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CARE OF THE SELF AS LIMIT-EXPERIENCE

In the article there was made the analysis of Foucault’s concept of experience within contemporary
anthropological crisis. It was emphasised that European humankind and culture have got hazardously growing
distance between knowledge (truth) and human’s life (experience), and this situation necessitates searching for
life practices based only on knowledge which is really required for the human one. Foucault uses experience in
multi-dimensional mode referring to knowledge, experiment, attempt, practice, etc. Experience is considered to
be something human that comes out of the changed, and such comprehension of experience is asserted to be the
core one. There assesses experience as a crucial fundamental condition for human one to be the self, to be
fulfilled, and also there validates the limit-experience as the required one. This kind of experience transgresses the
limits of coherent subjectivity as it functions in everyday life, indeed threatens the very possibility of individual’s
life itself, and tears the subject from itself. Both experience and limit-experience are aimed at personal self-
transformation which obviously questions current conceptions of the boundaries of possible experience, and they
are the only condition for the one to attain truth and live according to it.

Since life and truth compose indivisible unity, there emerges obviously the problem of those mechanisms
and techniques which could be the route for achieving harmonic human being. Antique care of the self is
considered to be the most suitable and productive form of human experience and the most essential kind of limit-
experience yet. All the technics which form care of the self eventually aimed at teaching humans to find
themselves via the refutation of everything which is not its own. All these laborious efforts of self building are
focused on working out human’s ability to choose what is close and to deny what is alien, and it is the most
challenging point in care of self implementation. For the moment there is no uncrossable boundary between
subject and object, self and the world. Human becomes the only relevant boundary and the only reachable limit
for oneself. One is doomed to the continuous process of getting each time new experience, to the endless
conducting of new limits not out but inside the self. So human has come to real marginalisation — not via social or
cultural prohibitions but via paving limit, margin though the subject and by itself only.
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TYPBOTA PO CEBE IK FPAHWUYHWIA [OCBIA,

Y cTaTTi npoBegeHo aHani3 ¢GyKoNbAiaHCbKOro MOHATTA «A0CBIA» B Me)KaX aHTPOMOOriYHOI KpuU3u.
MifKpecntoeTbea, WO EBPONENChKI NOACTBO Ta KybTypa OTPMMANU 3arpo3/IMBO 3POCTAOYUI PO3PUB MiXK 3HAHHAM
(icTHOM) Ta XUTTAM NOAMHW (A0CBIAOM), | UA CUTYaLis BUKAMKAE HEOOXIAHICTb MOLUYKY KUTTEBUX MPAKTUK, AKi
6a3yBanmca 6 AuMwe Ha 3HaAHHI, WO iX AoAWHa AincHO noTpebye. ®yKO BUKOPUCTOBYE MOHATTA «AOCBIA» Y
6araToBMMipHOMY CEHCi, MOCMNAYNCh Ha 3HAHHSA, eKCNepuMeHT, cnpoby, NpakTuKy Towo. [Jocsig po3rnagaeTsea
AK WOCb TaKe, 3 4YOro /OAMHA BUXOAUTb 3MIHEHOM, M TaKe PO3yMiHHA AOCBiAYy 3aTBEPAXKYETbCA AK K/KOYOBeE.
[ocBig oujiHOETbCA AK NpuHUMNoBa dyHAAMEHTanbHA ymoBa gaa AwavHu bytn coboto, BigbyTuca, Kpim Toro,
rPaHUYHUI  [0CBiA TaKOX OOrPYHTOBYETbCA fAK HeobxigHui. Llelt Tun pocsigy nopywye Mexi uinicHoi
Ccy6’EKTUBHOCTI fIK BOHa PYHKLIOHYE Yy WOAEHHOMY KUTTI Ta AIMCHO MOrPOXKYE CaMii MOMKIUBOCTI KUTTA iHAMBIAY
AK okpemoro cebe, BigpuBae cyb’ekT Big cebe. [ocBia Ta rpaHUYHUI AOCBIA Pa3oM CNPSAMOBAHO Ha OCOBUCTICHY
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camoTpaHchopMalLlito, WO BOYEBUAb BUKIMKAE NMUTAHHA WOAO HAABHUX MOHATb MPO MEXi MOX/IMBOro A0CBiAy, i
BOHM € EAMHOIO YMOBOIO A/1A NMOAMHU BiAHANTM iCTUHY Ta ¥KUTU 3riAHO i3 Helo.

