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The ethical thought has not been able to get rid of of a moral premise: "There is not something good, pleasant but starting from a Good", Lacan says. Then we can wonder: What is what embarrasses? and What is what adjusts and  doesn't allow false covers?  
It is from this Good, with  capital letters as Lacan writes it in the Seminar of The Transfer, or the "Sovereign Good" with the Aristotelian connotation, and these terms produce a resonance that determine that there is another place. Another place that is beyond the men, in a superior, divine level, irradiating benevolence, good actions or intentions for the humanity.  
However in the Symposium or of the Erotic one, which is called Plato's Banquet, the Good, the Beautiful thing and the True thing are questioned. They fit the questions: Which is the fair place that they occupy, what function does each one really fulfil, when the participants decide to assist to a deferred God and they meet to speak about love, of the desire, when it is to praise Eros?  
Lacan opens the field of the desire for the subject, in the Seminar of The Ethics when in a point of his conclusions on the drive of death, he introduces the barriers that stop  the subject´s working. The first one that indicates is that of the Good, the second barrier  is that of the Beautiful thing and with its decline in the True . In this topologic form and with a space sense it clarifies something of the dark thing of the drive of death and of the central field of the desire.  
The subject as it draws each barrier it is nearer the evil. That is to say that at the same time that they stop, blocking the desire, they also indicate: which is the orientation ? and in what address the field of the destruction is.  
Perhaps it can be included, at this moment, something of the daily thing, when it is usually said: "He destroyed that he so much yearned to find", or to mention the last phrase with which Lacan closes the topic: "... the best thing is enemy of the Good."   
In the questions of the love there is another axis that is constituted by contrast which  goes from the comedy to the tragedy, it is another way of putting in relationship the love and the beautiful thing. Making an approach of a definition, Lacan says about love that it is a comic feeling, and that Plato has preferred the way of the comedy, accompanied by the irony, the jeer, the laughable thing, the ridiculous thing. He highlights to Aristophanes like the only comic poet but clownish who says the best things about love.  
From the beginning Plato introduces Aristophanes like a ridiculous character (ridiculous - laugh). The first thing that happens to him when  it is his turn, is hiccup, that is the reason why he cannot continue. However, when he takes the word in a part of his speech, he interrogates to the sexual enjoyment this way: "Nobody can believe that it is the pleasure to be together in bed that is  definitively the object for which each one of them delights in living in common with the other one and with a thought in that overflowing point of "solicitude."   
He used this term "solicitude" "Spoude" to accentuate in this context the satisfaction in the loving correspondence. It is the same term: "Spoude" of the Aristotelian definition in the tragedy that also means care, diligence and overalls "seriousness."   
It is like this, the character that Plato presents like jester with the contrast of being the most interesting in the formulation of arguments about love, it is the less expected to be the most serious, in the praise to Eros.   
It can be thought that if the Good and the Beautiful thing are barriers that bring near or move away  the subject of his desire field, they are also a condition of the structure of the discourse , and their presentation can only differ between the comic thing, of the comedy in the style of The Banquet, or the tragic thing, like it is in the eternity of the between-two-deaths of the Sofoclean tragedy.   
It is the subject's position in relation to the lack what will allow him not to be in the one without exit of some of the two plots, he will slip with a version or with the other one guided by what is missing to him.  
One can make a layout  along the The Banquet and cross each of the speeches until arriving to Socrates, or the word of a woman: Diotima, and to mark that detention point. And another layout from the irruption of Alcibiades until the ceremony that was at first ruled, agreed, with rules among its assistants, until his arrival .   
The first speeches postulate with different arguments the same thing: there is completeness, harmony, agreement, virtue, honesty, beauty, kindness, and other commendation attributes to the god Eros that as Phaedrus, Pausanias, Eryximachus, Aristophanes and Agathon understand, it is  possible to verify clearly between the lovers and the beloved their good actions and intentions in favor of the happiness.  
From Phaedrus´speech the divine love comes off; in Pausanias´: the love is neither beautiful nor ugly, it is the virtue´s cause , in Eryximachus´ speech  the logic of the harmony is stated; in Aristophanes´speech the spherical being is stated, that being two in its origin,  he looks for to be completed in one; and in Agathon´s speech, he thinks Eros as beautiful, young, kind, therefore he doesn't unite it to the ugliness neither the wickedness.   
When  Socrates has to speak,  Diotima speaks in his place, "The very expert in love", he says: "What I know about  love, I owe it to her". Aristophanes is the one who introduces the term: dioiquism to answer about the spherical being's division. Lacan locates the Spaltung or the 'division' as necessary operation for the emergence of a subject who desires, as effect of that division.  
Alcibiades or Diotima didn't occupy the place of cause of Socrates' desire, he required of an unfolding to make the woman that there is in him speak, a subject who desires didn't speak.  
In this second part of The Banquet,  the substitution is pointed out as the operation that will mark the events in that meeting with renowned people that  stopped  being harmonious. Something began to happen. Changes, movements took place.   
