circle and household; love. Dietetics, economics,
and erotics. These are the three major domains in which the practice of
the self 1s actuahized in this period, with, as we see, constant cross-
referencing from one to the other. It 1s out of care for the regimen, for
the dietetic, that one practices the agricultural life and participates in
the harvests, etcetera, that is to say, enters the economic. And 1t 1s
within 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
reference from one to the other, from the dietetic to the economic, from
the economic to the erotic. Secondly, we should remember that we have
already come across these three elements, if you recall, m a passage of the

Alabiades. You remember that at a certain moment Socrates had just
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arrived at the defimtion of the self that one had to be concerned about,
what this self was. He demonstrated that this self for which one had 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 1s not care
of the body any more than 1t 1s care for one’s goods or the lover’s care, at
least not as conceived by the lovers who pursue Alcibiades. That = to say,
m Plato’s text, n Socrates’ contribution, care of the self s definitely dis-
unguished from the care of the body, that 1s to say dietetics, the care for
one’s goods, that 1s to say economics, and the lover’s care, that 1s to say
erotics. Well, you see now, rather, that these three domains—dietetics,
economics, erotics—are reintegrated, but as a reflecting surface, as the
occasion, so to speak, for the self to test itself, tram itself, and develop
the practice of 1tself which 1s its rule of hfe and its objective. Dietetics,
economics, and erotics appear as domains of apphcation for the practice
of the self.

Thus, it seems to me, is what we can extract from the letter’s contents,
but dlearly we cannot end our commentary on this letter here without
returning to those lines I quoted m which he says: “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 domgs
(diei rationem meo suavissimo magistro redo).” What 1s this? Back at home,
he 1s going to sleep, and before turning on his side, that 1s to say taking
the position for sleep, he “goes through his task (déroule sa tacke).”* This
15 obviously the examination of conscience as described by Seneca. And
these two texts, Seneca’s De Ira and Marcus Aurelius’s letter, are extra-
ordinanly close to each other. Seneca, you remember, said: Every evening
I extingwish the lamp, and when my wife has become silent, I withdraw
mnto myself and take stock of my day (he uses exactly the same expres-
sion; he “gives an account”).** In another text—sadly I couldn’t find the
reference last might, but 1t’s not important—Seneca refers to the need
from time to time to unroll the scroll (the volumen) of his hfe and of

*This part of Foucault's commentary depends on the French translation of the Latm expliguo
as déroule (to unroll, unwind, uncoil, but also to go over or through something, to review
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 1it. 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 1s probably the book of his memory and not a book in which he
really wrote, although it could be that too, but anyway 1t 1s not of great
importance. Whether it involves memory or reading, what i1s fundamen-
tal is the review of the day, a review that is obhgatory 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 1t? Well, to the person who 1s “my dearest of masters.”
You see that this 1s the exact translation of the fundamental principle of
the examination of conscience. In the end, what 1s this letter? The letter
itself, written in the morning of the following day, 1s nothing other than
what Marcus Aurelius had done the previousnight when he had gone to
bed before sleeping. He had unrolled the vo/umen 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 1n 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 1s quite normal to take him as a guide
regardless of his qualification as a philosopher—and in this case he 1s
not a philosopher—simply because he 1s 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 1t?
Well, we will see later: the judge or inspector, the master, etcetera.
Unfortunately 1t 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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the fact that the practice of the self becomes a sort of social relationship
that, if not umiversal, 1s at least always possible between mndividuals,
even when their relationship 1s not that of philosophy master and pupil,
something very new and very important develops, I believe, which 1s not
so much a new ethic of language or discourse 1n general, but of the ver-
bal relationship with the Other. This new ethic of the verbal relation-
ship with the other 1s designated by the fundamental notion of parrfesia.
Parrkesia, generally translated as “frankness,” 1s a rule of the game, a
principle of how one should conduct oneself verbally with the other 1n
the practice of spintual direction. So, I will begin by explaining this
next week, parrhésia, before gong on to see how this verbal relationship
to the other in spiritual direction 1s given a technical form.
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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 in Athens) and paraded in theaters and other auditoriums (rather than in the
homes of rich individuals). Furthermore, “more than any other genre, 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 aties in line with the wishes of the
Romans” (S. Said, ed., Histoire de la litérature grecque [Paris: PUF, 1997]). Finally, we note
that, relative to philosophy, the complex seems reversed with regard to the Athenian period:
in his Drssertations, Alius Arnstides strongly criticizes Plato’s condemnation of rhetoric
(Gorgias) and puts formal apprenticeship in rhetoric above everything else. The superiority
of thetoric is assumed and claimed, and 1t 1s philosophy that then appears as a pointless and
uncertain game. On the second Sophists see: G. Bowerstock, Greek Sophists in the Roman
Empire (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969); G. Anderson, The Second Sophists: A Cultural
Phenomenon i the Roman Empire (London: Routledge, 1993); B. Cassin, LEffet sophistigue
(Paris: Gallimard, 1969 ); sec 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 1t 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 ltaly What had they done to deserve
this fate? They were accused of havingtaken as models. . . the most determined republicans.”
G. Boissiere, L'Op position sous les Césars (Paris: Hachette, 1885), p. 97. On Stoic-republican
oppositionto 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 Meécéne.
Essar de biographie spintuelle.

4 On the Principate as a new organization of power in Rome, starting with Augustus, see
J. Béranger, Recherthes sur les aspects idéologigues du Principat (Bale: F. Reinhardt, 1953).

S. 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
are 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 AD., was the student of Musonius
Rufus. 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 vears old, not without previously requesting
authorization from the emperor Hadrian,

8. Plinius Caecilius Secundus, Caius/Pliny the Younger, Letters, ranslations by W. Meimoth
(New York and London: Loeb Classicl Library, 1915), vol. 1, book 1, X, pp. 32-37. See the
analysis of this text in Le Souci de sot, p. 63 (The Care of the Self, p. 48).

9. Philostratus the Elder, Lfe and Times of Apollonius of Tyana, translation C.P. Eells (Stanford:
Stanford Umiversity Publications, 1923). Oo the companson of the two men, see book V,
ch. 33-38, pp. 13814: Euphrates, who claimed adherence to Stoic dogrua, only resogmzed nat-
ural immanence as a guide and became the defender of demoaacy and political kberty, while
Apollonius of Tyana-—of the Platonist school—appealed to supra-sensible lessons and declared
his adherence to the imperial order in which he saw a guarantee of property and security.



166 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

10.

n

12

3.

.

16.

17.

19.

20.

21
22,

23,
24.

25.

26.

28.

29.

30.

3.

32.

Pliny the Younger, Letters, vol. 1, book 1, X.2, pp. 32-33.

Cf. Seneca, De Beneficiis/On Bencfits,ILXV.1-2 and XVIIL3-S. On the same theme, sce also
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33. An allusion to Plato’s Symposium as founding text. See the chapter “True Love” in L'Usage
des p[aisirs, PP- 251-69 (The Use rjPItasm, PP- 229-46).

