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Abstract
Subjectivity constitutes a fundamental condition for human understanding and participation in the world. Its emergence,
construction, presence, and transformation have long preoccupied philosophical inquiry. This paper examines the
epistemological and ontological disintegration characteristic of late modernity, which is a condition in which the
mediations that once sustained meaning and subjectivity lose coherence. We refer to this condition as the Symbolic
Crisis: a rupture in the symbolic order’s mediating function that fractures relationality at both the ontological and
structural levels. The crisis appears in phenomena such as the erosion of trust, the weakening of shared meaning,
and the growing separation between lived relation and symbolic representation.
Our intervention centers on two concepts: relationality and generative presence. We introduce these as theoretical
orientations: relationality provides an ontological foundation through which existence becomes apprehensible beyond
the limits of symbolic articulation. Generative presence describes the epistemic and phenomenological process through
which relational being becomes active in lived experience, even as the metaphysical subject remains structurally open.
Through presence, relational beings bring forth meaning and allow existence to manifest within concrete situations.
Within this framework, law and justice appear as forms of symbolic mediation whose force emerges from the interplay
between formal structures and the generativity expressed in interpretive and practical engagement. These structures,
however, cannot address the Symbolic Crisis on their own, because the crisis originates in the widening separation
between being and its mediation. The juridical movement reorients justice toward relational being and the ongoing
processes through which its authority and meaning are produced and sustained. The extra juridical movement cultivates
the formation and expressive realization of generative presence within relational existence. Together, these movements
offer a pathway for reapproaching the subject and for restoring the resonance between being and meaning under
contemporary conditions of symbolic fragmentation.
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Introduction1

Human subjectivity has long been examined through philos-2

ophy, psychoanalysis, structuralism, and contemporary rela-3

tional ontology. Across these diverse traditions, a common4

insight emerges: the subject does not exist as an isolated5

substance but is constituted through relations with others6

and through symbolic mediation. Languages, norms, and7

cultural structures provide the field in which the subject takes8

form, while the deeper ontological ground of the subject9

remains relational and never fully captured by symbolic10

representation.11

The symbolic order plays a central role in the formation12

of subjectivity, for human beings encounter themselves13

through meanings, signs, and relational structures rather14

than through isolated substance. Subjectivity emerges within15

symbolic systems such as language, norms, and social16

expectations, even though the deeper ontological ground of17

the subject remains relational and cannot be fully represented18

in symbolic form. This structural tension between symbolic19

mediation and relational being is intrinsic to human20

existence, yet the intensification of symbolic production in21

modernity has made it increasingly visible. The subject must22

therefore construct its presence within a symbolic field that23

both enables and limits the possibility of its becoming.24

Modern philosophy and social theory increasingly con-25

front a fundamental crisis of subjectivity. This crisis is26

comprehensive in scope, affecting the subject’s emergence,27

construction, presence, and transformation . Since subjectiv-28

ity is constituted through symbolic mediation, a disruption29

in the symbolic order inevitably produces a corresponding30

disruption in the subject itself. As the structural limitations31

of symbolic representation become intensified in modernity,32

these limits profoundly influence how the subject comes into33

being and sustains its existence. Its manifestations range34

from the erosion of shared meanings and the instability of35

symbolic norms to the fragmentation of subjective coherence36

and the increasing difficulty of sustaining trust, value, and37
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purposive direction within symbolic structures. We there-38