OCKiNbKM ¥KWUTTA Ta iCTUHA CKNAAal0Tb HEPO3PUBHY EAHICTb, BUHMKAE BOYEBMAb Npobaema TUX MeXaHi3miB
Ta TexXHiK, AKi mornmM 6 ctatM cnocobom AOCATHEHHS FAapPMOHIT AtoacbKoro 6yTTa. AHTMYHa TypboTa npo cebe
PO3rNAfaETbCA AK HalbiNbLW NpuaaTHA Ta NPoayKTMBHa Gopma NHOACLKOIO A0CBiAY, @ TAKOXK AK HANCYTTEBIWMIA TUN
rpaHUYHoOro Aoceigy. Yci TexHikK, sKi cknagatoTb TypboTy npo cebe, i3 HEOOXiAHICTIO CNPAMOBaHI Ha HaBYaHHA
NOANHM 3HaxoauTu cebe Yepes BiAMOBY Bif, YyCbOro TOro, LLO He € Het0 camoto. YCi Ui KponiTKi 3ycuana nobynosu
cebe GOoKycytoTbCs HA HaMpautoBaHHA NOAMHOI 34i6HOCTI 06MpaTn Te, WO € 6M3bKMM, Ta BiAKMAATM Te, WO €
YYKUM, | Ue € HalbiNblIMM BUKAMKOM Yy BMNPOBaAKeHHi TypboTu npo cebe. Hapasi He iCHYE YITKUX MEX MiX
cy6’eKTOM Ta 06’eKTOM, COBOIO Ta CBITOM, AKIi HEMOXKINBO Byn0 6 NepeTHYTU. JllogMHa CTa€ EAMHOIO aKTyasIbHOLO Ta
[OCAXKHOI Mexeto ana cebe. BoHa npupeyeHa Ha NOCTIMHUI NPOLLEC OTPMMAHHSA KOXKHOro pa3y HOBOro AOCBiAy,
Ha 6e3KiHeyHe NpoBeAEeHHA HOBMX MeX He 330BHi, a BcepeauHi cebe. OTKe NOANHA NPUILWLAA A0 CNPaBXKHbOI
MapriHanisauii — He Yepes couianbHi abo KynbTypHi 3aDOPOHK, ane yYepes NPOKNAJAHHA MEX, FPaHULb Yepes
B/TACHWI cy6’€KT Ta InLLe CaMOCTilHO.

KnwouoBi cnosa: noauHa, A0CBiA4, rpaHWYHUMIA AoCBig, cyB’ekT, cyb’eKTUBHICTb, TypboTa npo cebe,
MmapriHanisauis

I'opoasbickas Oabra HukosaeBna
KaHIUIaT QUI0COPCKIX HAYK, TOUEHT Kadeaphl
¢unocopuu HarmoHanbHOTo TEXHUYECKOTO
YHUBEpCUTETA «XaPbKOBCKUN NOJUTEXHUYECKUI
HHCTUTYT»,