34. Seneca, On anger, LILXXXVI For a more extended study of the same text, see the lecture
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“Tecbniques de soi,” in Dits ez Erits, vol. 4, pp. 797-99 (“Technologies of the Self” in Ethcs:
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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:
self-finalization 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 1n the practice of the self, in the tech-
nology of the subject: the notion of parrkesia, 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 in 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. Sull, I have received a question to which I would like to respond
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because I think 1t will serve quite well as an introduction to the lecture
I would like to give today.

Quite simply, the question 1s this: Why focus on this dialogue, the
Alabiades, to which commentators do not usually accord such 1mpor-
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 1t happens, for some time I have
intended to refer to two or three late but, I think, very enlightening texts
on this problem of the Alcibiades and 1ts place in anaient 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 Alcbiades. You know that the great return of Neo-Platonism 1n
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 1n particular. Let’s say, very sim-
ply, that 1t 1s the problem of therr pubhication 1n a form and order such
that the problems of the philosophy arise successively, in the appropn-
ate place, and 1n a way that constitutes both a cdlosed system and 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 Alabiades this first place, this mitial position,
and to place 1t, so to speak, at the propylaeum of philosophy. First, in
their eyes the Alcibiades i1s the summary of Plato’s philosophy. Second, 1t
1s the first and solemn introduction of the gnathr seauton into philosophy
as the essential condition of philosophical practice. And finally, they see
in 1t 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 1if Festugiére had
not written an interesting article on the dlassification of Plato’s works in
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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, but
anyway you can find it in the Etudes de philosophie grecque.” Well, a series
of texts are quoted.

There is Proclus’s text® (from the fifth century) concerning the clas-
sification of Plato’s works: “This dialogue [he says, speaking of the
Alcsbiades; M.F.] 1s the source of all philosophy [arkke hapases
philosophias: the beginning, the source of philosophy; M.E.], as 1s
also precisely the knowledge of ourselves [just as the knowledge of
ourselves—the gnothi seauton—is the condition for being able to begin
philosophy; M.F.). That is why many logical considerations are scattered
within it and passed on by tradition, many moral considerations
contributing to our enquiry on eudemonia are darified in 1t, 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 1n 1t, so that one
and the same general and overall sketch of all philosophy may be con-
tained in this dialogue, as in a model, a sketch which 1s revealed to us
thanks precisely to this first review of ourselves.” This 1s an interesting
text first of all because 1t contains a distinction that is certainly not
Platonic but one that was introduced later and which fully corresponds
with the teaching and arrangement of philosophy during the
Hellenistic, imperial period and in late Antiquity. We see the distinction
between logical considerations, moral considerations, doctrines of
nature, and truths about divine beings. Logic, morahty, the study of
nature, and theology—or discourse on the divine—are the four basic
components into which philosophy 1s 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 Alabrades, but that
these components are presented on the basis of the review of oneself,
which should be their foundation. This outhne 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 1n this review we see
unfolding what philosophical knowledge (savorr) should be. “And 1t
seems to me this 1s also why [Proclus adds; M.F.] the divine [amblichus
gives first place to the Alcibrades in the ten dialogues which, according to



172 THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE SUBJECT

him, contain the whole of Plato’s philosophy [reference to a lost text by
Iamblichus® 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
classification of Plato’s works; M.F.].”¢

In another commentary, Olympiodorus says about the Alcbiades
“Concerning the rank [of the Alabiades; M.E.], it must be said that we
should place it at the head of all the Platonic dialogues. For, as Plato says
n the Phaedrus, it 1s 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 1s 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 Alcbrades 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-
1cal 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 1s 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 Alibiades,
Olympiodorus says i fact: “Since the aim of this dialogue [the
Alabiades; M.F.] 1s knowing oneself, not in terms of the body, not n
terms of external objects—the title 1s, in fact, Alibrades, or On the nature
of man [which proves that this obviously non-Platonic title had already
been added to the Alubiades in Olympiodurus’s time; M.F.]—but n
terms of the soul; and not the vegetable, not the irrational soul, but the
rational soul; and most certainly not knowing oneself in terms of this

soul masmuch we act 1n a cathartic, theoretical, theological, or theusgic
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manner, but inasmuch as we act politically.”® A bit further on (this time
in the commentary on the Gorgias) he says: “As a result, the sequence of
dialogues also appears. Once we have learned, in the Alcbiades, that we
are soul and that this soul 1s rational, we must follow this up with both
the pohtical and the cathartic virtues. Since therefore we should know
first of all that which concerns the political virtues, we necessanly
explain this dialogue (the Gorgias) after the other (the Alabiades) and
then, after this, the Phaedo inasmuch as 1t contamns the cathartic
virtues.”® So what we are dealing with here 1s, I think, a very important
pont for basically the entire history of the tradition of the gnos
seauton—and so of the Alabiades—in the Platonic tradition, but probably
1 ancient thought also. This 1s: in the Alcbrades, laying down then the
princple “know yourself,” we see the germ of the great differentiation
which must exist between the pohtical part (that 1s to say, “know your-
self” nsofar as 1t introduces a number of principles and rules that
should enable the individual to be either the citizen he ought to be or
the good governor), and, on another side, the “know yourself” that calls
for a number of operations by which the subject must purify himself
and become, in his own nature, able to have contact with and to recog-
mize the divine element within him. The Alabiades, then, 1s at the source
of this bifurcation. And 1n the dassification, or rather, in the sequenang
of Plato’s dialogues suggested by Olympiodorus, the Alcibiades 1s there-
fore placed at the start, with one side going 1n the direction of the poht-
1cal, and thus the Gorgias following the Alibiades. And then, on the
other side, there i1s the Phaedo, with the dimension of the cathartic and
self-punification. Consequently, according to Olympiodorus the series
should be: Alabiades; Gorgias, for the pohtical fihation; Phaedo, for the
cathartic fihation.

[Let’s go over these elements again.] First, the privilege of the “Know
yourself” as the very foundation of philosophy with, i the Neo-
Platonist tradition, the absorption of care of the self into the form of
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 pohtical; third, the theme that this “Know your-
self” alsoleads to a cathartics. Finally, a fourth thing is that a number of
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problems arise between the pohtical and the cathartic. The relationship
between the cathartic and the political creates a certain problem 1n the
Neo-Platonist tradition. Whereas for Plato—and I will show you this in
a moment—there 1s really no structural difference between the 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 pohtical use 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 Alabiades was given
a new place 1n at least one of the traditions of Greek philosophy,
Platomsm and Neo-Platonism, and how 1ts importance was supposed 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 “knowledge of the self”
(which, once again, are not 1dentical, but are identified 1n the Platonic
tradition), and to the problem of the “cathartic” and the “pohual,”
which are i1dentified 1n Plato but cease to be identified 1n the Platonist
and Neo-Platonist tradition.