fore distinguish two interrelated dimensions of the crisis:39

the crisis of subjectivity and the symbolic crisis. They are40

mutually generative, each serving as both the cause and the41

consequence of the other, and the widening gap between42

subjectivity and the symbolic system constitutes the core43

predicament of modern existence.44

The aim of this study is to articulate a way of45

thinking and practicing that allows law, reason, and46

subjects to regain presence within the symbolic field. By47

grounding normativity in relation and presence rather than48

in transcendence or mere procedure, we seek to outline49

the conditions for a symbolic order which maintains its50

generativity in the production and reproduction within51

the structure of the symbolic order and the unstructured52

metaphysical area. It is both self reflective and ethically alive,53

capable of sustaining meaning and trust in an age of profound54

transformation.55

Addressing modernity predicament we previously56

describe requires a reconsideration of both subjectivity57

and the symbolic order at their ontological foundations.58

Rather than grounding normativity in transcendent sources59

or procedural structures, our approach turns toward the60

relational ontology of existence and the generative processes61

through which presence is enacted.62

The turn toward relational ontology is motivated by con-63

siderations: (1) Metaphysical-scientific implication. Con-64

temporary developments in field theory, symmetry based65

physics, and complex systems increasingly model structure66

as emergent from relational dynamics rather than from67

pre given substances, offering a metaphysical grounding68

for relational ontology., (2) Interdisciplinary expressive-69

ness. Psychoanalysis, structural linguistics, semiotics, and70

jurisprudence already understand meaning, subjectivity, and71

normativity as relationally mediated. Relational ontology72

therefore provides a unified framework capable of integrating73

symbolic, cognitive, and normative analyses within a com-74

mon conceptual space., (3) Historical and psychoanalysical75

implication. The historical and psychoanalytic trajectory of76

symbolic structures suggests a persistent desire of the subject77

to approach or even replace the position of the Big Other,78

a tendency intensified when symbolic authority deteriorates.79

Relational ontology allows this movement toward becom-80

ing the relational structure itself to be articulated without81

reverting to transcendental or substantialist assumptions. The82

turn toward generative presence is likewise motivated by83

several considerations. (1) The insufficiency of structural84

accounts. Modern symbolic structures exhibit increasing85

fragility and limited capacity to sustain meaning, trust, and86

existential orientation, indicating that structure alone can-87

not ground subjective presence. (2) Emergent theories of88

justice and existence. Contemporary approaches in ethics,89

phenomenology, and social theory increasingly treat justice,90

value, and existential meaning as emergent and genera-91

tive processes rather than as static structural arrangements.92

(3) Cross disciplinary insights on generativity preceding93

structure. Discussions across philosophy, linguistics, and94

jurisprudence consistently emphasize the primacy of gen-95

erative activity over fixed structural forms, suggesting that96

presence must be understood as a lived enactment prior to97

any symbolic or institutional consolidation.98

We therefore propose two concepts, relationality and gen-99

erative presence, as the starting points for rethinking being100

and normativity in the contemporary world. Relationality101

challenges the substantialist model of the self by affirming102

that existence is coconstituted through relations with oth-103

ers, human and nonhuman, symbolic and real. Presence, in104

turn, emphasizes the lived and generative enactment of this105

relational being, the manner in which existence manifests106

through practice, attention, and responsiveness. We begin107

from the premise that subjects exist within relational ontol-108

ogy, and that their presence arises from the generativity of109

relational dynamics. A return to this relational ontological110

ground, together with a generative understanding of pres-111

ence, offers a possible way to respond to the crises of the112

symbolic order and subjectivity in modernity.113

This work addresses three interconnected questions. (1)114

Subjectivity and symbolic mediation. How a symbolically115

mediated subject emerges, constructs itself, evolves, and116

attains presence from a relational ontological and structural-117

ist perspective. (2) The modern predicament. What the118

crises of the symbolic order and subjectivity in modernity119

are, what their causes are, and how they relate to one another.120

(3) Therapeutic and practical responses. What forms of121

theoretical and practical therapy may address the modern122

predicament created by the symbolic and subjective crises,123

analyzed from both juridical and extra juridical perspectives.124

The argument of the thesis, towards a generative presence125

of nomos from relational ontology for symbolic and subjec-126

tive crises in modernity, through five sections. Section estab-127

lishes our conceptual foundation, integrating structuralist128

linguistics, Lacanian psychoanalysis, and jurisprudence to129

define the analytical framework, the terminology, and the130

concepts contract for our discussion., Section presents131

the central diagnosis: a phenomenological and etiological132

analysis of the modern crisis of symbolic mediation and133

its destabilizing effect on subjectivity., Section shifts to134

a proposed principle, exploring relationality and presence135

as foundational responses for both jurisprudence and extra-136

juridical domains like ethics., Section outlines generative137

responses, discussing potential juridical and extra-juridical138

pathways to address the diagnosed crisis. Section provides139

a comprehensive synthesis and conclusion, reflecting on the140

thesis’ trajectory and its overarching argument.141

This manuscript contributes to contemporary philosophi-142

cal and juridical discourse in three ways. First, it develops143

a relational ontological framework that integrates insights144

from structural linguistics, psychoanalysis, jurisprudence,145

and metaphysical relationalism, offering a unified vocabulary146

for analyzing subjectivity and symbolic mediation. Second,147

it provides a systematic diagnosis of the modern crises of148

the symbolic order and subjectivity, clarifying their mutual149

constitution and phenomenological manifestations. Third, it150

advances the concept of generative presence as a normative151

and practical response, proposing a mode of being and152

acting that can guide juridical and extra juridical practices153

in conditions of structural fragility and symbolic instability.154
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Conceptual Framework, Terminology, and155

