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Lacan had already traveled far in his seminaries when he introduced the function of deriving more enjoyment ( translater´s note: the term enjoyment is  used in this text as an English translation for the French “jouissance”). It so happened by the time of Seminary XVI, “From One Other to Another”. Here, Lacan once again resumed the concept of the real of enjoyment a point where nothing changes, although what really counts is the occurrence and reoccurrence of a turn, and another turn, still another, and once again one more turn. Due to the strengh of resumption inherent in this structure, it may allow the appearance of a differing value. Consequently, it is called repetition. The seminaries are samples of such practice, in which only the way itself makes the strength of resumption come out and find out its own necessary conditions to come back again, in another level, to certain crucial points, before subsequently continuing. This process enables the presentation of determined logical functions and places related to psychoanalytical practice, which is discursive.

Deriving more enjoyment is a logical discursive function which must happen to present itself, during the working time, of an analysi´s process since  trasnsference is here evolked, so that a continuing progress towards the questions regarding the the end of analysis may be undertaken. If this function does not happen to be present, it will not be possible to set forth the operations related to the 4 discourses, the 4 places and the 4 terms of the revolving quadripodes, a device invented by Lacan and largely related to the analytical practice. Under a process of analysis these operations are closely related to the language effects, which constitute structural relations determinant of different policies concerned with the real of deriving of enjoyment.

The irruption of the function of deriving more enjoyment is discursively situated by a at the place of production, in the master´s discourse. And it is not only the presentation of this function in a, while deriving more enjoyment, but also and fundamentally, sequentially to its irruption, the question of which of the 4 discursive places this function will occupy that constitute the determining issues for the viability of starting discussion about the different consequences according to whatever is to be considered the end of analysis and the transmission of psychoanalysis, at least with the legitimacy present in the differences as far as the Lacanian ethic severity is concerned.

Under the analysis process, the presentation of the functions of deriving more enjoyment establishes some sort of relation among the being, the enjoyment, and repetition. It also happens because this function rates loss detaching it from pure loss, that is, marking the loss on the Other. Besides, this function establishes a cypher for the enjoyment of the symptom, fact which establishes a limitation to the enjoyment itself. Nevertheless, although it limits the scope of the subject´s enjoyment, it also escapes form himself. But why does it occur? 

When Lacan places a, while deriving more enjoyment, as an elememnt that bursts forth at the place of the production of the master´s discourse, such irruption implies that there is no possibility, under this discourse, for the function of a ( taken as a way of being the subject, outpouring phallus duplication, through phallus Bedeutung) to be tied to the function of a as structure of the being, a cut effect through Moebius band. Therefore, for the subject, the irruption of a at this place, at the discourse of the master, establishes, as we have stated, a limit to enjoyment in due form of the sympton cyphering and loss sign; however, the way the enjoyment happens is something that escapes from himself. The reason why this process happens this way is that the relationship between the divided subject and a is interrupted at the master´s discourse. Therefore, one more turn is necessary to overpass this phantom point. It can only occur by means of a´s directioning, while  deriving more enjoyment, towards the analyst; nevertheless, it may also occur, under an analysis process, that such a function may be apparent although it may not be directed towards him.

Thus, to emphasize, it can be concluded that only by a´s directioning, while deriving more enjoyment towards the analyst and by his discursive positioning in relation to this offering – maintaining such a position at this point depends on the analyst: to maintain his practice through one of the four of the Lacanian – deviced discourses, the analyst´s discourse – is only this way that it is possible for the analyst to place himself at the same level of the symptom, that is, to be a part of it. Some aspects are dependent upon this operation: the discoursive apparatus of pulsastion and the condition for overpassing, through transference, the most resistent aspect in the phantom´s logic, which can only be overpassed, in analytical practice, when it is sustained by the analyst´s discourse: by positioning knowledge on the discoursive ground, one of the four Lacanian terms, as a means of enjoyment, at the discoursive place of truth, as enjoyment´s sister. Under a process of analysis, the discoursive level holds the only possible conditions for the downfall of the supposed-to-know subject.

As we have already pointed out, depending on the position that the function of deriving more enjoyment bears in one of the four discoursive places, it is possible to distinguish different consequences, not only in relation to what is to be regarded as the end of the analysis but also in relation to Psychoanalysis transmission. This is exactly the point I want to put into debate here at the II Convergencia Congress, not only because it fits the demands of the theme of the Congress but also because it is mingled together with one of the main reasons for the foundation of Convergencia: to make Psychoanalysis develop further. Since it has nothing to do with the mere understanding of what is to be viewed as progress in the current discourse, but I mean progress in Psychoanalytical terms, which cannot be other than discoursive, that is, the logical progress of loss.

This is a basic question and fundamental issue of our practice, to mention Lacan´s work. As he himself pointed out, at this discoursive level of practice, psychoanalysts offer resistance against their own field. Here resistance comprises the last temporal statute of the desirable object, related to a´s not-speculating about the truth of castration, not as phallic capacity or incapacity, but as impossibility. Resistance derives from the fact that the Name of the Father and the phallus have remained identified and, on the unconscious level, something is unreachable for the subject, the enjoyment is unachievable. Lacan called it lacanian foreclosure.

