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Abstract
It is contentious as to whether or not Foucault’s La hermenéutica del sujeto (2002) is of value to pedagogical practice today.  While Foucault problematized the formation of the subject in the Greco-Roman period, today we are problematizing the disappearance of the subject.  Foucault researched the creation of the self as a work of art, which as a practice, was that of a privileged few.  Today, it is more likely to be the subject who is marginalized by or excluded from the contemporary education system that will benefit from such a pedagogical practice.  This paper addresses the question of how the contents of ‘The Hermeneutic of the Subject’ (Foucault, 1997, pp. 93-106) speak to these dichotomies.  The intention is to exposit Foucault’s hermeneutics as one that demonstrates the possibility of how, today, the marginalized or excluded student might begin to create his or herself as a work of art within the context of the very pedagogical practice excludes or marginalizes the value of his or her subjectivity.  

Introduction
La hermeneutica del sujeto (Foucault, 2002) is a transcription of the course of the same name
, which Foucault gave at the Collège of France, in 1981-82.  At the end of the text, there is a ‘Resumen del Curso’ (Course Summary) written by Foucault
.  This is followed by an extra chapter titled ‘Situacion del Curso’ (Situation of the Course), written by Frederic Gros, the editor.  These two chapters are important additions to Foucault’s course for reasons that the ‘Course Summary’ accurately reflects the contents of the course itself, which, according to Gros was not normally the case
.  The great benefit of the ‘Situation of the Course’ is that a new perspective is given to Foucault’s work which in itself becomes invaluable, in particular to readers of the later works.  Daniel Defert recently presented Gros with various folders, one of which is titled Cours (Course) and contains not only the entire course of 1981-82 but also the text that was used as supportive material for this course, including material that apparently paints a clearer picture of how personal ethics implicates the subject in a politics of the self.  None of this extra material can be found in either the History of Sexuality series or Drits et Écrits. 

While ‘hermeneutic’ is evidently an important word in the title of this book – La hermeneutica del sujeto – I am not going to enter into a discussion of the arguments that surround this subject.  The title of the book is understood here to refer genealogically to the problem of giving an interpretation to a subject who creates his self, a subject for which there was no definition during the Greco-Roman period, let alone an interest in searching for one (Foucault, 1989, p. 330).  To refer genealogically to an historical problem is also to refer the discourse, at least in Foucault’s understanding of genealogy, to a problem in the present, and in Foucault’s case, to a contemporary problem of the relationship between the truth and the subject.  Given that the subject, as such, doesn’t exist as a contemporary universal value, it is more a possible relationship than a universally accepted one.  In Foucault’s view, we are a long way from what should be a hermeneutic of the subject, a view I share.  Until we develop a culture of creation of the relations with the self, there is no subject to speak of.  In this article, the word subject will be used at times.  The word then refers to a possible subject but not a universal subject.  At other times, the word individual will be used.

The sub-title of the article ‘the inversion of a privilege’ refers to both the problem and objective to which we will direct the focus in the following discussion.  What I am proposing is that students in the first and second years of secondary school who have problems to read and write should benefit from engaging in practices of the self.  It is assumed that such students are equal in intelligence to any other student.  Their learning problems are conceived as being associated with extra-curricula experiences.  The problem that this discussion approaches is how a disinterest in learning might be approached with the objective of recognizing the theoretical tools that would be valuable in the practice of the self.  

To what does the privilege refer to?  The author considers that, today, in the most materially developed societies, the student who is likely to be privileged in their education is the student whose family have an ideology that is at one with the ideology of the school, meaning such a congruence of ideologies produces conditions that foster the optimizing of the student’s possibilities in education and in work.  ‘The inversion of a privilege’ does not refer to the reduction of the privilege of that these conditions imply – those we might consider to be an equivalent of those experienced by the privileged classes in Greco-Roman society – but to the providing of new pedagogical privileges to students in the first and second years of secondary school, who have lost contact with their education possibilities and as a result have become marginalized.  The reader might view there being a problem here for reason it appears that there is the intention to lift a practice of the self from one context (another period in history) and propose it as a solution in another.  I am not proposing a solution but a problematization.