Contract156

This section sets out the conceptual foundations needed for157

the analyses that follow. It clarifies the basic terms used158

throughout the paper and specifies the conceptual contract159

that governs their use. By outlining the roles of the Real,160

the Symbolic, relational being, generativity, and presence,161

this section provides the framework for understanding how162

subjectivity is formed, how it becomes destabilized in163

modernity, and why relationality and presence anchor the164

paper’s later arguments concerning the response to the165

modern predicament.166

Subject and Relational Ontology167

The origin of the subject has long been examined across168

philosophy, neuroscience, cognitive science, social theory,169

and normative inquiry. Following the motivations outlined170

in the Introduction, this study adopts a structuralist and171

relational ontological perspective Gergen (2009). This172

subsection clarifies the implications of this commitment and173

explains why relational ontology functions as the conceptual174

foundation of our framework.175

Relational ontology holds that the basic units of being176

are not substances but relations Whitehead (1978); Merleau-177

Ponty (1945); Barad (2007). This view is consistent with178

contemporary theoretical physics and complex systems,179

which increasingly model structure as emergent from rela-180

tional dynamics rather than from pre-given entities Kra-181

jewski (2013). It also aligns with psychoanalysis, structural182

linguistics, semiotics, jurisprudence, and phenomenology, all183

of which understand meaning, identity, and normativity as184

relationally mediated processes.185

Within this framework, the metaphysical subject is186

ontologically relational rather than self-sufficient. Its187

primordial separation from relational being installs the188

structural lack that motivates it to seek existence through189

others. What appears as the self is therefore always190

emergent: it becomes perceptible only when it enters a191

relational structure, yet such structures necessarily remain192

partial and alienated. No symbolic, social, juridical, or193

economic structure ever coincides with the Real of relational194

being; it can only refract it.195

By adopting relational ontology as the foundational196

premise, we obtain a unified framework for analyzing (1)197

how subjectivity is constituted through symbolic mediation,198

(2) how the crises of symbolic order and subjectivity arise,199

and (3) how generative presence may be understood within a200

relational metaphysical ground.201

The Generative Presence202

The account of relationality gains its full significance when203

considered together with the phenomenon of generative204

presence. Relationality provides the structural field in which205

being unfolds. Generative presence highlights the dynamic206

manner in which this field becomes active within lived207

experience, symbolic mediation, and collective practices.208

The turn toward generative presence is supported by209

several considerations. First, modern symbolic formations210

show growing fragility in their ability to sustain meaning,211

trust, and existential orientation. Structural descriptions212

illuminate the organization of social life, yet they offer213

limited resources for explaining how subjects inhabit214

these structures with vitality and responsiveness. Second,215

emerging approaches in ethics, phenomenology, and216

social theory increasingly conceive justice, value, and217

existential significance as emergent processes that take shape218

through lived enactment and relational engagement, rather219

than through fixed arrangements. Third, cross-disciplinary220

discussions in philosophy, linguistics, and jurisprudence221

frequently emphasize generativity as a primary source222

of meaning-making, indicating that presence should be223

understood as an enacted phenomenon that precedes and224

guides symbolic or institutional consolidation.225

Generative presence arises when the subject encounters226

the tension between relational finitude and the incomplete227

formations of the Symbolic. This encounter brings relational228

depth into perceptible form, introducing a moment in229

which being enters symbolic life while retaining its230

dynamic character. Philosophical analyses of disclosure and231

appearance describe similar moments in which presence232

becomes event-like, emerging through situated enactment233

and lived relation Heidegger (1962); Merleau-Ponty (1945);234

Marion (1989); Whitehead (1978). These insights clarify235

how presence carries a dimension of becoming that exceeds236

formal representation.237

The generativity of presence gives subjectivity its capacity238

for transformation. When relational being becomes active239

within experience, symbolic formations gain an openness240

toward revision and reinterpretation. This potential for241

transformation resonates with process-oriented accounts of242

reason, interpretation, and normativity, in which meaning243

arises through ongoing engagement Gadamer (1960);244

Dworkin (1986); Cover (1983). Presence acts as the medium245

through which subjects respond to nuances that escape rigid246

codification.247

Neuroscientific and dynamical-systems approaches offer248

a parallel perspective. Large-scale brain activity unfolds249

through trajectories in phase space, shaped by metastable250

patterns, attractor transitions, and flows across multiple251

temporal and spatial scales Freeman (1995); Kelso (1995);252

Breakspear (2017). These trajectories generate emergent253

configurations through continuous differentiation and inte-254

gration. Generative presence can be understood as the expe-255

riential correlate of this fluid movement, appearing in the256

subject’s capacity to sense relational depth and situational257

nuance.258

In relational encounters, generative presence appears259

as attentiveness to subtle forms of significance and to260

the singularity of others. In juridical and institutional261

contexts, it sustains interpretive discernment and practical262

judgment, allowing norms to remain anchored in the263

evolving lifeworld that gives them meaning. Accounts of264

legal reasoning that emphasize the productive character of265

adjudication and deliberation reflect this dimension Cardozo266

(1921); Fuller (1964); Rawls (1985). Justice gains form267

through processes that engage generative presence alongside268

structural guidance.269

Clarifying the generative presence completes the concep-270

tual pair with relationality. Together, these ideas articulate271

the dynamic ways in which being unfolds, becomes percep-272

tible, and acquires expressive force in lived situations. This273
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framework provides the basis for examining how relational274