I'd like to recall a few things I said about the A/abiades in the first
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 because he
did not know what exactly was good for the city-state and n what
the harmony of citizens consisted and, on the other hand, in order to be
able to govern the aity-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 of the
dialogue Alcibiades undertakes to “concern myself” (epimelesthar). He
takes up the word used by Socrates. He says: Very well, I will concern
myself. But concern myself with what? He does not say: 1 will concem
myself with myself. He says rather: I will concern myself with drkarosune
(with justice). I don’t need to remind you that in Plato this notion
applies both to the soul and to the aty If, after Socrates’ lesson,
Alabiades keeps his promise and concerns himself with justice, he will
concern himself first with his soul, with the internal hierarchy of his

soul and the relations of order and subordination that should govern the
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parts of his soul, and then, at the same time, and by virtue of doing thus,
he will make himself capable of watching over the city, safeguarding its
laws and constitution (the pofiteia), and maintaining the right balance
m relamons between citizens. Throughout this text, care of the self 1s
therefore instrumental with regard to the care of others. Proof that this
really is the relationship defined in the Alabiades 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, sull completely under the spell of his lessons,
laments and regrets not having histened to them. And he says: In spite of
all that I lack, I 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 Alubrades itself. In the Alcrbiades
he undertook to take care of himself in order to be able to take are of
the citizens by putting dikarosuné at the heart of his care. Well, in the end
he concerned himself with the atizens without taking care of himself.
So he does not know what dréaiosune 1s, etcetera. All the dramas and dis-
asters of the real Alaibiades are picked out in this little gap between the
promise of the Alabiades 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 is 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.” Neo-Platonism will
reverse this relationship. Conversely, however, the cathartic and the
political are not differentiated 1n Plato. Or rather, the same approach 1s
both cathartic and political. It is so in three ways. Because by taking care
of oneself —this 1s what I was just saying—one makes oneself capable of
taking care of others. There 1s, if you like, a functional relation between
taking care of the self and taking care of others. I take care of myself
so that I can take care of others. I practice on myself what the Neo-
Platonists call katharsis and I practice this art of the catharuc 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 hink then is
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one of purpose. Second, there 1s a link of reciprocity. Iif, as I desire, I act
for the good of the city-state I govern by taking care of myself and prac-
ticing the cathartic in the Neo-Platonist sense, if I ensure salvation and
prosperity for my fellow citizens 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 cre
of the self therefore finds its reward and guarantee in the city’s salvation.
One saves oneself inasmuch as the city-state 1s saved, and inasmuch as
one has enabled it to be saved by taking care of oneself. The circularity
1s clearly set out in the construction of Tke Republic. Finally, we could
call the third link a link of essential implication. For by taking care of
itself, by practicing the “cathartic of the self” (not a Platonic but a
Neo-Platonist term), the soul discovers both what it is and what it
knows, or rather, what 1t has always known. It discovers both its being
and 1ts knowledge at the same time. It discovers what 1t 1s, and in the
form of memory 1t discovers what 1t has contemplated. In this way, 1n
this act of memory, it can get back to the contemplation of the truths
that enable the city’s order to be founded anew in full justice. So you
see that m Plato there are three ways of linking and firmly attaching to
each other what the Neo-Platonists call the cathartic and the political:
the link of purpose in political tekhné (I must take care of myself in order
to know, to have a proper knowledge of the political tekhné that will
enable me to take care of others); the link of reciprocity in the form of
the city-state, since by knowing myself I save the city and I save myself
by saving the city; and finally, the link of implication in the form of rec-
ollection. This 1s, very roughly if you like, the link Plato establishes
between care of the self and care of others, and establishes in such a way
that 1t 1s very difficult to separate them.

If we now place ourselves in the period I have taken as our reference
point, that is to say in the first and second centuries A.D., this separation
has by now been broadly carried out. One of the most important
phenomena in the history of the practice of the self, and perhaps in the
history of ancient culture, is quite probably that of seeing the self—and
so the techniques of the self and all the practice of oneself that Plato
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designated as care of the self —gradually emerge as a self-sufficient end,
without the care of others being the ulumate aim and indicator by
reference to which care of the selfis valued. First, the self one takes care
of is no longer one element among others, or, if it appears as one element
among others, as you will see shortly, 1t 1s following a particular argu-
ment or form of knowledge (connaissance). In itself, the self one takes
are of 1s no longer pivotal. It 1s no longer a relay. It 1s no longer a tran-
sitional element leading to something else, to the city-state or others.
The self is the definitive and sole aim of the care of the self.
Consequently, under no circumstances can this activity, this practice of
the care of the self, be seen as purely and simply prehminary and intro-
ductory to the care of others. It is an activity focused solely on the self
and whose outcome, realization and satsfaction, 1n the strong sense of
the word, 1s found only 1n the self, that is to say in the activity itself that
1s exercised on the self. One takes care of the self for oneself, and this
care finds its own reward in the care of the self. In the care of the self one
1s one’s own object and end. There 1s, so to speak, both an absolutiza-
won (please forgive the word) of the self as object of care, and a self-
finalization of the self by the self in the practice we call the care of
the self. In a word, the care of the self, which in Plato quite clearly
opened out onto the question of the city-state, of others, of the politera,
of drkaiosune, etcetera, appears—at first sight anyway, in the period of the
first two centuries I am talking about—as if it 1s closed on itself. This,
more or less, gives the general outline of the phenomenon that must
now be analyzed in detail, because what I have said 1s both true and not
true. Let us say that 1t 1s what may appear as true at a certain level, from
a certain angle, and by practicing a certain type of survey Anyway, I
think this detachment of what, once again, the Neo-Platonists called the
cathartic, with regard to what they called the pohitical, 1s an 1mportant
phenomenon. It i1s important for two or three reasons.

The first 1s this: The phenomenon is important for philosophy 1tself.
We should remember that from at least the Cynics—the post-Socratics:
Cynics, Epicureans, Stoics, etcetera—philosophy increasingly sought 1ts
definition, 1ts center of gravity, and fixed its objective around something
alled the tekhne tou biou, that 1s 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 1s
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 throughout
life and to lead man to the point of his life’s fulfillment—then there is
an increasingly pronounced identification of the art of existence (the
tekhne 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. “What shall
we do 1n order to live properly?” was the question of the tekkne tou biou:
what knowledge will enable me to live properly, as I ought to live as an
individual, as a citizen, etcetera? This question (“What shall we do n
order to live properly?”) will become increasingly identified with or
mncreasingly dearly absorbed by the question: “What shall we do so that
the self becomes and remains what 1t ought to be?” Obviously, a num-
ber of consequences follow from this. First of all, of course, during the
Hellenistic and Roman period there 1s the increasingly marked absorp-
tion of philosophy (as thought concerning truth) into spirituality (as
the subject’s own transformation of his mode of being). With this there
15, of course, an expansion of the cathartic theme. Or agam, there 1s, if
you like, the appearance or development of the fundamental problem of
conversion (metanora ), which I will talk about today and next week. The
tekhne 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 to the
truth? You see that from this ako arises the fact that when Christian
spirituality develops 1n 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
I have just indicated, was already entirely dominated by the theme of the
cathartic, or by the theme of conversion and metanora. The ascetic life,
the monastic life, will be the true philosophy, and the monastery will be
the true school of philosophy, this being, once again, in the direct line of
a tekhne tou biou that had become an art of oneself.*