The article addresses three subjects: (1) the contextualization of Foucault’s course in relation to his thought during the later period of his career, with a particular focus in the theoretical question as to whether Foucault’s text has educational value in the contemporary environment; (2) a summary of some of the important contents of Foucault’s summary of La hermeneutica del sujeto (I will refer to the English translation of the course summary); and (3), the problematization of the situation of the said student who experiences problems to read and write, with the exposition of a practice of the self that involves a writing exercise and a speculation on how this exercise might benefit the same student in his school education.

1.1 The philosophical context of La hermeneutica del sujeto in the oeuvre of Foucault

Foucault’s critics choose their positions on the axis that links power to the subject, according to their interests.  Foucault says, in admitting the influence of Nietzsche in his work, that it was Nietzsche who proposed the question of the historicity of the subject (Foucault, 2002, p. 496).  Yet the History of Sexuality series is not an explication of a history but the exposition of a genealogy.  To do a genealogy of the subject, for Foucault, means to realize an analysis that has an historical reference and that begins from a problem of the present (Gros cited in Foucault, 2002, p. 492), while the making of a history of the subject does not require the present to be engaged as a determinate aspect and, as such, the subject remains an object defined by history.  What is the problem of the present in the last works of Foucault that, itself, highlights the importance of La hermeneutica del sujeto?  When a problem has its setting in the present, the presence of the author, as a subject, is determinant in his own historical study,.  His presence is no longer intuitive but rather becomes explicit in the exposition of his thought (1989, p. 318).  This is to say, when Foucault says in 1983, that his “intellectual work is related to what you could call aestheticism, meaning transforming yourself” (Foucault, 1997a, p. 130), we can suppose that the exercise of researching the Hellenic-Roman culture of the practice of the self means that he was not working on a subject that could be objectified without he himself transforming his self through the course of doing this work.  While this work is proposed to have this explicit function, the value of the continuity of such work on the self requires discretion with respect to how, on another level, the professional should be sustained as something distinct from the private.  Foucault’s explicative instrument in this case is the metaphor.  I take it that when he asks, a little later in the same interview, “Why should a painter work if he is not transformed by his own painting” (p. 131)?, that he demanded the same possibilities of self-transformation from his own work as he anticipated the work of a painter necessitated.  

1.2 The value of Foucault’s studies of Greco-Roman ethics to contemporary education

This brings us to the use of Foucault’s studies Greco-Roman ethics in contemporary education.  In the interview, ‘The Return of Morality’, Foucault said that it appeared to him that the whole of Antiquity was a “profound error” (Foucault, 1989, p. 319).  This is a relevant question, firstly, because the phrase appears to precipitate a polemic in that Foucault appears to discredit his research in relation to this period, as if he had discovered himself, at the end of this research, to be trapped in a cal de sac.  But, as on many occasions, such criticism suggests that Foucault’s work is actually being criticised according other rational and, as such, we should look at these differences before supporting such a general disqualification.  Secondly, the question is relevant because the meaning of the word “error” in this context, in my opinion, is poorly understood.         

In relation to the aforementioned polemic, Jaffro claims, in Foucault y la Filosofia Antigua (Eds. F. Gros, y C. Levy, 2004), that Foucault creates his own difficulties as a consequence of his philosophy in relation to Modernity (p. 44).  Jaffro says these difficulties come about because Focuault postulates that “el soliloquio es mas importante que sea esa forma de gobierno de otros que es la ensenanjza”
 (p. 47), and such a government of others, in Jaffro’s opinion, requires that we give more emphasis to rhetoric.  If Foucault privileges soliloquy over rhetoric, it is, in my opinion, because Foucault sees soliloquy as the better form through which the student might understand the practice of the self; the soliloquy obligates the speaker not to model a practice of the self, as this would be just clever acting but to refer sincerely to his relation with the self.  Rhetoric appears to exclude necessity of a relation with the self as an experience essential to that which transmits what might be learnt.  While Jaffro accuses Foucault of depreciating the value of rhetoric in relation to the teaching of philosophy (p. 44), the intention of Foucault appears to be rather to delimit role give to rhetoric in the practice of teaching.  Instead of putting himself in a cul de sac, Foucault, in effect, asks the listener if he has a relation with himself.