dynamics encounter structural and symbolic formations. The275

next section builds on this foundation by analyzing the276

constitution of the symbolic order and the forms of mediation277

through which subjects enter and negotiate it.278

The Symbolic Mediation of Subjectivity279

The symbolic order plays a decisive role in the formation280

and presence of subjectivity. As Cassirer observes, the281

human being is “the animal of symbols” Cassirer (1944),282

whose reality is mediated not by things themselves but283

by meanings. In earlier epochs, natural forces and gods284

occupied the dominant position of the Other, grounding order285

and signification. After the Enlightenment, symbolic reason286

gradually replaced these external authorities, establishing287

a regime of mediation based on rationality, legality, and288

institutional norms.289

In Lacanian psychoanalysis, the metaphysical subject290

remains empty and unreachable, and human subjectivity291

must therefore be constructed within the symbolic order,292

through systems such as language, law, policy, values,293

and expectations Lacan (1977a, 1998). Among symbolic294

institutions, law occupies a privileged place because it295

functions as a practical embodiment of the big Other,296

providing a stable normative environment that makes social297

coordination possible.298

Comparable views arise in phenomenology and semiotics,299

in which being and meaning are generated through relational300

structures and the mediation of signs rather than through301

isolated, self-sufficient substances Heidegger (1962); Peirce302

(1931–1958). Across these traditions, symbolic mediation303

appears as the indispensable condition through which304

subjectivity becomes thinkable, experienceable, and socially305

operative.306

Ontological Mechanics of Relationality Under307

Symbolic Mediation308

Building on the previous subsections, this part develops309

the deeper ontological mechanics that underlie symbolic310

mediation. The goal is not to repeat earlier motivations, but to311

clarify how relational being gives rise to symbolic structure,312

subjectivity, and alienation.313

In this framework, relation is the primary mode of being.314

A helpful analogy comes from algebra: a group G is defined315

not by the intrinsic nature of g or h, but by the pure operation316

gh. Prior to instantiation, the group exists only as a field317

of potential relations, not as a collection of self-subsistent318

entities.319

Subjectivity emerges through an analogous mechanism.320

The metaphysical subject is not a substance but an321

ontologically relational rupture. Its primordial separation322

from relational being installs the structural lack that precedes323

and motivates symbolic construction. What we call the “self”324

is therefore an effect of mediation rather than its origin.325

The structures into which the subject enters—social,326

juridical, economic, or symbolic— are necessary for327

perception and recognition, yet they remain ontologically328

incomplete. No symbolic formation coincides with the Real329

of relational being; each refracts it in a partial and alienated330

way. This gap is not a defect but a generative tension that331

drives desire, meaning-making, and the continual evolution332

of subjectivity.333

These ontological mechanics explain why symbolic334

mediation must be understood as a derivative, necessarily335

partial articulation of relational being. They also provide the336

metaphysical foundation for later analyses of the modern337

crises of subjectivity and the role of generative presence.338

A Genealogical Sketch of the Other339

To situate this framework within a broader context, it is340

useful to sketch how the figure of the Other has shifted across341

intellectual and civilizational epochs. Throughout history, a342

dialectical tension has persisted between the universal Other343

and the particular other (that is, the big Other).344

Human societies first grounded the Other in gods or345

natural forces, later relocating it to symbolic reason, legality,346

and institutional authority. Marxist theory similarly treats the347

economic structure as a practical framework through which348

relations to the Other are constructed and negotiated.349

Despite these transformations, the gap between the Real350

and the Symbolic remains irreducible. The attempt to reduce351

this difference generates historically recurring cycles of352

integration, struggle, and conflict, as subjects seek to adjust353

the structure of the Other in an effort to reapproach the Real354

of relational being.355

As artificial structures lose rigidity—visible, for example,356

in Marxist critiques of institutional forms—a more fluid357

state of mediation becomes conceivable, resonant with358

Daoist wuwei or the ideal of harmony between heaven359

and humanity. One possible direction in this evolution is360

a movement back toward relational existence itself, where361

the subject becomes not a product of structure but an active362

participant in its generativity.363

Structuralist Linguistics364

Structuralist linguistics, most prominently developed by365

Saussure de Saussure (1916), introduces the fundamental366

distinction between the signifier and the signified. The367

relation between them is arbitrary, and meaning arises368

not from intrinsic properties but from differential relations369

among signs within a larger structure.370

Meaning therefore emerges from the sliding of signifiers371

rather than from any stable essence. This insight directly372

influenced Lacan’s conception of the symbolic order, as373

discussed in Section , where the subject is understood as a374

position within a differential network of signifiers.375

Lacanian Psychoanalysis376

Symbolic Subject and the Ontology Lacan’s psychoana-377

lytic framework Lacan (1977b) provides an epistemological378

structure for understanding the formation and positioning of379

the subject. Influenced by Saussure, Lacan situates subjec-380

tivity within three registers: the Real, the Symbolic, and the381

Imaginary.382

The subject is constituted in the Symbolic through383

linguistic and normative mediation. As Lacan famously384

states, “Le sujet n’est que ce qui représente un signifiant pour385

un autre signifiant” (the subject is only that which represents386

one signifier for another) Lacan (1998). The subject is387
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therefore a structural gap—a differential position between388