XapbkoB, yi1. Kupnngosa , 2, Kopmye V1, k. 907.
e-mail: olgagorod241@gmail.com

ORCID: 0000-0001-7665-2185

3ABOTA O CEBE KAK OIMbIT-rPAHULA

B cTtaTbe nposeaeH aHann3 GyKoIbAMaHCKOTO MOHATUA KOMbIT» B YC/I0BUAX aHTPOMO/IONMYECKOro KpUsmca
coBpemeHHOCTH. MoaYepKMBaeTCA, YTO eBPOMNENCKME YEOBEYECTBO M Ky/IbTypa NOMYUYMAN YIrPOXKAIOLWE PacTyLMiA
paspbiB MeXAy 3HaHMEM (MCTMHA) U XKU3HbIO YeNoBeKa (OMbITOM), M 3Ta CUTyauma Bbi3biBaeT HEOBXOAUMOCTb
MOMCKA KM3HEHHbIX NPAKTUK, KOTOPble OCHOBbIBANMUCH Bbl NNLb HA 3HAHWUAX, B KOTOPbIX YeN0BeK HyxKaaeTtca. Pyko
MCMNONb3yeT NOHATME KOMbIT» KaK MHOrOMEpPHOE, CCbINAfACb Ha 3HAHWA, SIKCNEPUMEHT, MOMNbITKY, NPAKTUKY U TOMY
nogobHoe. OnbIT paccMaTpMBaETCA KaK HEeUTO, M3 Yero 4YeNoBeK BbIXOAUT U3MEHEHHbIM, U Takoe MoHWMaHue
onbiTa yTBep)KAaeTcA KaK Kaodesoe. OnbIT OLEHMBAETCA KaK NpUHLMNMaNbHOe dyHAaMeHTanbHOe ycioBue Ans
yenoseKa 6biTb co60I, COCTOATLCA, KPOME TOro, ONbIT-TPaHULA TaKKe 0B60CHOBbLIBAETCA KaK HEO6X0AUMbIN. ITOT
TUN OMbITa HapyllaeT rPaHULbl LENOCTHON CYBBbEKTUBHOCTU, KaK OHA GYHKLMOHUPYET B OObIAEHHOMN KU3HK, U
OEUCTBUTENbHO YrPOXKaeT CaMoii BO3SMOMHOCTM KM3HW MHAMBMAA KaK TaKOBOro, OTPbIBaeT cybbeKT oT ceba. 0643,
ONbIT U OMbIT-rPaHMLLA, HaUeNeHbl HAa IMYHOCTHYIO CaMoTpaHcpopMaLMio, YTO, O4EBUAHO, BbI3biBAE€T BONPOCHI O
HaNNYMM MOHATUI O rPaHULLAX BO3MOMKHOIO OMbITa, U OHW ABAAIOTCA €AMHCTBEHHbLIM YC/NIOBMEM ANS 4YesNOoBeKa
06pPECTU UCTUHY U 3KUTb COrNAcHO ei.

MOCKONbKY KM3Hb U UCTMHA COCTaBAAIOT HEpa3pbiBHOE eAUHCTBO, OYE€BMAHO, BO3HMKAEeT BOMPOC O Tex
MexaHM3Max U TeXHWKax, KoTopble MOrAM 6bl cTaTb CNOCO6OM AOCTUMEHMA FAPMOHUU YeSI0BEUYECKON MKUSHMU.
AHTMYHan 3aboTa 0 cebe paccmaTpuBaeTca Kak Havbonee noAxoAawas v NPoAyKTMBHaA Gopma YenoBeYecKkoro
OnNbITa, @ TaKXe KaK CyLLecTBeHHeWLWnii TUMN onbiTa-rpaHuLbl. Bce TEXHUKK, KOTOpble cOCTaBAAloT 3aboTy o cebe, €
HeobXxoAMMOCTbIO HalleNleHbl Ha HaydyeHue YenoBeKa HaxoAuTb cebsa yepes OTKa3 OT BCEro TOrO, YTO MM He
ABnaeTca. Bce 3TM cKpynynesHble yCuamsa NocTpoeHus cebs poKycupytoTca Ha BbipaboTKe Yes0BEKOM CNocobHOCTH
BbIOMpPaATb TO, YTO ABnsAeTcA 61M3KMM, M OTOpacbiBaTb TO, YTO ABAAETCA YYXKMM, U 3TO ABNAETCA HaMboNbLIUM
BbI3OBOM B MPUMeEHEHUN 3ab60Tbl 0 cebe. CerogHsa He CyLecTBYEeT TaKMX rPpaHuL, Mexay cybbekTom M 06bekTom,
YesIoBEKOM U MUPOM, KOTOPble HEBO3MOXHO 6b1/10 6bl MeperTn. Yenosek CTaHOBUTCA eAMHCTBEHHOMN aKTyaNbHOM
W AOCTUNKUMOM rpaHunLeit ansa ceba. OH obpeyeH Ha NOCTOAHHbIM NPOLLECC NOMYYEHMUA Kaablid pa3 HOBOrO OnbITa,
Ha beckoHeyHoe MpoBeAeHMe HOBbIX FPaHWULL He CHapyK, a BHyTpu ceba. Takum obpasom, YenoBeK npullen K
WUCTUHHOM MapruHannsaumm — He 4Yepes couuanbHble MAN KyNbTypHble 3anpeTbl, a 4Yepe3 MpokKaadbiBaHue
npeaenos, rpaHuL, Yepes cobCTBEHHbIM CYBbEKT U TO/IbKO CAMOCTOATE/NbHO.