To elaborate his argument, Jaffro returns to quote Foucault again and refers to the interview, ‘On the Genealogy of Ethics’, in which Rabinow and Dreyfus ask if the “Greeks offer an attractive and plausible alternative” (Foucault, 1997b, p. 256).  To this, Foucault responds: “No!  I am not looking for an alternative; you can’t find the solution of a problem in the solution of another problem raised in another moment by other people” (Ibid.).  What Jaffro attempts to convince us of is that this statement produces both a distancing of and a proximity to Ancient Greece, and that this effect produces a dramatization which transmits the idea of what transformation means for Foucault.  I reject this analysis, as such a dramatization, in theory, would not exist if the importance of rhetoric had been analyzed in relation to the power-relations that are particular to the problem of transforming one’s self in relation to one’s own knowledge; something, in itself, which means there is a permanent political between the self and the self (p. 272).

In relation to the possibility that the word “error” has been misunderstood, I would like to refer to the article ‘Life: experience and science’ (Foucault, 1998, pp. 459-478).  In the final section of this article, Foucault makes a subtle distinction between error and mistake.  We understand from Foucault and his explication of the nature of Canguillem’s work that the “error constitutes not a neglect or a delay of the promised fulfilment but the dimension perculiar to the life of human beings and indispensable to the duration of the species”.  What is more, the radical character of life is that it is capable of producing the error (p. 476).  Error then is conceived by Foucault as being fundamental to the survival of human beings and in this sense contains a positive aspect which is fundamental to its meaning.  On the other hand, when we speak of the mistake, it appears that its meaning is limited to the temporal.  Foucault puts it this way: “life has led to a living being that is never completely in the right place, that is destined to “err” and to be “wrong” (Ibid.).  Therefore, when Foucault speaks of a “profound error”, he is emphasising the mistake of continuing in an obstinate search for a certain style of existence and at the time enforcing the necessity that this should be valued as common to all (Foucault, 1989, p. 319).

2. Towards a practice of the self

2.1 Introduction

Foucault (1997c, pp. 95-99) investigates the transformation of the care of the self in relation to self-knowledge, politics and pedagogy across a period that begins with his study of Plato’s Alcibiades and finishes with an interpretation of how Christian thinkers understood this precept eight centuries later.  Here, we will summarise some of the principal aspects of this transformation.  It is inevitable that some important aspects of Foucault’s summary of his 1981-82 course will next to be left for discussion on another occasion; such aspects as the relationship between epimeleia heautou (care of the self) and gnothi seauton (to know thyself) and the idea that the hierarchy in this relationship has been reversed over time from what it was during the Greco-Roman period. 

2.1.1 Care of the self and self-knowledge

The transformation of the ‘care of the self’ in relation to self-knowledge, over the said period, is characterized by a change in the understanding of what use self-knowledge should be put to (Foucault, 1997c, p. 95).  This is to say, the commitment to the practice of caring for the self was understood in relation to the value of the use of self-knowledge.  Therefore, the care of the self as a practice is accompanied by a question like: What are my values with respect to how I should use self-knowledge?  Socrates, for his part, wanted to impress upon his interlocutors that they should not only consider the importance of caring for themselves but that they should attend to themselves (Ibid.).  Nevertheless, these interlocutors, of whom Alcibiades is a good example, conditioned their interest in themselves to the idea that self-knowledge should benefit their ambitions to govern others rather than themselves; their adversaries, their subjects and their slaves.  Later, during the Hellenic-Roman period, Seneca was more strident and insisted that those who wished to care for and attend to themselves should implicate themselves in the responsibility that self-knowledge should mean that “one should be, for oneself and throughout one’s existence, one’s own object” (p. 96).  Clearly, for Stoic thinkers it is the self as an object that one should aspire to govern.