Something is foreclosed for the subject because something offers resistance and this element of resistance constitutes the analyst´s desire function, resistance which is consequence of our own discourse; when we do not sustain it, we are sustained by it. The element which offers resistance is the subject´s speaking at the point in which the analyst´s desire function must be at the line of junction between the being of knowledge and the being of the truth of the symptom, both of which are disjoined. The element of resistance is related to the so-called phantom where a´s relationship, while deriving more enjoyment with the divided subject is broken at the master´s discourse and depends on the analyst´s discourse so that a may be tied up to the divided subject, a means which comprises the only possibility for phantom´s overpassing.

This overpassing point logically demands that the function deriving more enjoyment, which can make itself present under an analysis, be directed towards the analyst one more time or turn. 

Such a return implies resuming, on scopefilic and masochist grounds, to the point where the phantom desguises the I (je) where it blemishes, where it hurts, related to a´s not-speculating, last statute of the object of desire to be overpassed by the phantom. Consequently, such a return demands certain retribution or payment for deriving more enjoyment.

In short, when the function of deriving more enjoyment is directed towards the analyst, there is a payment to be made. 

A crucial issue lies here: why is there so much hatred against the payment demanded by the function of a, while deriving more enjoyment, when it is directed towards the analyst, sustained by his discourse? Why does the analyst offer resistance against his own field? The crucial issue is linked to the discoursive fact that there is a certain payment by the analyst for knowledge being at the place of truth, a point where it is not wanted to be known.

As far as the different directionings of deriving more enjoyment are concerned, there are several problems to be discussed upon. The most important one comprises the fact of whether a, while deriving more enjoyment, may achieve it without payment. This is the reason why Lacan places the logic of the variants as a rigid ethical issue. This is one of the main reasons why psychoanalysts offer resistance against their own field. It is very hard to find an ethic person willing to pay for more enjoyment directed towards the analyst. Lacan himself dared saying that psychoanalysis did not need psychoanalysts, but an ethic conduct, instead. Ethics in this context means to direct the more enjoyment towards the analyst, to invent the analyst, to be related to the payments here implied, regarding knowledge as related to the truth of castration. Since, for psychoanalysis, as a practice, it is fundamental that the more enjoyment, as a discoursive function, occur, how can it be expected to occur without payment?

Because at the point where, on a specific discourse, deriving more enjoyment is directed towards the other as a you, it brings forth an identification with something which may be called the human idol. It is a secret identification, disguised by camouflage, with an object which may stand as nothing, made out of nothing and, therefore, it may be worthless paying. Lacan in his Seminary XVIII, “From a discourse that would not be semblant”, gives us an exemple as he states that all Hitler´s small deriving more enjoyment might not reach any further than his own mustache. Lacan named this kind of positioning of deriving more enjoyment as hypnotic. However, this type of hypnotic way of deriving more enjoyment has been sufficient for crystalizing people who are not mystic at all. These people are actually crystallized because they are too involved with the process of capitalist discourse and its implications about the deriving of more enjoyment as worthiness. Lacan dealt with the question of the hypnotic enjoying more several times and according to him it will only enhance the threat and segregation it represents for an authentic and legitimate analystic practice. 

What confers such intense hypnotic power at this place? Seeing it through the voyeur´s eye, an eye which presents itself to the other as the I really is, that is, impotent, it can be said that this eye allows our civilization to tear away our own skin in several and different ways which are, however, homogeneous in its support, that is, the share and the banking savings governed by the eye. This is the reason why it turns out to be so difficult to develop discourse satisfyingly beyond the boundaries of neurosis, because the impotent I presented to the other by the voyeur´s eye, which reveals the homossexual attachment of the human being to his facination with himself, this eye only cares about knowing whether, at a certain level, somebody might still bite his slice of the cake, eroticism instead of the Mother, according  to the childish desire on the unconscious, which sembles the capitalist at the act of dreaming, a point where Lacan advises us to wake up from: to wake up at a´s point, non-speculating. 

At this point, dialetics shifts its place towards anguish, situated between enjoyment  and desire, where a is formed as a self-enigmatical element of fascination. 

At this point, all subjective subsistence seems to be lost, out-of-the world, as a kind of capital capture of human desire. This is the most resistent point for the phantom´s logic overpassing since it deals with what is hidden, on the master´s discourse, what is inverted at the universitarian and what is disguised in hysteria. It can be said that there is an incestuous conservation of the enjoyment of the being taking for granted that enjoyment, at the master´s discourse, escapes from the subject, a projective consevationm against the lack on the Other, protection against  costs, which here stands for knowiing about the castration inherent to the place of the truth. 

To tie this enjoyment, which escapes from the subject, enjoyment related to the crisis of the phallic enjoyment, in regard to the body´s enjoyment of the big Other, depends upon the analyst while a, sustained in on his own discourse. This is the only way of lying the subject, while a cut, to the structure of the subject by means of the phallus´ Bedeltung, which is concerned with the phallus´ duplication of the subject in terms of what it is, not what is wanted to be. This is a condition for the phantom´s overpassing. 