KnioueBble cnoBa: 4enoBEK, ONbIT, OMbIT-TPaHMUa, CcybbekT, cybbeKkTMBHOCTb, 3aboTa o cebe,
MapruHanusaums.

The world today is too complicated and enough multileveled for human one to accept it
immediately and truly. It makes curtain problems in human’s relations not only with the world but with
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oneself as well. Moreover human ones continue building his/her lives using values, knowledge, practices,
forms of social activity which are external, not similar, and even alien to the person. The former
anthropological basis is broken and there is no new one for the moment. Talking about the reasons of this
situation is not the purpose of the research nevertheless there will be some reflexions about it in the
following presentation. The research is aimed at investigating the possible ways for human one to define
and to form the sustainable basis for human’s future, for new anthropology if there will be such an area of
knowledge.

It is essential to emphasise that the former worldview in which human has been really detached
from truth producing is not relevant for now. It’s reflected first of all in the idea that what gives access to
the truth, the condition for the subject’s access to the truth, is knowledge and knowledge alone. Michel
Foucault evaluated this as a result of so called “Cartesian moment” which philosophically requalified the
antique gnothi seauton (know yourself), and correspondently discredited the epimeleia heautou (care of
the self). As a consequence European humankind and culture have got hazardously growing distance
between knowledge and human’s life. Knowledge progresses more and more, and human one in any area
of life for now doesn’t manage to overtake it. It means that “access to truth, whose sole condition is
henceforth knowledge, will find reward and fulfilment in nothing else but the indefinite development of
knowledge” [Foucault, 2005, p. 18]. Taking into account the gap between truth (knowledge) and human
life (practice, experience) there might be worthwhile to work out life practice based only on the
knowledge which is really individually true, personally required for human one. So it’s useful to return to
the life experience as the only basis of human existence.

Inasmuch as we assert practical, experience philosophy the “experience” concept becomes one of
the key, and for further research it’s necessary to consider it thoroughly. It’s worth no doubt applying
Michel Foucault’s ideas since he was one of a few thinkers who defended the experience philosophy of
human as the only true one. In an interview from 1968, Foucault suggested that “if scientific socialism
emerged from the utopias of the nineteenth century, it is possible that a real socialization will emerge
in the 20th century from experiences” [Kimball, 2020]. Foucault refers to experience throughout his
work, especially in his early texts on psychiatry and psychology from the 1950s and 1960s and in his late
work from the 1980s. Foucault uses experience in multi-dimensional mode referring to knowledge,
expertise, experiment, attempt, practice, and even to taste. Moreover “he uses many different concepts of
experience, such as “lived experience”, ‘“background experience”, ‘“contradictory experience”,
“transformative experience”, “forms of experience”, “fields of experience”, “limit-experience” and
“experience of the self”. These different concepts include intersubjective and personal, societal and
political, spatial, abstract, and very concrete features depending on their meanings and contexts of usage”
[Tirkkonen, 2019, p. 448].