This practice of caring for the self and attending to the self involves a “conversion to oneself” that implicates the subject in completely reorienting his or her existence, the work of which involves a turning towards oneself and a turning in one’s place (Foucault, 1997c, p. 96).  Before the first and second centuries A.D, this return of the soul towards itself typically involved the movement of one’s gaze to that which was above, and towards, in Foucault’s words, the divine element, the essences and the supercelestial world.  But in the case of Seneca, Plutarco and Epicteto the turn of the soul towards itself was conditioned by the knowledge that such a movement had no other end or outcome than to settle into oneself, to “take up residence in oneself” and to remain there.  In the case of the latter objective, the conversion to oneself involved the transformation of the subject via practices that resulted from the establishment of a series of relations with oneself.  According to Foucault, the conception of a series of relations to oneself was developed in relation to two different models: the juridical-political model, which spoke to the sovereignty one should have over oneself and the model of positive enjoyment, which involved the taking of pleasure in oneself (Ibid.).

2.1.2  Care of the self and pedagogy    
According to Foucault, while the practice of the care of the self gradually converts itself into a adult practice, the relation between the care of the self, as a precept, and pedagogy undergoes a dramatic transformation – meaning it is possible to say that the pedagogy practised by Socrates disappeared altogether (pp. 96-97).  Such a transformation is paradoxical because the disappearance of such a pedagogy was protagonized by its own teaching: the care of the self in leading the subject to attending to himself, in itself involved the passing of the pedagogical dialogue to the newly established relation between the subject and the self.  This is not to say that the mentor came to have a lesser role; but that his role changed in its character – something I won’t go into here.  The obvious question is, how should we describe this pedagogy, if we can call it that, between subject and self?  Foucault  indicates that such a pedagogy involved three practices: the practice of self-criticism; the practice of preparing oneself as a warrior to fight on behalf of the self, for the self; and the curative and therapeutic practice (p. 97). 

The practice of self-criticism has to do with the necessity to “unlearn” via a critical deconstruction of the bad habits and false opinions that have been part of one’s formation as a consequence of what we might call a non-self-critical interaction with old teachers, parents and associates (Foucault, 1997c, p. 97).  The importance of the practice of the self as a permanent battle means both the formation of arms and the development of a courage that would have to serve one in the fight for the self in all situations and throughout one’s entire life.  Foucault gives us two examples of how the Stoics understood the responsibility of the subject as combatant in defence of the self: (1) there is the metaphor of the athletic contest which involves the need to contend with successive opponents and when not fighting to train in preparation for the opponent who awaits one; and (2), there is the metaphor of warfare where the mind must be at the service of the self knowing that it is inevitable that one could be attacked at any moment.  The practice of the self as a curative a therapeutic function is highlighted as the most important of the three practices.  What is important here, is to recognise is the relationship between philosophy and medicine; that philosophy was thought of by the Epicureans, Cynics and Stoics as having a role in the curing of the diseases of the soul, to which itself the same terminology was applied, as was applied to the body, for example, to nurse, to heal, to purge etc. 

2.1.3  Care of the self and politics

Foucault does not give us an explanation as to what happened in the transformation of the relation between care of the self as a political relation with one’s self, but rather gives us an explanation of the relation between the self and other.  The former would involve a complex biographical job, because, as Foucault says in ‘On the Genealogy of Ethics’, when speaking about the difficulty of an analyzing techniques of the self, “the techniques of the self do not require the same material apparatus as the production of objects; therefore they are often invisible techniques (Foucault, 1997b, p. 277).  Of course, a technique of the self involves a political relationship between the subject and self, and, as such, politics becomes difficult to talk about.  