*The manuscript here notes: “This is why, finally, Western philosophy can be read throughout
its history as the slow dsengagement of the question: how, on what conditions cao one think
the truth? from the question: how, at what cost, in accordance with what procedure, must the
subject’s mode of being be changed for him to have access to the truth?”
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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 in 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 Hellemistic and Roman period we see a
veal development of the “culture” of the self. I don’t want to use the
word culture in a sense that 1s too loose and I will say that we can speak
of culture on a number of conditions. First, when there 1s a set of values
with a 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 umversal but also as only accessible
to a few. A third condition for being able to speak of culture 1s 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. Finally, the fourth condition for
being able to talk about culture 1s that access to these values 1s 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 1s 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 in regular, costly, and sacnificial conduct that
orientates his whole life; and, finally, 1f the orgamzation 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 self. It seems to me that
the self effectively organized or reorgamzed the field of traditional values
of the classical Hellenic world. You remember that the self, as I tried to
explain last week, appears as a universal value but one which in actual
fact 1s only accessible to some. Actually, this self can only be attained as
a value on condition of a number of regular, demanding, and sacrificial
forms of conduct to which we will return. And finally, access to the
self 1s associated with a number of techniques, with relatively well-
constituted and relatively well-reflected practices, and anyway with a
theoretical domain, with a set of concepts and notions, which really
ntegrate it in a mode of knowledge (savor). Fine, in short, I think all
this allows us to say that from the Hellenistic period a culture of the self
developed. And it seems to me that 1t 1s hardly possible to undertake the
history of subjectivity, of the relations between the subject and truth,
without setting it in the framework of this culture of the self that after-
wards, in Christianity—in early and then Medieval Christianity—and
then in the Renaissance and the seventeenth century, undergoes a series
of changes and transformations.

All right, now for this culture of the self. Untl now I have tried to
show how this practice of the self was formed. I would now like to take
up the question again more generally by asking what this culture of the
self 1s as an organized field of values with its behavioral requirements
and associated technical and theoretical field. The first question I would
like to talk about, because I think it 1s a very important element 1n this
culture of the self, 1s the notion of salvation: salvation of the self and sal-
vation of others. Salvation is a completely traditional term. You find it 1n
fact in Plato, where 1t 1s associated precisely with the problem of care of
the self and care of others. One must be saved, one must save oneself, in
order to save others. In Plato at least, the notion of salvation does not
appear to have a very specific and strict meaning. On the other hand,
when you find this notion again in the first and second centuries, you
notice that not only s its extension, its field of application, much wider,
but that it has taken on a quite specific value and structure. | would like
to talk a hittle about this. If we consider this notion of salvation

retrospectively—that 1s to say, through our grids or schemas more or less
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formed by Christiamity—it 1s clear that we associate the 1dea of salvation
with a number of elements which seem to us to be constitutave. First, for
us salvation normally appears in a binary system. It 1s situated between
life and death, or between mortahity and immortality, or between this
world and the other. Salvation effectuates a crossing over: It takes one
from death to hfe, 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 1s always on the boundary, therefore, and 1s
something that brings about passage. Second, for us salvation 1s always
linked to the dramatic force of an event, which may be situated either 1n
the thread of worldly events orin a different temporality of God, etermity,
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—orgamze salvation and make 1t possible.
Salvation, then, 1s hinked to the dramauc force of an event. Finally, 1t
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 1s
preasely very vanable and hard to define. Anyway, this nterplay
between the salvation brought about by oneself and the one who saves
you 1s the precipitation point for a number of famihar theories and
analyses. So 1t 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 1dea. 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 1n the thought of late Antquity, we always see the influence
of religious thought. Besides, 1t 1s 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 recetved from the religious theme in the Hellemstic and
Roman period, it is not a notion that is heterogeneous to philosophy,
and 1t functions effectively as a philosophical notion within the field of
philosophy itself. Salvation developed and appeared as an objecmve of
philosophical practice and of the philosophical hife.

We should keep certain things in mind. In Greek, the verb sazern (to
save) or the substantive safena (salvation) have a number of meanings.
Sazein (to save) 1s first of all to save from a threatening danger. One will
say, for example, to save from a shipwreck, from a defeat, or to save from
an illness.* Sozein also means (second major field of signification) to
guard, protect, or keep a protective shield around something so that 1t
can remain in its existing condition. There 1s a text of Plato’s on this n
the Cratylus, which besides 1s rather odd, in which he says that the
Pythagoreans considered the body to be an enclosure for the soul. Not
the body as prison or grave of the soul it confines, but rather as a pen-
bolon fes psukhes (an enclosure for the soul) kina sdzétai (so that the soul
may be kept safe ).” This s the second major meaning of sozern. Third, in
a similar but dearly more moral sense, sazemn means to preserve and
protect something like decency, honor, or possibly memory. Saferia
mnemes (keeping the memory) is an expression found in Plutarch™
However, in Epictetus for example, there is the idea of the preservation
of the sense of decency.” Fourth signification: the juridical meaning. For
a lawyer (or someone who speaks on behalf of someone else), for exam-
ple, to save [someone] is obviously to help him escape an accusation
leveled against him. At the same time, 1t 1s to exonerate him. It 1s to
prove his innocence. Fifth, sazesthar (the passive form) means to be safe
at that moment, that is to say, to remain, kept in the same condition as
one was n previously. Wine, for example, 1s said to be preserved, to be
kept fresh, without alteration. Or again, Dio Chrysostom of Prusa
examines how a tyrant can be saved in the sense of being able to hold on
to his power and maintain it over time..."® [Or again, one will say] a

*The manuscript gives an example from Plutarch: “We should not destroy a friendship by
causing distress, but should resort to scathing words as to a remedy which saves and preserves
that to which it is applied,” How fo Disninguish the Flatterer from the Friend, S5¢, §11.
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town will only be saved (sothenar), survive, and be preserved if 1t does
not relax its laws.” So, 1f you like, there 1s the 1dea of maintenance in the
former condition, in the primitive or original state of purity Finally,and
sixthly, sazei has an even more positive sense. S6zein means to do good.
It means to ensure the well-being, the good condition of something,
someone, or of a collecuvity 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 sohtude and
silence, and neglect our occupations. We should continue, he says, to
ensure the epimeleia tou somatos (the care of the body) and saferna fon
sumbiounton (the “salvation” of those who live with us):® of course, it is
aquestion of the head of the family here, the person with responsibihty
who, as such, must continue to support his family and ensure 1ts 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 1s the one ko ta panta sazan.” If we translate sazemn 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 1s the source of well-being in the State or the Empire.
Finally, there 1s the very revealing Latin expression: salus augusta.
Augustan salvation does not mean that Augustus saved the Empare,
{but] that he s the source of the public good, of the Empire’s well-being
n general. He 1s therefore the source of the good. This 1s the batch of
meanings that can be found around the verb sozern and the noun séferia.