Personally Michel Foucault emphasised that “an experience is something you come out of
changed” [Foucault, 1991, p. 27], and such comprehension of experience seems to be the core one. This
statement is based on Foucault’s affinity to the specific philosophical area represented by Nietzsche,
Bataille, and Blanchot who had significantly influenced Foucault. As he pointed out these three thinkers
“try through experience to reach that point of life which lies as close as possible to the impossibility of
living, which lies at the limit or extreme. They attempt to gather the maximum amount of intensity and
impossibility at the same time” [Foucault, 1991, p. 31]. Furthermore “experience according to Nietzsche,
Blanchot, and Bataille has rather the task of “tearing” the subject from itself in such a way that it is no
longer the subject as such, or that it is completely “other” than itself so that it may arrive at its
annihilation, its dissociation” [Foucault, 1991, p. 31], and by Foucault it distinguishes their position from
phenomenologist's interpretation of experience concept. As he defines it, “the phenomenologist’s
experience is basically a way of organizing the conscious perception... of any aspect of daily, lived
experience in its transitory form, in order to grasp its meaning” [Foucault, 1991, p. 30-31]. In opposite to
this and following his predecessors Foucault claims only the actual experience as a true one. He even
considers his writing as an integral part of the personal experience because it also works as something that
changes a person: “When [ write, I do it above all to change myself and not to think the same thing as
before” [Foucault, 1991, p. 27]. This position is definitely an adopted of the ancient care of the self which
will be considered later.

Obviously Foucault assesses experience as a crucial fundamental condition for human one to be
the self, to occur actually, to be fulfilled. It deals closely as we noticed with the personal searching for
truth and with living according to this truth. Consequently there emerge two next already mentioned
phenomena — limit-experience and care of the self. It’s relevant to investigate both of these experience

~17 ~



Cepis «Teopia KynbTypu i binocodia Haykn»
2021 Bunyck / Issue 63

modi which take place and manifest themselves no doubt on the edge of daily, stiffen human life, and
their principal affinity, even coincidence will be researched here.

Limit-experience is one of the most important and often-used concept in practical, experience
type of philosophy which is presented by Nietzsche, Bataille, Blanchot and Foucault himself as well. By
this reason there exist a number of definitions, refinements and interpretations of this experience form.
“Such a notion of an experience that undermines the subject, Foucault called a “limit-experience,”
because it transgresses the limits of coherent subjectivity as it functions in everyday life, indeed threatens
the very possibility of life — or rather the life of the individual — itself” [Jay, 1995, p. 158]. Shortly by
Foucault limit-experiences mean strong, almost unlivable personal experiences, or as he himself interprets
it: “It is this de-subjectifying undertaking, the idea of a “limit-experience” that tears the subject from
itself” [Foucault, 1991, p. 31]. But it should be emphasised that generally the terms of “experience” and
“limit-experience” are not distinguished too much because both of these practices converge in the
background human’s need to pass through some boundary either it is out conditions or inner human state.
Experience and limit-experience are aimed at personal self-transformation which obviously questions the
current conceptions of the boundaries of possible experience, “where perceptual, cognitive, or emotional
borderlines sway, break, or waver: an experience that momentarily disrupts the boundary between subject
and object or subject and subject” [Nutters, 2017]. Foucault no doubt widely provided a vigorous defence
of experience, “but as he further developed its meaning, it revealed certain paradoxical implications. For
not only did he affirm a proactive notion of experience — the “task of “tearing” the subject from itself” —
but he also endorsed a reactive one: experience as a post facto reconstruction of that action” [Jay, 1995,
p. 158]. In personal human existence it may be realised in the idea that “an experience is neither true nor
false: it is always a fiction, something constructed, which exists only after it has been made, not before; it
isn't something that is “true”, but it has been a reality” [Foucault, 1991, p. 36]. Foucault even insists on
the significance of such fictional character of human experience because it is the only way for human one
to aware him/herself and to construct the experience as real being. In separate, self-reality no general
ontological system has the priority but the personal human’s choice and living according to this choice.
That’s why Foucault calls his books the way to constitute his experience for him though they are fictions,
but there is no experience without them.