The fundamental principal of all political relations that result from the subject engaging in a care of the self is that one cannot attend to one’s self without the help of the other; in Hellenic-Roman period, usually one’s mentor (1997c, p. 97).  Foucault identifies three categories of relations established between the subject and other during this period: strictly educational organisations; private counsellors; and a third category that falls between and outside the first two (p. 98).  What we should note is that there are two forms of relationship that have existed previously the Hellenic-Roman period that remain determinant but are now institutions conditioned by the need to provide either lessons or assistance in the development of future practitioners of self-cultivation (Ibid.).  This third category of relations that defines the relation of care of the self and politics is categorised, in general terms, by a subjective need to act in relation to oneself and in response to the other.  While difference in subjectivities is going to be unlimited, the nature of the interventions of the other is going to be equally varied.  Foucault concludes that this characterization of these relationships is difficult to define because in the contemporary era we don’t have categories of friendship and love that would aid in their interpretation (p. 99).

2.2  The practice of the self

The cultivation of the self implies the use of a group of practices that are generally designated by the term askesis (Foucault, 1997c, p. 99).  During the Hellenic-Roman period this subject appeared to be complex and controversial.  This is to say, although their were clearly defined distinctive schools of thought – I am referring to the Epicureans, the Cynics and the Stoics – this subject involved a challenge to value of philosophy in the practice of life, meaning philosophy itself was in question.  In general, what was fundamental was to learn only those practices that were useful, as against learning all that was possible to learn.  Therefore, one needed to be capable of recognising what practice would be useful in relation to the events that life produces and which, in themselves, demand an adequate response.  This should lead one to acquiring a repertory of practices that permit one to confront reality (Ibid.).  What are these practices?  They are practices that produce true and rational discourses (Ibid).

Foucault says there are three questions that concern the classification of objectives of these practices (Foucault, 1997c, p. 99).  Firstly, there is the question of the nature of these discourses, which is to say, the question must be asked as to what the theory of the nature of these practices is.  While the Epicureans, Cynics and Stoics argued over this question, something we won’t go into here, Foucault concludes that “true discourses need to relate only to what we are in connection with the world, in our place in the order of nature, and in our dependence or independence with respect to the events that occur” (p. 100).

Secondly, there is the question as to what mode of existence these discourses should have (Foucault, 1997c, p.100).  It is imperative that these discourses exist in us and that they be available to use whenever the need is felt.  This said, how do we develop a relationship with discourses so the we should always have them at hand?  The proof that we have at hand discourses that are necessary and useful is that these thoughts should be healthy in that they should present themselves alone and as the adequate response in the moment to which they correspond (Ibid.).

The third question follows the previous and has to do with the techniques that should be necessary to acquire such discourses (Foucault, 1997c, p. 101).  In addressing this question, Foucault draws our attention to the importance of what he calls “progressive exercises of memorization”.  Foucault gives three examples of this concept of acquisition.  (1) There is the importance of listening.  Here Foucault would appear to draw our attention to the notion that the Socratic method is left wanting in that, while Socrates’ interlocutors might have claimed to be interested in Socrates’ discourse – to learn what they knew, not knowing that they already knew what they learnt – they failed to  implicate themselves in the possible value of learning what they already knew which should have lead them to caring for themselves.  The Stoics and Epicureans pursued an alternative strategy and that was to insist that their disciples remain silent and listen.  This is to say the exercise of listening needed to be taken more seriously.  The second example refers to what Foucault calls “personal writing” of which there was a broad culture of activity that involved the taking of all manner of notes and reflections in notebooks (Ibid.).  If we refer to ‘On the Genealogy of Ethics’ (1997b, pp. 253-280), we note that these writings do not involve an account of oneself and, as such, are not intended to reveal the hidden and to say the unsaid but “to collect the already-said and reassemble that which one could hear or read” as this was the form in which it was possible to recognise that with which one had constituted oneself (p. 273).  We will return to the value of this form of acquisition of true and ration discourses in Part Three of this article.  The third example concerns the importance of the return to the self in the sense of how one becomes implicated in the practice of exercises of memorization as a consequence of what one has heard and written.  Foucault (1997c, p. 101) gives the following example of how Marco Aurelio considered that the returning to ourselves should involve an examination of the “riches” that have been deposited in the interior of the self, that these riches should be a book of knowledge that one should return to read from time to time.