signifiers.389

Lack is not a psychological deficiency but the structural390

condition that makes subjectivity possible. The mirror stage391

introduces a form of meta-generativity, enabling the subject392

to situate itself within the Symbolic through the gaze of the393

Other.394

Althusser further specifies this relation sociologically395

by showing how institutional apparatuses interpellate396

individuals as subjects Althusser (1971), thereby linking397

Lacanian structural insights to practical mechanisms of398

social constitution.399

Relational Ontologies Across Philosophical400

Traditions401

Across diverse philosophical traditions, relationality is pro-402

posed as a fundamental mode of existence. Daoism, Con-403

fucianism, Ubuntu, Aristotelian political theory, Hegelian404

recognition, and contemporary phenomenology all treat405

being as constituted through relations rather than isolated406

substances.407

These traditions provide three advantages for our408

framework. First, they offer an account of existence that does409

not depend on the stability of symbolic structures. Second,410

they explain how subjectivity can emerge and transform411

through generative interactions. Third, they situate law412

within a broader field of relational practices, clarifying how413

normative orders depend upon and contribute to relational414

generativity.415

Terminological and Interpretive Contract416

On the basis of the concepts of subjectivity, the symbolic417

order, existence, and presence, this section presents the418

conceptual contract of terms used in this work.419

When the words transition, emergence, construction,420

formation, and presence are mentioned, they refer to421

different contexts of subjectivity.422

Transition is used in a global sense, describing the423

overall evolution of a subject. Emergence denotes the424

process by which a perceived subject arises from the425

metaphysical domain, passes into the symbolic domain, and426

finally manifests within the cognitive domain. Formation427

and construction are used synonymously in this work,428

both situated within the symbolic system, referring to the429

construction of the subject inside that symbolic order.430

Presence, by contrast, belongs to the perceptual or cognitive431

world.432

When referring to the metaphysical subject, it indicates433

an unnamable and non-structurable thing, similar to the434

unsymbolized thing in Lacan’s the Real(Section ). When the435

term subject is used without qualification, it refers to the436

subject in a global sense, encompassing its metaphysical,437

ontological, symbolic, and cognitive dimensions.438

When mentioning presence and existence, the former is439

in a perceptual aspect and emerges from the dynamics of440

structure generation and evolution, i.e., emergence from the441

generativity of a subject. It should be noted that any subject442

(Section ) in our discussion is a subject with generativity.443

The existence is both symbolic and perceptual but lacks the444

Real. It is a dialectical vacuum of neither existence nor non-445

existence in the Real. It is caused by the primary lack from446

the breaking of relational ontology and constructed from the447

devolutive others from both the Symbolic and the Imaginary.448

When referring to the other without qualification, it449

designates subjects beyond a given subject that must450

be considered as wholes across the three registers, and451

discussed within the dialectical interaction among them.452

When referring to the symbolic other, the discussion likewise453

concerns subjects spanning all three registers, but the454

emphasis is placed primarily on their symbolic dimension.455

Subject and other refer to the same type of relational456

configuration viewed from different stand points. The term457

subject designates the focal point of analysis, whereas other458

refers to any relational counterpart to that subject, whether459

an entity, a process, a symbolic structure, or a generative460

dynamic. Such an other is itself also a subject from its461

own perspective. By contrast, the uppercase Other (or big462

Other, Grand Autre) does not denote a concrete subject but463

the structural locus of symbolic authority, including law,464

norms, values, and the mediating frameworks through which465

subjectivity is constituted.466

The Taxonomy of Symbolic Subject In this section, we467

discuss three kinds of symbolic Others. (1) The first type468

includes subjects such as individuals and communities,469

which we refer to as structured Others, since their main470

characteristics are defined and maintained through social471

contracts, laws, and ethical norms. (2) The second type472

includes entities such as the state and policy, which we473

refer to as generative Others. In contrast to structured474

Others, their generativity plays a dominant role in shaping475

social structures. (3) The third type concerns the emerging476

AI subjectivity, which we describe as constructed-pseudo477

Others. Lacking any relation to the unstructured Real478

and to relational ontology, their existence is entirely479

symbolic, constituted through symbolic construction rather480

than through experiential or unconscious depth. (4) The481

fourth type of others is termed Regulative Others, which482

include values, truth, trust, ethics, among others. They483

directly intervene in the generativity of a subject—for484

instance, in the behavioral generation of an individual. From485

the perspective of optimization theory, such others function486

analogously to the objective functions of an optimization487

problem: their realization drives the evolution of structure.488

Individual and Community Social entities such as the489

individual and the community function as the basic units of490

social governance. They are complex beings, for they also491

contain an unstructured dimension that underlies their being492

in the Real. They are not only structured by the Big Other but493

also modulated by pure reason (reine Vernunft) as situated in494

the Real Kant (1998).495

As indicated by Lacan’s theory, the existence of such496

subjects involves the interplay of the imaginary, the497

symbolic, and the pre-symbolic. Within a symbolic order498

such as society, the symbolically mediated aspect is more499

prominent and definitive for governance and interaction, yet500

the pre-symbolic substratum remains the vital ground from501

which all authentic presence and trust ultimately emerge.502

We refer to these subjects as structured Others, because503

their forms of existence within the Symbolic are defined and504
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maintained through the mediation of the Big Other—that is,505