Every individual experience and limit-experience particularly is always enough complicated by
social connections and interrelations, and it causes more certain peculiarities in providing of human
experience. Living in the community presupposes the adherence to the definite rules, conditions, values
etc. which usually serve the limits human one tries to keep. At the same time not all of those limits are
really related to the individual as the own ones, and even in phenomenologist’s interpretation of
experience all the values, rules, authorities etc. should be thoroughly reconciled and tried on human
personally. Here is obviously the coincidence with Bataille’s comprehension of experience (actually
including the limit-experience mode). He calls experience a voyage to the end of the possible of man:
“Anyone may not embark on this voyage, but if he does embark on it, this supposes the negation of the
authorities, the existing values which limit the possible. By virtue of the fact that it is negation of other
values, other authorities, experience, having a positive existence, becomes itself positively value and
authority” [Bataille, 1988, p. 7]. Then he notices the paradox in the authority of experience — “based on
challenge, it is the challenging of authority; positive challenge, man’s authority defined as the challenging
of himself” [Ibid.]. But there is one more paradox. If experience may be construed as its own authority,
based on no exterior criteria such as theology or reason, “it is nonetheless an authority that is always
undermining itself” [Jay, 1995, p. 165], so human one is doomed to the continuous process of getting
each time new experience, to the permanent state of challenging of oneself, to the endless conducting of
new limits not out but inside the self. Moreover “limit-experience means that there is no uncrossable
boundary between subject and object, ego and alter, self and world” [Ibid.]. Human becomes the only
relevant boundary and the only reachable limit for oneself. Hence experience in any form based on
knowledge about oneself becomes the only true way of human being, existence. Human’s path is “to go
deeper, to transform oneself and to revolutionize relationships to be completely “other”” [Foucault, 1991,
p- 48]. So Foucault describes human’s life as “an experience that might permit an alteration, a
transformation, of the relationship we have with ourselves and our cultural universe: in a word, with our
knowledge...Thus this game of truth and fiction... will permit us to see clearly what links us to our
modernity and at the same time will make it appear modified to us” [Foucault, 1991, p. 37].

As we see the focus of philosophical interest here moves from out world to individual reality, and
personal experience becomes the only condition of getting truth and consequently living according to this
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truth. Since life and truth compose indivisible unity there emerges obviously the problem of all those
mechanisms and techniques which could be the route for achieving the harmonic human being. Michel
Foucault had already singled out the most suitable and productive form of human experience originated in
ancient world but again demanded in contemporaneity. It’s about antiquity care of the self phenomenon.
It’s worth considering care of the self widely as the “technology of the self” or “technique of the self”
aimed at subjectivation irreducible to the symbolic activity. It’s really the only path for human one to get
purely individual true knowledge about the self and to live according to this truth. Moreover care of the
self appears as the optimal form of individual life experience and even limit-experience inasmuch as we
evaluate human ones to be the only relevant boundary and the only reachable limit for themselves.
Destructing of the stiffen notion about the self in order to construct the new vision of the own truth and
life is the leading aim of the care of the self. In other words it aimed at transformation for the further
transformation, and that’s why it may be called as the limit-experience as the “technology of the self”.
Foucault defines the last one as “reflected and voluntary practices by which men not only fix rules of
conduct for themselves but seek to transform themselves, to change themselves in their particular being,
and to make their life an oeuvre” [Foucault, 1994, p. 545]. So there might be emphasised that for human
one the existential issue, even trouble is to discover the real boundary, limit inside oneself. Natural
human’s mode of living is self-realisation in frame of social and cultural conditions and requirements, and
for the individual it means usually the mere subordination to the already existing actuality. But as it was
already noticed during the history of European civilisation human has been individually detached from
truth producing, and all those social and cultural conditions and requirements are often alien to the
individual. It should be better to refuse of the existing position then to accept it as the individual truth of
life.

Searching for the self naturally leads to the necessity of the so called “present-day man” oblivion.
Bataille analysing Nietzsche’s ideas presupposed the vanishing of true limit-experience and limit
existence as well. “In experience, there is no longer a limited existence. There a man is not distinguished
in any way from others: in him what is torrential is lost within others. The so simple commandment: “Be
that ocean,” linked to the extreme limit, at the same time makes of a man, a multitude, a desert. It is an
expression which resumes and makes precise the sense of a community. I know how to respond to the
desire of Nietzsche speaking of a community having no object other than that of experience (but
designating this community, I speak of a “desert”)” [Bataille, 1988, p. 27]. Bataille obviously relies on the
interpretation of the “present-day man” as the one “with the thousand cacophonic idiocies (almost
scientific, ideology, blissful joking, progress, touching sentimentality, belief in machines, in big words
and, to conclude, discordance and total ignorance of the unknown)...” [Bataille, 1988, p. 28]. Also he
links such human with the “desert-like” truth and devastation, and for the one there is no return to the
past, to the “ancient man” as a bacchant philosopher with the happiness of being, of affirming, the refusal
to be everything, natural cruelty, fecundity, — with all that could be evaluated as the unique inner,
individual experience.