What is it transferring from one to another? What is the word causing? "One speaks for other", "Another says what other told him ", "One sits down in the place of the other one". In the interstices that the language produces, accidental situations happen, it is discussed heatedly, affairs happen.   
Lacan says that the orientation that it is necessary to take, is the one of going toward the formula of the metaphor-substitution of places, positions, of the erastes (lover) for the eromenos (beloved). It is in this substitution in which the significance of the love is engendered. The one that is beloved will occupy the place of the one who desires. The masculine thing is the desirable thing and the feminine thing has active character. It was like this the mythical origin of LOVE, in the banquet for Aphrodite's birth, goddess of the beauty.  
The one without resources, Penia, is sleeping in the arms of a gentleman with resources, rich: Poros. As a result of that meeting LOVE is born.  
With resources                                          Without resources  
Poros: Beloved                                          Penia: Lover (Agathon)  
Wealth - Resources                                    Poverty (Penury)  
The expression "The love is to give what one doesn't have", it is textual of The Banquet.   
She herself belongs to a discourse, and makes discourse when trying to answer her own letter as signifier, they cause when they are put in function.  
In the psychoanalysis there are formulations that have an enigmatic face for themselves and another that has not, it is the case of the between-two. It is like this how the between-two-deaths appear that we can read in the Greek tragedy . In the love we have a between-two that doesn't make neither one nor pair. Besides that, in the practice it is this way this matter and its thing is of the level of the doxa. The doxa is in a between-two, between the episteme and the amathía, (science and ignorance). The love itself is part of that field that is created in a between-two that is between the beautiful thing with its compensation: the ugly thing, between the good and the true thing. It is neither the one nor the other, however it cannot be said that they are not present when the appointment with love takes place.  
Diotima would say between the gods and the humans, that field is of the demon, from that place the word, the divine command is transmitted (Other). The gods have existence, they belong to the field of the real and they always have somewhat message to give to the men (other).   
Returning to The Banquet, "why Socrates' rejection? To what did it owe itself? Why there are not conditions for the metaphor of the love? What is that it makes him not to love? ". They are questions of Lacan that we can make them ours.   

Socrates considers not to have anything of what is kind, not to be able to be driven by the eromenoi, not to be worthy of being beloved (eromenos or eromenon - in the case of the neuter one -) Why does Socrates enter in  the love´s game? It is to be refused to the reciprocity with which he is summoned by Alcibiades, when he requests him a sign of love.  
 
Lacan tells us that the essence of him as of any subject´s  is in a hole, in that hole that constitutes NOT KNOWING as such. In that hole a subject, the subject in the lack itself is clipped.   
Socrates says that he only knows about one thing, it is about love that he knows about the topics of the love. If he introduces himself knowing about this, the following can be stated: "Because he doesn't lack anything, because he knows, it is  impossible for him to love and to be allowed to be beloved."   
By this way it is established for him the impossibility of the love´s metaphor, of the substitution of the erastes for the eromenos. It is the lack the one that starts the substitution, because of  the structure that bears, because how it was built, it is because of its texture that the product of the metaphor is the love.  
The same as in the literature, the condition so that a metaphor arises  is that its terms are substituted some with other ones, in the place that they occupy according to their function. That is what gives it its contingent character. This character makes that the replaceable thing goes to a place, a place that was empty, 'hole' Lacan says. That hole is occupied with one or another of the terms of the metaphor, if there were not a lack something could not be clipped there. In that cutting that was constituted, the subject arises who will occupy a place in the metaphor of the love.   
Does or doesn't the analyst know? Does the Subject Supposed Knowing of meetings in the environment of the love? Does he know about the game of the substitution? He knows for sure what he relies on and  what he doesn´t rely on .For a good meeting it is condition not to be 'intersubjective'. The bet is to the subjective unmatchness, to refuse to the completness, of being made one, making abstention of what particularizes it.  
It is another condition that guides the game so that the terms of the substitution take place, in such way that the subject understands on what makes a lack in him and it is at expense of the contingency of a metaphor.  
Although the subject goes in search of his good, he can be located regarding his wrong,  the encounter with his Eros that will place him in his cause. He will have to learn of the game of the love, of the between-two that is built between the lover and the beloved; of the field that is conformed between the ignorance (amathia) and the science (episteme), in that doxa that will always be an opinion, not a constituted knowing; and what of the lack in the subject remains articulated.  
To bring near an answer to the question : Is a good the love? and so that it concerns to some doxa we can return to the orientation that  Lacan gave us in: the literature of The Banquet, and on the questions about love. We find that his definition belongs to the articulate language, to a discourse that was in charge of the starting point: "To give what one doesn't have", then Lacan added: "... to somebody that it is not."  
If the question includes the good (with lower-case letters), then the answer has to introduce the lack, term that is made to the subject "necessary" to understand so as to be able to have him right away the encounter with the love.   
Penia, the one without resources understood this, she had the lack and she counted on it the night  she met  Poros, Eros was born this way.   