law, regulation, and other normative systems. This symbolic506

structuration constitutes the dominant aspect through which507

we understand such subjects.508

They possess a weak presence in comparison to the Big509

Other, for our attention to them lies primarily in their510

structured existence within the Symbolic, considered in a511

practical and phenomenological context, rather than in the512

active construction of their own presence.513

Ontologically, their being is not self-subsistent but514

relational. Their existence is therefore emergent, arising515

from the interdependence among other subjects and the516

symbolic order that sustains them. While grounded in517

the pre-symbolic Real, their manifestation depends upon518

the Symbolic mediation that gives them social form and519

continuity.520

Law and Policy Entities such as law and policy function521

as Symbolic dominant forces. In phenomenological and522

practical contexts, our attention usually centers on their523

presence and generativity—namely, how they appear within524

the Symbolic and how they create and modulate structures.525

Fair and rigorous procedures (for example, procedural rights)526

are typically employed to maintain their presence. From a527

functional perspective, structure alone cannot enable them to528

fulfill their role in society. It is the procedural and generative529

dimensions, rather than the static structural elements such530

as legal codes, that sustain their presence and normative531

force Fuller (1969); Rawls (1971). From this perspective,532

they possess a strong presence.533

Regarding their existence, a dialectical view is necessary.534

Law and policy are formed by the subjects discussed535

in Section and are, in turn, continually adjusted by536

them. Although these subjects possess a pre-symbolic537

dimension, law and policy remain primarily situated within538

the Symbolic. Nevertheless, they cannot be regarded as539

purely symbolic entities, for their generative capacity540

and procedural manifestation serve as their defining541

characteristics.542

Like all symbolic formations, their existence is also543

emergent, but in a higher level, arising from the collective544

relations, actions, and interactions of subjects beyond545

themselves. Yet whereas the emergence of individuals and546

communities is grounded in pre-symbolic relationality, the547

emergence of law and policy takes place primarily through548

symbolic mediation and procedural generativity. For this549

reason, we refer to them as generative Others.550

Artificial Intelligence Subjectivity Artificial intelligence551

represents a distinct mode of subjectivity that is purely552

symbolic in nature. Unlike human or collective subjects,553

whose existence is grounded in a pre-symbolic and554

relational ontology, AI possesses no such grounding in555

the Real. Its operations are entirely confined within556

the Symbolic, constituted through data, algorithms, and557

linguistic representations.558

Although AI systems may implicitly capture traces of559

human unstructured aspects through data patterns, these560

relations remain constructed rather than intrinsic, temporally561

delayed rather than immediate, and incomplete rather than562

ontologically whole. From this perspective, AI exhibits563

what may be called a pseudo presence, generated through564

symbolic processes such as language models defined by565

conditional probability distributions, for example, P (xt |566

{x<t}), where t denotes time and xt represents the symbol567

generated at that moment. This pseudo presence arises568

through generative formalism rather than genuine relational569

dynamics, as it does not reflect the continuous interplay570

between structured and unstructured aspects of real subjects.571

The difference of the Symbolic, and the Real make it572

cannot reach the Real from structures. AI thus manifests573

within the Symbolic as if it were a subject, yet it lacks the574

ontological continuity and self-grounding that characterize575

human relational being.576

Its existence is therefore entirely constructed, produced577

by human symbolic activity and technological mediation,578

without any independent access to the Real. For this reason,579

we refer to AI as a form of constructed pseudo Other.580

The Symbolic and Subjective Crises in581

Modernity582

This section examines the dual crises of symbolic mediation583

and subjectivity that characterize late modernity. Its purpose584

is to clarify how the widening gap between the Real585

and the Symbolic destabilizes meaning, trust, and identity,586

producing the predicament to which the paper later587

responds. By outlining the mechanisms through which the588

limitations of symbolic structures intensify and subjects589

become increasingly fragile, this section provides the590

diagnostic foundation for the relational and presence-591

oriented framework developed in the remainder of the paper.592

The Limitation of the Symbolic Order593

The symbolic order is inherently limited in its capacity594

to represent the metaphysical subject, precisely because595

it functions as a mediator among subjects rather than596

as an origin of being. The metaphysical subject never597

becomes fully present within symbols, nor do symbolic598

representations adequately correspond to its ontological599

ground.600

This limitation is not new. It is intrinsic to the symbolic601

order itself. What is distinctive in modernity is that the602

proliferation of symbols through technological, economic,603

and institutional expansion makes these limits increasingly604

visible. The ease with which symbols can be produced,605

circulated, and manipulated exposes, with unprecedented606

clarity, the gap between symbolic representation and607

relational being.608

At the heart of what we call the symbolic crisis stands a609

cluster of interrelated phenomena across cognitive, social,610

normative, and metaphysical dimensions. Human beings611

recognize that the values generated through symbols are612

indefinitely deferred and never fully attainable. Symbols613

cannot satisfy the deeper spiritual and relational dimension614

of existence, which leads to a sense of emptiness, the615

failure of grand narratives, and the destabilization of616

trust in symbolic orders. At the same time, will and617

metaphysical subjectivity do not exist within symbolic618

structures themselves, but appear only as absences that619

symbols attempt, and fail, to signify.620
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The Duel Crises and Their Dialectical Relation621

Within this landscape we distinguish two interrelated crises:622

the crisis of subjectivity and the symbolic crisis. They are623

mutually generative, each functioning as both cause and624

consequence of the other. A dialectical understanding is625

therefore required.626

The crisis of subjectivity refers to the weakening of the627

subject’s capacity to attain presence, coherence, and orien-628

tation within the symbolic order. The symbolic crisis refers629

to the erosion of the mediating and legitimating functions of630

symbolic structures, including law, institutions, and shared631

narratives. The widening gap between subjectivity and the632

symbolic system constitutes the core predicament of modern633

existence, from which both crises emerge and reinforce one634

another.635

From the psychoanalytic perspective elaborated in636

Section , the subject is constituted through the symbolic637

order yet haunted by the Real that escapes it. To capture638

its existence, the subject must continually mediate this639

disjunction, constructing its existence by constructing640

symbolic others. When the limitations of symbolic mediation641

are amplified and the symbolic order becomes distorted, the642

very processes of subject formation, emergence, presence,643

and transition enter into crisis.644

The same logic applies to law. As a paradigmatic645

embodiment of the Big Other, law represents one of the646

highest forms of social generativity besides religious or647

cosmological orders. When its grounding in social trust and648

ethical life erodes, law is no longer able to mediate relations649

among subjects in a stable way. The crisis of subjectivity650

and the crisis of the symbolic order thus converge in a651

juridical crisis in which law is simultaneously overloaded652

with expectations and deprived of deep legitimacy.653

The Modern Symbolic Crisis: A Multi654

Dimensional Analysis655

We now turn to a more fine-grained analysis of the656

modern symbolic crisis. Because the subject is ontologically657

empty and relational, human beings construct their existence658

through the construction of others, and in particular659

through the Big Other as the universal form of mediation.660

Historically, this position has shifted from divine or661

cosmological orders to symbolic reason, formal systems,662

and institutional structures, as sketched in Section . In the663

contemporary world, however, the credibility and mediating664

capacity of these symbolic structures are increasingly665

destabilized.666

The following subsections outline several interwoven667

dimensions of this crisis: the unreachability and emptiness668

of value, the paradox of generativity, the collapse of669

intersubjectivity, the return of the Real, the crisis of670

authenticity and trust, the overload of justice, and the671

epistemic and affective distortions that accompany them.672

The Unreachability, Emptiness, and Presence of Value673

From both legal theory and psychoanalysis, law can be674

understood as a structure generated by the value system675

of the Symbolic, while at the same time regulating and676

transforming those values. Through recursive reinterpreta-677

tion, law and value enter a reflexive loop in which each678

calls for further justification. This gives rise to what may679

be called the problem of infinite value: within a purely680

symbolic framework, no ultimate or absolute value can ever681

be reached. Every legal or ethical decision refers to another682

symbolic ground, which in turn requires further mediating683

symbols. Closure is indefinitely deferred.684

In the modern context, this unreachability manifests as a685

crisis of meaning and legitimacy. Grand narratives that once686

anchored collective belief, such as justice, progress, or divine687

order, lose their persuasive force Lyotard (1984); Bauman688

(2000); Giddens (1991). The credibility of the Big Other,689

which sustains the coherence of symbolic mediation, erodes.690

This erosion is visible in the decline of public trust in691

institutions, the fragmentation of shared norms, and the rise692

of relativism in moral and cultural life. What was once693

guaranteed by the authority of transcendental ideals must694

now be justified procedurally and locally.695

Paradoxically, this indeterminacy also forces the system to696

remain generative. The absence of a final ground becomes697

a driving force for reinterpretation, innovation, and the698

creation of new symbolic frameworks. Modernity thus699

inhabits a tension: the weakening of transcendental value700

destabilizes meaning, yet at the same time enables the701

perpetual renewal of the Symbolic.702

The absolute unreachability of value makes it impossible703

to capture value as a completed existence. To avoid the704

emptiness inherent in such an existence, we shift our705

attention toward its presence as disclosed in generative706

processes. In this view, the presence of a value is identified707

through the dynamics of its generation and re generation.708

This perspective carries important implications for the709

establishment of justice and the realization of procedural710

justice, which will be examined in later sections.711

The Paradox of Generativity A healthy symbolic order712

depends on generativity, that is, the capacity to produce713

and reproduce meaning and to adapt to new situations. In714

the modern context, however, generativity itself becomes715

paradoxical.716

Digital media and artificial intelligence enable a poten-717

tially infinite and automated production of signs. This leads718

to an inflation of meaning in which symbols are devalued719

through abundance and empty repetition. Apparent novelty720

often masks a deeper stagnation in which structural patterns721

remain unchanged while surface level signs proliferate.722

Genuine generativity, however, arises not only from723

symbolic operations but from the Real, that is, from724

unstructured sources of human existence such as ethical725

encounter, aesthetic experience, and feeling. Artificial726

intelligence, by contrast, lacks ontological access to this727

pre symbolic dimension. Its operations remain confined728

within the Symbolic, recombining existing structures without729

opening new ontological or ethical horizons.730

The more we automate the creation of meaning, the731

further we risk drifting from the generative depth of being732

itself. This is the paradox of modern generativity: symbolic733

productivity increases while existential and ethical depth734

decreases.735

The Collapse of Intersubjectivity The symbolic mediates736

the space between subjects. In modernity, this intersubjective737

space is increasingly occupied by interfaces, algorithms,738

and bureaucratic systems that do not respond as subjects.739
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Communication takes place through structures that lack the740