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 hfe, mortahity to immor-
tality, evil to good, etcetera. It 1s not just a matter of being saved from a
danger. Soferia, sozein have much wider meanings. The meaning of being
saved 1s 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 aty 1s saved by building the necessary
defenses, fortresses, and fortifications around 1t—you remember the idea
of the body as peribolon tes psukhés hina sozéta™—so we will say that a
soul 1s saved, that someone 1s saved, when he 1s suitably armed and
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equipped to be able to defend himself effectively 1f necessary. The person
saved 1s the person i 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 nghts, 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, 1s 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, seremty, 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, in another respect the term salvation
refers to nothing else but life itself. There is no reference to anything like
death, immortahty, or another world in the notion of salvation found 1n
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 is an activity that takes place throughout hfe and that 1s exe-
cuted solely by the subject himself. And f this activity of “saving your-
self” ultimately leads to a final effect, which 1s its aim and end, this
consists in the fact that salvation renders you maccessible to misfor-
tunes, disorders, and all that external acadents 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 turmoul, 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 m which salvauon, the
acts of salvation, the activity of salvation carnied on throughout one’s
hfe, find their reward. Salvation then 1s an activity, the subject’s
constant action on himself, which finds its reward i a certain relation-
ship of the subject to himself when he has become accessible to exter-
nal disorders and finds a sausfaction i himself, needing nothing but
himself. In a word, let’s say that salvation 1s 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 is 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
Roman philosophy, the self is the agent, object, instrument, and end of
salvation. You can see that we are a long way from the salvation in Plato
that 1s mediated by the aty-state. We are also a long way from the
rehgious 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 that 1s inseparable from the work one carries out on oneself within
the time of one’s life and 1n hfe itself. I will stop there, 1f you hke. We
will take a rest for five minutes. Then I will try to show, now, how,
despite everything and despite these general theses, salvation of the
self in Hellenistic and Roman thought 1s linked to the question of the
salvation of others.
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Second hour

Questions_from the public concerming sub jectivity 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 1dea that if maybe you
have some questions, maybe it wouldn’t be bad if you were to ask
them. Since I do two hours 1n succession, the lectures I am giving are a
bit more like a seminar.’ At any rate, I am trying to introduce a kind of
material, or make a number of references, which are usually more
difficult to present in a lecture. I would like it to be a bit more like a
seminar. Except a seminar implies really that there are some responses
or questions or questions-responses. So 1s there, now for example,
anyone who would like to ask any questions, which may be either purely
technical questions or general questions on the meaning of what I am
doing? Yes?

[Question from the public:] Me, if I may. Can we not see some genuinely
Lacanian concepts coming up, as operators (opérateurs) in what you are

saying?
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Do you mean in the discourse I am giving, that 1s to say 1n the way in
which I am talking about what I am talking about, or rather in the
things I am talking about?

They are inseparable.

Yes, 1n a sense. Only my answer cannot be the same in both cases. For,
m the first case, I would have to give an answer concerrung myself. I mean
I would have to ask myself what I am doing. In the other case 1t would
involve questioning Lacan and knowing what actually, in a practice, in a
conceptual field like psychoanalysis, and Lacaman psychoanalysis, fallsin
one way or another within the province of this problematic of the sub-
ject, of the re]ationship of the subject to himself, of the re]ationships of
the subject to the truth, etcetera, as 1t was constituted historically, 1n this
lengthy genealogy I am trying to recount from the Alibiades to Saint
Augustine. That's 1t. So that 1s 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 1deas, which I cannot
even say are at the back of my mind because they are so much out 1n
front in what I say, in the most obvious way, show clearly, n spite of
everything, what I want to do. That 1s to say: to try to situate, in an his-
torical field as precisely articulated as possible, the set of these practices
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 I
ca]], roughly, the techniques, technologies, practices, etcetera, which
have linked them together and established their norms, we will hardly
understand what 1s involved in the human sciences, if we want to use
this term, and in psychoanalysis in particular. So, 1n a sense | am talking
about this. Now, once again, no doubt it 1s not for me to say what comes
from Lacan in the way in which I 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 retros pective 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 1t was shortly before ) is there not the implist function of Lacanian concepts
that precisely provide thi's 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 1n fact to this kind of
discourse. All nght, 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 1s 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
bave 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 prece of paper is passed to him |

The question 1s 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 1n 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 like to raise, which 1s both
an historical question and the question of our relationship to the truth.
This question, 1t seems, 15 that since Plato and, according to the Platonist
tradition, since the founding of all philosophy 1n the Akibiades, the follow-
ing question 1s posed: What 1is the price I have to pay for access to the
truth? This price 1s situated in the subject himself in the form of: What
then is the work I must arry out on myself, what fashioning of myself must
I undertake, what modification of being must I carry out to be able to have
access to the truth? It seems to me that this is a fundamental theme of
Platonism, but 1t 1s equally so of Pythagoreanism and, I think we can say,
of all ancient phi]osophy, with the enigmatic exception of Aristot]e, who
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anyway 1s always the exception when you study ancient philosophy It1s a
general feature, a fundamental princple, that the subject as such, as he s
given to himself, 1s not capable of truth. And he 1 not capable of truth
unless he @mes out or performs a number of operations on himself, a
number of transformations and modifications that will make him capable
of truth. This 1s, I think, a fundamental theme in which Christianity very
easily finds a place, while adding, of course, a new element which 1s not
found and which obviously you won't find mn Antiquity, which 1s that
amongst the conditions 1s that of the relationship to the Text and faith in a
revealed Text. But apart from this, in all ancient philosophy there 1s the
1dea of a conversion, for example, which alone can give access to the truth.
One cannot have access to the wruth if one does not change one’s mode of
being. So my idea would be that, taking Descartes as a reference point, but
obviously influenced by a whole senies of complex transformations, there
came a point when the subject as such beame capable of truth. Obviously
the model of scientific practice played a major role 1n this: To be capable of
truth you only have to open your eyes and to reason soundly and honestly,
always holding to the line of self-evidence and never letting it go. The sub-
ject, then, does not have to transform himself. The subject only has to be
what he 1s for him to have access 1n knowledge (connaissance) to the truth
that 15 open to him through his own structure as subject. It seems to me
that this 1s very clear m Descrtes, with, iof you like, the supplementary
twist m Kant, which consists n szying that what we cannot know 1 pre-
cisely the structure itself of the knowing subject, which means that we can-
not know the subject. Consequently, the idea of a certain spirtual
transformation of the subject, which finally gives him access to something
to which precisely he does not have access at the moment, 1s chimerical and
paradoxical. So the liquidation of what could be clled the condition of
spirituahity for access to the truth 1s produced with Descartes and Kant;
Kant and Descartes seem to me to be the two major moments.

What surprises me a little is that one has the impression that, before
Descartes, Artstotle makes only a fleeting appearance, but that there was no kind
of contimuty . ..

Well, if you like, there was Aristotle. There was, I think I referred to
this 1n the first lecture, the problem of theology.” Theology 1s precisely a
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type of knowledge with a rational structure that allows the subject—as
and only as a rational subject—to have access to the truth of God with-
out the condition of spirituality. Then there were all the empirical sa-
ences (sciences of observation, etcetera). There was mathematics, 1n
short a whole range of processes that did their work. That is to say, gen-
erally speaking, scholasticism was already an effort to remove the condi-
tion of spirituality laidd down in all of ancient philosophy and all
Christian thought (Saint Augustine and so forth). You see what I am
getting at.

In these two regimes of truth you are talking about, divided in history by the
Cartesian moment (the first requinng a whole transformation of the subject,
etcetera, and the second in which the subject can have aceess to the truth by hém-
self), is the same truth involved in both cases? That és to say a truth that belongs
purely to the realm of knowledge ( connaissance ), and a truth that involves the
subject’s work on himself, is it the same truth . . .?