Let me resume the question: why is there so much aversion against the payment required by a´s function, while deriving more enjoyment, when it is directed towards the analyst? Why it is so painful for the subject to acquire some knowledge about sexual enjoyment? What protects the subject, by hiding it from himself against knowing what is known and hidden?

Here, where sexual enjoyment comprises the phallus, to swallow from the phallus´ poison as significant, that is, to undergo the phallic crisis, in order to make one more turn around the body enjoyment of the Other, allows the presentation for establishing meaning with the letters from the Other, is the being of the knowledge as a means for the enjoyment of the subject. It is, accordingly, realated to the letters with which consistence was established, in terms of first truths, as replacement to the lack of enjoyment in the Other, that is, it is the subject´s being of enjoyment that is offered to a non-exiting´ Other in order to Constitute the body of the enjoyment in the Other. 

Under an analysis, overpassing this point which comprises the logic value of a, while lacking the Other, lays the foundations for the subject as lack. This logic passage is the strongest resistance against the analyst´s discourse, a resistance much stronger than the resistance against Psychoanalytical discourse, which differs from the analyst´s. Psychoanalytical discourse tends towards the master´s discourse and, although it may accomplish acertain register of the Subject being, while spliting and suturing lack in the Other, the register is accomplished to preserve it as the other´s body of enjoyment, thus keeping its consistency with the significant´s distress, positioning itself as the discoursive´s agent.

Lacan asks: Is it possible to fully deplete psychoanalyst´s resistances in their own field? 

The Other´s body of enjoyment is the last consistence which offers resistance. It deals with the letters which materialize the significant, through the effects of figures of speech, only discursively located, but which resist at the joint point between the being of knowledge and the being of the truth of the symptom, both of which are disjunct. The analyst´s desire function must be placed at this joint point, which mocks truth´s lack of being, that is, which keeps love to truth as prime truths which, instead of castration, hinders the entrance of the logic of the impossible.

Drawing from Lacan, psychoanalysts keep choosing to make themselves comfortable at the perspective of sexuality, though traumatic, instead of putting the production of truth into action as invention, a point in which neither Freud nor Lacan remained at ease. 

At the subject´s inertion point in respect to the maintenance of the Other´s body´s enjoyment, “pre-conception” has not allowed the entrance of the Concept. Analysts have preferred to keep on suffering from the significant, while a lalangue-feeding  being of Knowledge, instead of paying for this Knowledge about the Other´s body enjoyment, out of which there is neither Knowledge nor Consistency. Nevertheless, having neither Knowledge nor Consistency is not a reason for hindering this lack from being filled, by giving it Consistency as the Other´s body´s enjoyment with the subject, while an enjoyment object of the knowledge formalization machine, as a means of enjoyment.

At the point where, under an analysis process, the Knowledge of lalangue awaits the subject in regard to the real of the enjoyment, both politics and ethics entwine, politics related to the real of enjoyment, to structure, because depending on the different positionings of enjoyment, there will be different consequences, as far as the end of analysis and the transmission of psychoanalysis are concerned. Drawing on Lacanian works, which do not exclude Freud´s, in orther to settle the transmission of psychoanalysis and the end of the analysis into practice, it is necessary to introduce, as suggested by Lacan, a certain amount of logical rigour so that we may atart putting the field of enjoyment into an order. The supposed-to-Know subject, regarding the dimension of truth, is for us what we want to pay for directing the enjoyment towards the analyst, while sustained form his own discourse, at the boundary between Knowledge and truth, a political question with ethical rigour, related to the enjoyment at the real experience of analysis. At this board line, according to Lacan, there is a new schism bound to occur, but it is a different relationship from the one between the significant´s suffering and Knowledge, as it may be perversedly used, especially because he is not capable of handling with the way the subject offers consitency to the Other´s body´s enjoyment, thus allowing it to fail himself. At this level, one more turn to the Other´s enjoymet´s body leads to the “un-being” of the suppose-to-Know subject, to the break of consistency of the letters which give consistency to the signicant. As a consequence of such a break, the subject is founded as lack. According to Lacan,  a new statute for the subject of science – a new discourse logical necessity for our time. Here  a serious question about the Knowledge of the psychoanalyst remains, since, at this point, the analyst´s Knowledge differs from any other discipline concerned with Knowledge.

Anyway, regardless of the level of discursive development each one of us includes himself on, the pssibility of the phantom passage act is founded upon repitition, which, on its own turn, is also dependent upon persistence. In this sense, I want to celebrate our II Congress and the presence of all of us at the different registration status we may bear within Convergencia. It is our chance to continue working towards the establishment of a new sustained statute for the subject excluded from science, that is, the subject of psychoanalysis. This new statute for the subject depends on the articulation between the unconsciousness and speech and it is a necessity for the logical existence of man, since the beginning of modern science carried out by Descartes and his experimentative project fields where the observer´s eye function as the measurement instrument for the object, that is, at a certain level yet not settled to cope with the relationship between the structure unconsciousness and language.                                                                                              