It should be particularly highlighted here that all these negative “cacophonic idiocies” were the
results of the out, mostly social reality circumstances which take human one far from him/her as a subject,
far from the inner experience and cause the experience not always healthy for the individual. For this
issue Foucault even proposes the concept of “contradictory experience” to draw attention to social
conflicts that affect mental well-being. Such experience extends on the various human practices, and it is
naturally gone through by individuals. But the contradictory experiences “can be recognized as
phenomena of social injustice, including economic exploitation, imposed competition, colonialism,
imperialist wars and class struggles... [they] disturb the subject’s affective life and stability from the
outside” [Tirkkonen, 2019, p. 450]. Though it sounds weird the outside is sufficient for itself, it doesn’t
need to be proved or substantiated, but for human one as for subject mere subordination to the external
world as we noticed could be devastating. Surely sometimes human social, collective practice may serve
the sui generis cut-off point in searching for the self but at the same time it presupposes the hazard of
individual experience revaluation both as in negative as in positive dimensions. As Foucault asserts “an
experience is, of course, something one has alone; but it cannot have its full impact unless the individual
manages to escape from pure subjectivity in such a way that others can — I won’t say re-experience it
exactly — but at least cross paths with it or retrace it” [Foucault, 1991, p. 40].

One of the most useful collective practice and limit-experience closely connected with it is
acknowledging the finitude of others. Death is for now may be the only experience really unreachable for
the subject inasmuch as human cannot present the own fiction as a result of the one’s awareness. So the
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death experience is available for the individual only as acknowledging the finitude of others which is the
obligatory condition for human to aware the own finitude, mortality. Moreover it becomes for the
individual the mean to focus on the self: “Experiencing the death of the alter, even from the “outside,”
compels us to experience the alterity within ourselves” [Jay, 1995, p. 167]. As we see such social
experience whatever contradictory it could be reinforces human’s need in the care of the self that is in
focussing on the inner experience, the own limits, the unique individual vision tune with personal truth.
Bataille claimed to reject external means, and ancient care of the self regained by Foucault for the
moment becomes the extremely relevant human (limit-) experience.

Concerning limit-experience care of the self looks like the most essential its kind. As human
becomes the only relevant boundary and the only available limit for oneself, and it happens on the truth
basis— truth of human him/herself not the externally produced one, there is a crucial question — what is
care of the self as an experience? There must be definitely clear that talking about the subject
(subjectivity) as the source and the aim of care of the self we speak about subject as “the “subject of” a
certain number of things: the subject of instrumental action, of relationships with other people, of
behaviour and attitudes in general, and the subject also of relationships to oneself” [Foucault, 2005,
p. 57]. Initially Plato employs the notion of kAresis in order to seek the self one must take care of, and it
refers not to the soul-substance he discovers, but rather to the soul-subject. It means taking care of oneself
as subject of the khresis (with all the word’s polysemy: subject of actions, behaviour, relationships,
attitudes, etc.). Foucault emphasises that khresis deals with the certain mode of activity — doing what one
should with something, using it properly and in accordance with the rules as well as construing certain
attitude towards oneself. Here the subject’s (subjectivity) position is asserted. Therefor it is useful first
and foremost to learn the paths and means of taking care of the self in order to find out the congruity
between oneself and everything.

In the History of sexuality Foucault describes the particularity of care of the self experience. As
he said here we touch on “one of the most important aspects of this activity devoted to oneself: it
constituted, not an exercise in solitude, but a true social practice...” [Foucault, 1986, p. 51]. It means that
care of the self could be realised only within social conditions and positions, and it’s one of the care of the
self key peculiarities. Moreover providing care of the self presupposes active social (and cultural)
interactivity though such connections are problematically widespread in society yet. It deals closely with
the task of tutoring the others, and this is one of the basic conditions of the successful care of the self
implementation.