Absolutely not. Yes, you are absolutely nght because, amongst all the
transformations that have taken place, there was the transformation
concerning what I call the condition of spintuality for access to the
truth. Second, the transformation of this notion of access to the truth
that takes the form of knowledge ( connaissance), with 1ts own rules and
criteria. And finally, third, the transformation of the notion of truth
itself. For, here again, very roughly speaking, to have access to the truth
1s to have access to being 1tself, access which 1s such that the being to
which one has access will, at the same time, and as an aftereffect, be the
agent of transformation of the one who has access to 1t. And this 1s the
Platonic circle, or anyway the Neo-Platonist circle: by knowing myself I
accede to a being that 1s the truth, and the truth of which transforms the
being that I am and places me on the same level as God. The komoiasis 5
thed 15 here.> You see what I mean. Whereas 1t 1s quite clear that the
Cartesian type of knowledge cannot be defined as access to the truth,
but 1s knowledge (connarssance) of a domain of objects. So, if you like,
the notion of knowledge of the object is substituted for the notion of
access to the truth. I am trying to situate here the enormous transfor-
mation that s, I think, really essential for understanding what philoso-
phy 1s, what the truth is, and what the relationships are between the
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subject and truth, the enormous transformation which this year I am
trying to study in terms of the axis “philosophy and spirituality,” leav-
ing aside the problem of “knowledge of the object.” Shall we go on with
the lecture now? Okay

This then, I believe, 1s how the notion of salvation 1s organized in
Hellenistic and Roman thought. When salvation 1s thus defined as the
objective of a relationship to self which finds 1ts fulfillment in
salvation—the 1dea of salvation as no more than the realization of the
relationship to self —does 1t at this point become completely incompati-
ble with the problem of the relationship to the Other? Are “salvation
of the self” and “salvation of others” dehimtively disconnected, or, to use
the Neo-Platonist vocabulary again, are the political and the cathartic
definitively separated? Quite clearly not, at least 1n the period and forms
. of thought I am studying here, in the first and second centuries. No
doubt it will be different later. Anyway, it seems to me that what 1s
involved 1s a reversal of the relationship between the cathartic and the
political, rather than a separation. You reall that for Plato the salvation
of the aty-state enveloped the individual’s salvation as a consequence.
Or, more preasely, albeit sull in a general and schematic way, in Plato
you cared about the self because you had to take care of others. And
when you saved others, you saved yourself at the same stroke. Okay, 1t
seerns to me that now the relationship 1s reversed: You should care about
the self because you are the self, and simply for the self. The benefit for
others, the salvation of others, or that way of being concerned about
others that will make their salvation possible or help them in their own
salvation, comes as a supplementary benefit of, or, if you like, follows as
what 1s no doubt a necessary, although only correlative effect of the care
you must take of yourself, of your will and application to achieve your
own salvation. The care of others is like a supplementary reward for the
operation and activity of the salvation you exercise with perseverance on
yourself. It seems to me that this reversal of the relationship 1s 1llus-
trated 1n many ways. Restricting myself to two or three precise exam-
ples, I will take the Epicurean conception of friendship, the Stoic
conception, or, if you like, the conception speafic to Epictetus, of the
relationship of self to others (duties towards oneself, duties towards
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citizens). Then, if I have time, I will also look at the problem of the
exercise of Impenial power in Marcus Aurelus.

First, the Epicurean conception of friendship. You know that the
Epicurean conception raises a number of problems that oddly enough
reveal our own anxious moralizing. Actually, on the one hand we know
that Epicurus exalts friendship and, on the other hand, we know, the
texts are wellknown, that Epicurus always denives friendship from uul-
1ty. This 1s the famous Vatican Saying 23:* “Every friendship 1s desirable
in itself; however it begins with usefulness.” Should we say then that
Epicurean friendship, as extolled by Epicurus and all his disciples, 1s no
more than usefulness, that 1s to say, governed entirely by a care of the self
that 1s a concern for utility? I think we should examine this conception
of friendship more closely around this notion, this very specific sense of
utility. {In fact we must] show that Epicurean friendship is both noth-
ing other than a form of care of the self, and that this care of the self 1s
not thereby a concern for usefulness. Let’s consider the Vatican Saying
23 again: “Every friendship 1s desirable in 1tself”; “dr’heauteén hairefe”: 1t
must be chosen for itself, on account of itself; “arkken de eiféphen apo fes
opheleias”™; “however, [opposition therefore; M.F.] it begins with useful-
ness.” So, there is a clear opposition between the fact that 1t is desirable
and yet that 1t began with usefulness. It 1s as if the more useful 1t was,
the less desirable it would be. Or, it 1s as if the usefulness of the friend-
ship (which is its beginning, however ) and then its intrinsic desirabil-
ity were mutually exclusive. I don’t think 1t 1s very difficult to interpret
this text and its meaning. Usefulness 1s dpkeleia, that 1s to say something
that designates an external relationship between what one does and why
one does 1it. Friendship 1s useful. It 1s useful because 1t can help me, for
example, if I have debts and I want financial assistance. It can be useful
in a political career, etcetera. That is how, Epicurus says, friendship
begins. That is to say, in fact, it takes place within the regime of social
exchanges and services linking men together. But if its origin 1s here de
facto, on the other hand—and the opposition is here—it 1s “hairefe
dr’heauten,” that 1s to say, must be chosen for itself. Why must it be cho-
sen for itself? I think the reason is easily found in Vatcan Saying 39:
“The friend 1s neither the one who always seeks what 1s useful nor the
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one who never joins usefulness to friendship: for the first makes a trade
of the benefit and what is given in return, while the other removes hope
for the future.”® That is to say, friendship will not become Aairefe (desir-
able) in itself by suppressing utility, but rather by a certain balance
between utility and something other than utility The person who
always seeks what 1s useful and only seeks what 1is useful 1s not a friend,
says Vatican Saying 39. But neither should we think that he 1s a friend
who would banish utility entirely from friendship. For if we get rid of
utility from friendship, if we exclude it, then at that point we remove
any hope for the future. So the problem of Epicurean friendship is this:
first, its birth in utility; second, an opposition between the usefulness
and the desirability of friendship; third, and fnally, the fact that in spite
of this opposition, friendship is only desirable if it constantly maintains
a certain useful relationship. This combination of usefulness and desir-
ability hes in this fact, and 1s balanced in the following way: “Of all the
things that wisdom prepares for ensuring lifelong happiness, by far the
greatest is the possession of friends.”” And Vatican Saying 34 “We do
not welcome the help of our friends, the help that comes to us from
them, so much as our trust in the subject of this help.”® That is to say,
friendship 1s desirable because 1t s part of happiness. It 1s part of hap-
piness (makariofés), which consists in what? Happiness consists in
knowing that we are as well protected as possible against the evils that
may come from the world and that we are completely independent of
them. Makariofés 1s certainty of this independence with regard to ewls.
And we are assured of this independence by a number of things, among
which is that more than providing us with real help, the existence of our
friends gives us certainty and confidence that we can get this help. In
which case, 1t is our awareness of friendship, our knowledge that we are
surrounded by friends who will reciprocate our attitude of friendship
towards them, which constitutes one of the guarantees of our happiness.
Insofar as its objective is to establish the soul in a state of makariofes, and
SO In a state resting on ataraxy, that is to say the absence of inner tur-
moil, wisdom surrounds itself with friends because we find in these
friends, and n the trust we put in their friendship, one of the guaran-
tees of ataraxy and the absence of inner turmoil. You see then that the
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Epicurean conception of friendship maintains to the end the princple
that in friendship one seeks only oneself or one’s own happiness.
Friendship is just one of the forms given to the care of the self. Every
man who really cares for himself must provide himself with friends.
From time to time these friends will enter the network of social
exchanges and utility. This usefulness, which is an occasion for friend-
ship, must not be removed. It must be maintained to the end. But what
gives this utility its function within happiness 1s the trust we place 1n
our friends who are, for us, capable of reciprdeity. And 1t 1s reciprocity
of behavior that makes friendship figure as one of the elements of
wisdom and happiness. You see then the complex connection between
utility and desirability, between the reciprocity of friendship and the
singularity of the happiness and tranquility I am assured. And you see
that friendship belongs entirely to the domain of care of the self and that
1t really is for the care of the self that we should have friends. However,
the usefulness we get from their friendship, and so the usefulness our
friends get from our friendship, 1s a bonus within this search for friend-
ship for itself. You see this localization of the relationship of reciprocity
(usefulness of oneself for others and of others for oneself) within the
general objective of our own salvation and of care of the self. It is, 1f you
like, the inverted figure of the Platonic reciprocity I was talking about a
short while ago,” in which, for Plato, you should take care of the self for
others and it was the others who, in the community formed by the city-
state, ensured your own salvation. Now Epicurean friendship remains
within the care of the self and includes the necessary reaproaty of
friends as guarantee of ataraxy and happiness. So, that’s Epicurean
friendship.