To conclude this second part of the article, it needs to be stated that the underlying objective of these practices is to link the truth to the subject (Foucault, 1997c, p. 101).  As in the actual course Foucault gives in ‘The Hermeneutic of the Subject’ and in the summary of this course, Foucault often highlights the philosophical objectives of the Epicureans and/or the Stoics by describing them in relation to the Socratic and Christian thinkers.  It isn’t “a matter of uncovering the truth in the subject or of making the soul the place where the truth resides” (the Socratic method) (Ibid.) … “nor is it a matter of making the soul the object of the truth discourse” (the Christian method) (p. 102), but rather the objective is “to arm the subject with a truth it did not know”, one that did not previously reside in it, so that it can be learned and memorized, progressively put into practice. 

3. The benefit of inverting a pedagogical privilege

I will begin with the identification of the situation of the student who has problems to read and write with the objective of demonstrating the value of the application of a writing technique that is a progressive exercise in memorization.  Then I will reflect upon various theoretical notions that have resulted from my reading of La hermeneutica del sujeto (Foucault, 2002).  Finally, I will speculate on a writing technique as a ‘practice of the self’ that might be useful in relation to the said student’s interest in reorienting his life.  

3.1 The situation 

My particular interest in education with respect to the application of theory involves an interest in the experience of entering secondary school education and in particular the problems of 12 to 14-year-olds; students who are often disoriented because they lack connection with the education material that claims to inform them of their future interests.  Here, there is a window through which I believe it might be possible to stimulate an interest in the subject of the practice of the self and, as a consequence, in a return to form education.  The student who interests me in particular, is the student who not only reads and writes poorly but who also has, according to his teachers, a low level of confidence and who is described as being bored with his studies.

There exist explanations as to why such a situation should exist, explanations that, on the one, hand satisfy the appropriate professionals while, on the other, continue to leave such students in the margins of a positive education experience.  We are not going to interrogate these explanations here: we will begin by rejecting all the truths that suppose to explain who this student is, which is to say, we will refuse to appropriate the truth to the individual with the purpose of profiling the individual student.  All we know here is that the student is unhappy within the existing system of education, that he does not read or write well and that he does not have a good relationship with either his teachers.

The situation of this student outside the school is likely to be even more unknown but, at the same time, is thought of as having more a direct influence upon the student’s formation. Speaking hypothetically, the situation outside the school could be the result of a variety of circumstances, including: family problems, social problems, employment conditions and these might involve exploitation, violence, lack of care, bad habits, lack of instruction, bad luck, poverty, racism, alienation and so on.  Whatever combination of these circumstances could provide the context in which we might approach the student with the view that a practice of the self might renew the desire for education in general.

3.2 The hermeneutic of the marginal student 

If the school has a role in relation to the student who does not respond in class as a consequence of external problems, it has a responsibility to be interested in the reality that conditions the isolation of this student.  In this respect the school has no choice but to accept that its pedagogy has to have a philosophy of application that has as its objective: that marginal student should know his world outside of school better than he already does and that he should learn to reside more in himself in that environment.  No student, in the above described circumstances, is going to show more interest in his studies if there is no possibility for him to be more comfortable in his own discourse; this is to say, the discourse of his self.  At the outset, I propose that this true and rational discourse is only a possible discourse, a discourse to come.  The teacher, as representative of the school, has the responsibility of convincing the student of the value of knowing his own discourse.

We suppose for the sake of our discussion that the student has a declared interest in changing his situation, which is to say, there already exists an invitation for the teacher to collaborate.  So, what does the teacher do?  How does he approach the students and his world?  An inversion of a pedagogical privilege is a political space where there needs to be a change of ethics.  For the student to listen to the teacher and respond to his advice, the teacher has to demonstrate the courage to reside in himself in a manner that the student has not seen before.  It is important that this gesture sincere and visible in order that the student accept the intervention of the teacher in a world that has, prior to this point, been dominated by objectives foreign to those of his formal education.  The first sensation of this movement might appear in reality to be purely theoretical but the turning of one’s gaze towards one’s self implies the possibility that the student can free himself from an historical self-knowledge; something that opens the way for a new practice of the self.  In this article, this practice of the self will involve a writing technique that produces with repetitive practice a discourse that is more true and rational than it was previously.  Theoretically, this situation is not different from that which Jacotot found himself in (Ranciere, 2003), in which he recognises that, while he does not know how to teach his students French (as he does not speak the language), the students were anyway able to teach themselves French; meaning that a declaration of a teacher’s inadequacy can at times be a prerequisite for students to assume the responsibility for their education on their own.  If we begin, as Ranciere proposes, by thinking of all individuals as being of equal intelligence, then the teacher in my exposition needs to undermine any historical hierarchy of intelligence for the student to implicate himself.  