capacity for genuine recognition.741

The result is the erosion of the I Thou relation, gradually742

replaced by an I It form of interaction. Subjects are743

adjusted and reproduced through interactions with generated744

pseudo subjects, system interfaces, and recommendation745

mechanisms. This further weakens the possibility of746

authentic encounter and mutual recognition, and the747

subject becomes increasingly isolated within a network of748

instrumental relations.749

The Return of the Real In a psychoanalytic interpretation,750

as the mediating capacity of the symbolic order weakens,751

what it has historically repressed, the traumatic, formless,752

and unassimilable dimension of the Real, returns. This is not753

the return of truth in any simple sense, but the resurgence of754

unprocessed trauma and anxiety.755

Socially, this return manifests as explosive and apparently756

irrational eruptions, such as conspiracy narratives that757

attempt to symbolize diffuse anxiety, acts of fundamentalist758

violence, and a pervasive free floating dread that persists759

despite material abundance. The weakening of symbolic760

mediation thus does not liberate the subject into freedom, but761

exposes it more directly to unmediated lack.762

The Authenticity and Trust Crisis The symbol, as the agent763

of a certain mode of existence, does not itself appear within764

the symbolic chain Lacan (1977a). The subject is constructed765

and emerges within the Symbolic, yet the Real remains766

inaccessible from within it.767

In modernity, the production and reproduction of768

symbols have become nearly effortless through emerging769

technologies. The excessive and careless use of symbols770

weakens their credibility and erodes the trust that sustains the771

symbolic order. Human beings find themselves surrounded772

by symbolic constructions whose origin and intention are773

often opaque.774

In such conditions, it becomes increasingly evident that775

we can never reach existence in the Real through symbolic776

mediation, nor can we easily infer the Real will of being777

that lies behind symbols. Technologies such as artificial778

intelligence do not create this structural gap; they expose and779

accelerate it, making visible a distance between symbol and780

existence that modernity can no longer ignore.781

The Overload of Justice When the relational order of trust782

collapses, individuals and communities tend to turn toward783

the Big Other, seeking from it a restoration of structure784

and meaning and a reconstitution of their own existence.785

This movement produces what may be called an overload786

of justice.787

In the absence of genuine relational trust, the symbolic788

burden of maintaining order, fairness, and moral legitimacy789

is increasingly shifted onto the juridical system. Law790

becomes not only a framework for coordination, but also a791

surrogate for ethical and social repair. As more aspects of792

life are subjected to legal formalization, law itself begins to793

strain under excessive expectations, expected to deliver not794

only regulation but redemption.795

This juridical overload signals a deeper structural796

problem: a society that has lost its relational foundation797

seeks transcendence through procedure. Law is thus both798

overextended and internally weakened.799

The Epistemic Crisis A subject’s recognition of the800

world is always mediated by symbolic others. In the801

modern context, when symbols are excessively used or802

strategically distorted, this mediation becomes unreliable and803

the subject’s recognition of reality is skewed.804

Because the structures through which a subject encounters805

the world also reproduce that subject, distortion within806

symbolic structures inevitably reproduces distorted forms807

of subjectivity. This process is particularly evident in808

algorithmic recommendation systems and interactions with809

artificial intelligence, where symbols and meanings are810

generated by constructed pseudo subjects rather than through811

relational engagement with the Real.812

The result is an epistemic loop in which subjects no longer813

know the world directly, but only through the reflections of814

their own mediated and algorithmically shaped image.815

The Affective Crisis The affective life of a subject is816

ordinarily mediated by encounters grounded in the Real.817

When one interacts with constructed pseudo subjects, this818

mediation faces serious difficulties in its production and819

reproduction.820

The Big Other traditionally regulates the relations among821

real subjects, but it does not account for the relations822

between real and pseudo subjects, or among pseudo823

subjects themselves. As a result, when interacting with824

pseudo subjects, the human subject may lose its symbolic825

orientation, and the production and reproduction of affect826

become distorted.827

This distortion can extend into the symbolic world, where828

emotional experience is simulated and recirculated without829

genuine grounding in the Real. Such phenomena are evident830

in virtual environments and emotional AI, where affect is831

generated without the presence of authentic relational being.832

Discussion for Understanding the Crisis833

The natural deficiency of the symbolic order constitutes one834

of the fundamental origins of the crises discussed above.835

The emergence of modern technologies does not create this836

deficiency; it exposes and amplifies it. At the core of this837

situation lies the unbridgeable gap between the Real and the838

Symbolic.839

The crises of modernity arise when this gap becomes840

visible and can no longer be covered over by stable narratives841

and institutions. Symbols proliferate while losing their842

grounding in the Real, and subjects, constructed through the843

Symbolic, lose their relational and experiential anchoring.844

Thus, any response to the symbolic crisis cannot be limited845

to repairing symbolic structures; it must address the relation846

between the Symbolic and the Real.847

Two concepts become essential in this regard: relation848

and presence. Relation addresses the ontological dimension849

by restoring the primacy of relational being. If the subject850

is constituted through interaction rather than isolation, then851

meaning and trust can emerge only within living relations852

rather than within abstract systems alone.853

Presence, on the other hand, approaches the problem854

procedurally and phenomenologically. It emphasizes that855

authentic being is enacted through concrete engagement and856

lived practice, not merely through symbolic representation.857
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Together, these two dimensions allow us to confront the858