The second indication of this reversal of the relationship between
salvation of the self and salvation of others is the Stoic conception of man
as a communal being.” It is very easy to find this developed in a number
of texts. We will take Epictetus as an example. The conception of the
link between care of the self and care of others unfolds at two levels
mn Epictetus. First, at a natural level. This is the conception of the
providential bond. Actually, Epictetus says, the order of the world is so
organized that all living beings, whatever they are (animals or men, 1t
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doesn’t matter) seek their own good. Providence, Zeus, God, the ratio-
nality of the world, etcetera, have determined that whenever one of these
living beings, whatsoever it may be, seeks 1ts own good, at the same time
and by the same act, and without wishing to or seeking to, 1t acts for the
good of others. The thesis 1s set out very dearly in discourse 19 of book
I: “he [Zeus] has artanged the nature of the rational animal in such a way
that he an attain no particular good without bringing about the com-
mon utility Thus it is not antisocial (akoindnéton) to do everything for
oneself ( panta hautou heneka poiein).”"

not asocial, 1t is not antisocial. You will say that the text says that Zeus

So, doing everything for oneself 1s

has constituted the nature of the rational animal [...*] [However, more
generally, Epictetus establishes the] natural [bond] between usefulness
for others and the selfish pursuit of what is useful or indispensable to
each. Second, and on the other hand, this bond is transposed when it
involves the rational being strictly speaking, the human being. At this
point the bond 1s established at a reflexive level. As you know, according
to Epictetus, though amimals seek and obtain their own good, they do not
obtan this by having taken care of themselves. Another aspect of
Providence is precisely that it has determined not only that animals ben-
efit others by pursuing their own good, but also that they do not have to
take care of themselves in order to do what is good for them.” They have
been endowed with a number of advantages like fur, for example, which
frees them from having to weave their own dothes—these are old com-
monplaces on the advantages of animals over men. Men, however, have
not been endowed with the advantages that exempt them from takmg
care of themselves. Zeus has entrusted men to themselves. Zeus has
determined that unhke animals, and this is one of the fundamental dif-
ferences between the rational amimal and nonrational animals, men are
entrusted to themselves and have to take care of themselves. That 1s to
say, in order to realize his nature as a rational being, i order to conform
to his difference from animals, man must in fact take himself as the object