3.3 The practice of writing as a progressive exercise of memorization

The objective is that the repetitive practice of writing in the above described situation would serve in the development of a practice of the self as a consequence of this exercise involving a turning of the gaze towards the self.  The methodology involves the following: the student is invited to “define and describe”, at the end of the day, the bare facts of the events of which the day was composed (Foucault cites Marco Aurelio, Foucault, 2002, p. 280).  Taking into account that the student’s level of writing is not good, it is important to specify what is not necessary to include in his or her account of events.  By bare facts we mean that no interpretation of these facts is necessary; we could say the bare facts are a list of actions.  The challenge is to describe the day, in however many words, putting all events in sequence but without leaving anything out.  In the beginning, this is not easy to do as one is not used to remembering what one has done.  

The student is not attempting to create a portrait of himself in that it is not necessary to link the truth to the subject with the objective that this truth should tell us objectively who the subject is (Foucault, 1997d, p. 210).  The teacher is not there to profile the student, nor the student to profile himself.  The methodology of this technique facilitates two things: Firstly, the student becomes more familiar with the representations that describe the day and, as such, gains a more global knowledge of how the truth is linked to his or her subjectivity in these representations.  This new knowledge facilitates the student in becoming more comfortable in difficult situations; something that links the exercise of learning to residing more easily in oneself.  Secondly, the repetition of the exercise has a progressive impact on the relation the student has with the world.  The student does not have to do the same things each day in order to experience this improvement in the logic of his manner of doing things; this improved logic does not belong to things but rather has been constituted in the subject through repetitive practice.  

Here, we are linking the practice of writing to the turning a one’s gaze towards one’s self in a way that frees the individual from the notion that his relation to truth is always governed by others, as in these truths are always prescribed by others.  In writing down such a list of acts, one not only articulates for oneself one’s relationship to the world but one chooses for oneself the manner in which one constitutes this relationship.  The idea is that such a practice should involve, from the students point of view, a re-evaluation of what educational experience might mean; at which point one would hope that the resulting enthusiasm would be carried over into one’s formal studies.
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� The course itself comprised 12 classes of two hours each.  In the text, each hour of the course exists as a separate chapter, meaning in total the text comprises 24 chapters.


� This same summary of the course appears in other publications as an article and under the same name that is given to the course itself. 


� This is to say, those who read, for example, Michel Foucault: Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Vol I, II, & III, should beware that the actual course contents that these summaries speak to may be other than what the reader believes them to be. Also, given the accuracy of the summary in La hermeneutica del sujeto (Foucault, 2002), it is the opinion of the author that this chapter would read first as La hermeneutica del sujeto, as a pedagogical instrument, is at best a labyrinth of a text:  Foucault, as Gros reinforces, in nearly every class, changes positions, reformulates his thought to then unfurl it in another direction (p. 490).


� Of the 14 courses that Foucault gave, only the transcriptions of ‘Psychiatric Power’, ‘The Abnormals’, ‘Society Must Be Defended’, and ‘The Hermeneutic of the Subject’ have been published�.  ‘The Hermeneutic of the Subject’ follows the course ‘Subjectivity and Truth’ (1980-81), the course that was the explanation of the investigations that produced The Care of the Self, the last volume of the History of Sexuality series.  For this reason any contextualization of Foucault’s thought at the time in which this course was given depends upon our interpretation of his last interviews and articles.


� “the soliloquy is more important than teaching others as a form of government” (translated  author)
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