All the attention to the self Foucault emphasises does not depend solely on the existence of
schools, lectures, and professionals of spiritual direction for its social base; it founds a ready support in
the whole bundle of customary relations of kinship, friendship, and obligation. It is clear when “in the
practice of the care of the self, one appealed to another person in whom one recognized an aptitude for
guidance and counseling, one was exercising a right. And it was a duty that one was performing when one
lavished one’s assistance on another, or when one gratefully received the lessons the other might give”
[Foucault, 1986, p. 52-53]. Writing also becomes the inherent element of care of the self. As Foucault
points out “one of the tasks that defines the care of the self is that of taking notes on oneself to be reread,
writing treatises and letters to friends to help them, and keeping notebooks in order to reactivate for
oneself the truths one needed. Seneca’s letters are an example of this self-exercise” [Foucault, 1997,
p- 232]. No doubt all these forms of social and cultural interrelations eventually aimed at teaching humans
to find themselves via the refutation of everything which is not the individual, not one’s own. All these
laborious efforts of oneself building are focused on working out the human’s ability to choose what is
close and to deny what is alien, and this is the most challenging point in care of the self implementation.

The limit-experiences described by Foucault in his outstanding works look as the clearest
historical and cultural limit forms doomed for a long time to maximal exclusion of social reality, and they
can’t be something where human ones want to participate in. But such initial obvious marginalisation of
madness, imprisonment, etc. doesn’t guarantee for now the exclusion of the one from the limit-experience
forms because care of the self built on the one’s own truth presupposes for the “subject of” trying of any
possible and even impossible truth and experiences in order to find and realise oneself. It’s the experience
“that permits us to single out certain mechanisms (for example, imprisonment, penalisation, etc.) and at
the same time to separate ourselves from them by perceiving them in a totally different form, must be one
and the same experience” [Foucault, 1991, p. 37-38]. It means that “as limit-experiences are excluded,
they embody cultural values that support the very gestures of exclusion” [Tirkkonen, 2019, p. 452], and
this intensifies human’s need in trying oneself even in the prohibited field of experience. There is no
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consequently another path for human to find who is oneself besides care of the self experience. Not
coincidentally Foucault asserts that Socrates upholding care of the self asks not about human’s nature, he
asks “a much more precise, interesting, and difficult question, which is: You must take care of yourself;
but what is this “oneself” (auto to auto), since it is your self you must take care of? Consequently the
question does not concern the nature of man but what we — that is us today, since the word is not in the
Greek text — will call the question of the subject. What is this subject, what is this point towards which
this reflexive activity, this reflected activity, which turns the individual back to himself, must be
directed?” [Foucault, 2005, p. 38]. Following Bataille’s idea that there is no more uncrossable boundary
between subject and object, ego and alter, self and world we have come here to real marginalisation — not
via the social or cultural prohibitions but via paving limit, margin though the subject and by oneself only.
Possibly “those experiences that were once marginalised must now be recognised and validated by the
dominant culture... Maybe the margin must, in fact, be realised or made visceral in some way?”’ [Nutters,
2017].

In drawing conclusions it’s pertinent to remember how Michel Foucault understands his own
experiences he has passed through. Foucault’s life experience looks a bright sample not only of limit-
experience but care of the self as well. His “technology of the self” fixed and reflected in his works helps
to understand the mechanism of searching for the truth and realisation of oneself based on the truth which
should be the source and the purpose of human, subjectivity, “subject of” life. Foucault compares his
experience field with labyrinth as he says “into which I can venture, in which I can move my discourse,
opening up underground passages, forcing it to go far from itself, finding overhangs that reduce and
deform its itinerary, in which I can lose myself and appear at last to eyes that I will never have to meet
again. I am no doubt not the only one who writes in order to have no face. Do not ask who I am and do
not ask me to remain the same: leave it to our bureaucrats and our police to see that our papers are in
order. At least spare us their morality when we write” [Foucault, 1972, p. 17]. Though Michel Foucault’s
life is not an example of living suitable for anyone his ideas really propose the possible way of
anthropological crisis overcoming. Individual experience as the only sufficient basis of the one, extremely
clear conveyed in limit-experience and care of the self practices, should become the widely implemented
and working instrument of human’s life in order not to lose but to attain oneself.
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