of his care. Taking himself as the object of his care, he has to ask himself

*Only “... unfortunately | have forgotten the reference; if you like, I will give it to you next
time..."” is audible.
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what he himself 1s, what he 1s and what are the things that are not him.
He has to ask himself what depends on him and what does not depend
on him. And finally he has to ask himself what 1t 1s appropniate for
him to do or not do, in accordance with the categories of kathekonta or
proegmena, etcetera.”® Consequently, the person who takes care of himself
properly—that 1s to say, the person who has in fact analyzed what things
depend on him and what things do not depend on him—when he has
taken are of himself so that when something appears in his representa-
tions he knows what he should and should not do, he will at the same
time know how to fulfill his duties as part of the human commumty. He
will know how to fulfill the duties of father, son, husband, and citizen,
precisely because he will attend to himself. Epictetus repeats this thesis
many times. Look, for example, at discourse 14 1n book II: those who
succeed 1n taking care of themselves “have a hfe free from pain, fear, and
distress, and they observe the order of natural and acquired relationships:
those of son, father, brother, citizen, wife, neighbor, fellow-traveller, and
subject and ruler.”™ I refer you also to a very interesting discourse in
book I It 1s the eleventh discourse and involves an example of precisely
this problem of care of the self /care of others.” It is a very concrete exam-
ple. It 1s the story of a father of a family who has problems because his
daughter 1s 1ll. She has fallen seriously 1ll, so he has run away and left us
daughter’s bedside and his household, thus leaving her in the care of
others, that 1s to say of women, servants, etcetera. Why has he done this?
Out of selfishness? Not at all. Rather, he did 1t because he loved his
daughter. He loved her so much that her illness upset him, and so 1t was
out of concern for his daughter that he abandoned the sick child to the
are of others. Obviously, Epictetus will criticize this attitude. And he
will criticize 1t by emphasizing what? Well, by pointing out that love of
the family 1s natural, in the prescriptive as much as descriptive sense of
the word; 1t 1s natural to love your family You should love your family
because you love your family and because 1t 1s inscribed 1n nature that
you love 1it. Because 1t 1s natural to love your family, 1t 1s reasonable to
follow the principles governing the bonds between individuals within a
family And, Epictetus says, imagine 1f your daughter was abandoned by
all those who, like you, really love her—she would now be dead. Neither
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her mother nor the servants would have remained. In short, Epictetus
says, you have made a mistake. You have committed an error and rather
than considering your relationship with your daughter as inscribed n
and prescnibed by nature, instead, then, of conducting yourself in terms
of this imperative dictated both by nature and by your reason as a natural
individual, as a rational animal, you attended only to your daughter, you
thought only of her, and you allowed yourself to be affected by her illness
to the extent of being upset by 1t and, unable to bear the sight of 1t, you
left. You have committed an error by forgetting to care about yourself m
order to care about your daughter. If you had attended to yourself, if you
had thought of yourself as a rational individual, if you had examined the
representations which came to mind concerning your daughter’s illness,
if you had paid dose attention to what you are, what your daughter 1s,
and to the nature and foundation of the bonds established between you,
then you would not have let yourself be disturbed by passion and affec-
tion for your daughter. You would not have been passive when faced with
these representations. Rather, you would have been able to choose the
approprate attitude to adopt. You would have remained cold before your
daughter’s illness, that is to say you would have stayed to look after her.
So, Epictetus condudes, you must become skholastrkos, that 1s to say spend
some time at the school and learmn how to examine your opinions system-
atically This 1s a lengthy undertaking, not the work of an hour or a day'®
So, as you can see, in this affair Epictetus shows that the father’s appar-
ently selfish conduct was rather, 1n fact, behavior whose raison d’étre was
only the erratic care or erratic concern, as it were, for the other, and if the
father really takes care of himself properly, if he follows the advice
Epictetus gives him and learns at school to take care of himself properly,
then he would not be upset by his daughter’s illness m the first place,
and secondly he would stay to look after her. Here, mn a very concete
example, we see how care of the self, 1n itself and as a consequence, must
produce or induce behavior through which one will actually be able to
take care of others. But all 1s lost if you begin with the care of others.
Well, you will tell me, there 1s at least one case in society in which the
care of others must, or should, prevail over care of the self, because there
1s at least one individual whose entire being must be turned towards
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others, and this is obviously the Prince. For the Prince, the political man
par excellence, the only one in the political field of the Roman world
who has to be wholly concerned about others, unlike what occurs in the
Greek city-state, should not his care for himself be dictated simply by
the care he must have for others, as in Plato’s Alcibrades? Is not the
Prince the only one in society, the only one among human beings, who
must care about himself only insofar as [he must}—and so that he can
in fact—take care of others? Well, we encounter here that character, the
Prince, whom we will no doubt meet on a number of occasions in this
study of the care of the self. He 1s a paradoxical character, a central char-
acter in a whole series of reflections, an exceptional character who exer-
cises a power over others that constitutes his whole being and who 1n
principle could havea type of relationship to himself and to others com-
pletely different from anyone else. No doubt we will have an opportu-
nity to take another look at some of these texts, whether those of Seneca
in De Clementia or especially those of Dio Chrysostom of Prusa on the
monarchy.” However, ] would like to concentrate on the texts of Marcus
Aurelius inasmuch as they give us—in concreto, in the case of someone
who really was the Prince—the actual way in which he conceived of the
relationship between “taking care of others,” because he is the emperor,
and “taking care of the self.”" You are well aware that in the Meditations
of Marcus Aurelius—in the text we call the Meditations®—there are
relatively few direct references to the exercise of imperial power, and
that when he does speak about this it 1s always with regard to, as it were,
everyday questions. For example, there is the lengthy and famous expo-
sition on how to greet others, speak to subordinates, and conduct rela-
tions with those who seek favors, etcetera. And in this long passage
there 1s absolutely no question of Marcus Aurelius emphasizing the spe-
cific tasks of the Prince. Rather, with regard to others—subordinates,
those seeking favors, etcetera—he proposes rules of conduct that could
be common to the Prince and absolutely anyone else. The general prin-
ciple of conduct for anyone who would be Prince, like Marcus Aurelius,
1s precisely to remove everything from his behavior that could be seen as
speaifically “princely” in a task, and in certain functions, privileges, or
even duties. You have to forget that you are Caesar, and you will only
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perform your work, your task, and fulfill your obligations as Caesar 1f
you conduct yourself like any man: “Be careful not to affect the Caesar
too much and impregnate yourself too much with this spirit. Keep your-
self simple, honest, pure, serious, natural, the friend of justice, pious,
benevolent, affectionate and resolute in the performance of duties.”°
Now you can see that all these elements of the Prince’s good conduct
are elements of the daily good conduct of any man whomsoever. The pas-
sage in which Marcus Aurelius performs his moming examination of
conscience 1s also very interesting.”’ You know—we will come back to
this—that the examination of conscience in Stoic practice, and 1n
Pythagorean practice as well, had two forms and two moments: the
evening examination in which you reconstruct the deeds of the day n
order to measure them against what you ought to have done,” then the
morning examination in which you prepare yourself for the tasks you
have to perform. You review your use of future time and equip yourself;
you reactivate the principles that must be enacted in order to exercise
your duty. So, in Marcus Aurelius there is a morning examination that 1s
interesting because he says: Every morning, when I wake up, I recall what
I have to do. And he says, I recall that everyone has something to do. In
the morning the dancer must remember the exercises he has to perform
1n order to become a good dancer. The shoemaker or artisan (I no longer
know what example he takes®) must also remember the different things
he has to do during the day. So, I too must do this, and I must be better
at 1t inasmuch as the things I have to do are more important than danc-
ing or an artisan’s trade. They are more important, yes, but they are not
different 1n kind, they are not specific. There 1s simply a responsibility,
a heavy responsibility, which 1s of the same type as any profession or
trade, with merely a kind of quantitative supplement. We see here what
1s no doubt the first clear appearance of the question that will later be of
major importance in the European monarchies, and especially in the
problematization of the monarchies in the sixteenth century: that of
soverelgnty as a job, that is to say as a task whose moral structure and
fundamental principles are those of any other professional actvity
[Marcus Aurelius] dearly expresses the idea that to be emperor—or

chief or the one who commands—not only imposes duties, of course, we
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knew that, but that these duties should be considered, fulfilled, and
executed on the basis of a moral attitude like that of any other man with
regard to his tasks. The Empire, the principahity, becomes an occupation
and profession. Why does it become an occupation and profession?
Quite simply because for Marcus Aurelius the primary objective, the
very end of his existence, the target to which he must always strive, 1s
not to be emperor, but to be himself. And it is in his care for himself, in
his concern about himself, that he will encounter all his occupations as
emperor. Just as the philosopher who cares about himself must think of
his obhigations as philosopher—of the teaching he must give, the spiri-
tual guidance he must practice, etcetera, or just as the shoemaker who
cares about himself must think, in this care of himself, of what his task
1s as shoemaker, so the emperor, because he will care about himself, wall
meet and accomplish tasks that must be accomplished only insofar as
they form part of this general objective of: himself for himself. Book
VIII: “Keeping your eyes fixed on your task, examine it well and,
remembering that you must be an honest man and what nature demands
[of man), perform it without a backward glance.”* This is an important
text. You can see its elements. First: keeping your eyes fixed on the task.
The Empire, sovereignty, is not a privilege. It is not the consequence of a
status. It 1s a task, a job like any other. Second: you must really examine
1t, but—and here we encounter what 1s particular, speafic 1n this task—
1t 1s singular, because in all the works, professions, etcetera, all the occu-
pations you may exercise, imperial power can be exercised by one and
only one person. So you must examine 1t, but as you would examine any
task with its particular features. Finally, this examination of the task
must be measured against or oriented by something [that] you always
remember. What do you always remember? That you must be a good
emperor? No. That you must save humanity? No. That you must dedi-
cate yourself to the public good? No. You should always remember that
you must be an honest man and you should remember what nature
demands. Moral candor, which in the case of the emperor is not defined
by his specific task and privileges but by nature, by a human nature
shared with no matter who, must form the very foundation of his con-

duct as emperor and, consequently, must define how he must care for
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others. And he must do this without looking back, that is t o say we find
againthat image, to which we will frequently return, of the morally good
man as one who fastens once and for all on a certain objective in his hfe
from which he must not deviate in any way: he must look neither to the
right nor the left, at men’s behavior, at pointless sciences, or at knowl-
edge of the world with no importance for him; no more must he look
back in order to find foundations for his action behind him. His
objective is the