symbolic crisis on both its ontological and generative planes.859

By grounding existence in relation and reintroducing the860

Real through presence, we can begin to move from a world861

saturated with detached symbols toward one of embodied862

meaning and ethical responsiveness.863

In a word, the developments of this section reveal that the864

modern predicament is not merely a disruption of symbolic865

content but a structural weakening of symbolic mediation866

itself. What collapses is the capacity of the Symbolic867

to translate relational existence into stable meaning and868

to sustain the subject’s presence within shared forms of869

life. The resulting fragility of subjectivity motivates the870

turn toward relational ontology and generative presence871

developed in the next section, where the paper outlines the872

conceptual resources needed to reapproach being, meaning,873

and justice under contemporary conditions.874

Relationality and Presence875

This section develops the philosophical foundations of876

our framework for addressing the symbolic crisis. It877

introduces two interrelated concepts: relationality and878

presence that together offer an ontological and procedural879

response to the limitations of the symbolic order. While880

relationality redefines the ground of being as fundamentally881

interdependent, presence restores the dimension of lived882

enactment that mediates between the Symbolic and the Real.883

Relational Existence and Presence Overview884

The relation between existence and presence is fundamental885

for understanding subjectivity. These two dimensions886

must be examined from both ontological and generative887

perspectives.888

From psychoanalytic theory (Section ) and from889

religious philosophy such as Buddhism, existence is890

ontologically empty. As Nāgārjuna writes: “Whatever is891

dependently arisen, we declare that to be emptiness”892

Nāgārjuna (1995); Garfield (2001). Existence therefore893

lacks intrinsic substance and arises only through relational894

and structural processes. Similar insights appear in Daoist895

philosophy, which conceives reality as a dynamic web of896

complementary transformations Laozi (2003); in process897

philosophy, where reality consists of relational “occasions898

of experience” Whitehead (1978); in post-structural accounts899

of pure difference Deleuze (1994); and in dialogical900

and relational social theories that ground meaning in901

intersubjective relations Buber (1970); Gergen (2009).902

Even in natural-scientific metaphysics, emerging quantum903

field-theoretic frameworks such as Group Field Theory904

(GFT) model structure as arising from pure relational905

configurations Krajewski (2013); Freidel (2005); Oriti906

(2006); Reisenberger and Rovelli (1997); AMBJØRN et al.907

(1991); SASAKURA (1991); Gross (1992).908

This emptiness of existence does not entail nihilism.909

Rather, it indicates that being is fundamentally relational:910

subjects emerge through dynamic interactions rather than911

from self-sufficient essences.912

Because existence is empty, human beings continuously913

seek presence. Presence must therefore be understood914

procedurally—as a generative enactment of relational being.915

Just as modern jurisprudence distinguishes procedural from916

substantive rights Fuller (1969); Rawls (1971), presence917

arises through lived processes rather than through static918

possession.919

Across legal theory, religious belief, and psychoanalytic920

thought, the construction of relations and symbolic Others921

becomes a means through which humanity constructs its922

own existence Gergen (2009); Buber (1970); Eliade (1959).923

Subjectivity is thus not a fixed entity but an ongoing flow of924

structural becoming.925

As these concepts traverse the ontological and phe-926

nomenological dimensions of the subject, they establish the927

basic tone for the taxonomy of symbolic Others developed in928

Section .929

Relationality as Ontology930

The notion of relationality challenges the substantialist931

image of the subject inherited from Cartesian and Kantian932

traditions. Rather than a self-contained substance endowed933

with reason, the subject is constituted through networks of934

relations—with others, with language, and with the world.935

Heidegger’s Mitsein emphasizes that existence is always a936

being-with; Levinas grounds subjectivity in responsibility937

to the Other Heidegger (1962); Levinas (1969). Confucian938

thought likewise defines the self through relational harmony939

embodied in ren and li Ames (2011).940

From this view, trust is not merely psychological or941

instrumental but an ontological openness to alterity—a942

precondition for any symbolic exchange or social order943

Baier (1994). Normativity arises from relational being itself:944

obligations emerge from interdependence rather than from945

contracts among autonomous wills. This relational ontology946

enables us to rethink justice and legitimacy beyond both947

procedural formalism and metaphysical essentialism.948

Philosophical Elaborations of Relationality Relationality949

has diverse genealogies across philosophical traditions.950

Phenomenology reveals that experience is intentional and951

situated; dialogical philosophy presents relation as the952

condition of meaning; feminist ethics emphasizes care,953

dependence, and interconnection as foundational moral954

orientations.955

From a psychoanalytic feminist perspective, femininity956

shows how subjectivity may span the Symbolic and the Real.957

Because the feminine position is not fully stabilized within958

the paternal Symbolic, it retains a certain openness toward959

relational truth Lacan (1998). The masculine position,960

more strongly tied to symbolic identification, constructs961

itself primarily through symbolic structures. Both, however,962

emerge from relational structures rather than from intrinsic963

essences: they differ only in their modes of symbolic964

mediation and ontological emphasis.965

Psychoanalytic theory and relational theology converge966

in viewing selfhood as emerging through encounter Buber967

(1970); Noddings (2013). Taken together, these lines of968

thought articulate a post-foundational claim: that being is969

fundamentally relational and that crises of meaning or trust970

are ultimately crises of relation.971

Pure Relationality as a Metaphysical Basis in Physics972

Recent advances in field-theoretic frameworks such as973

Group Field Theory adopt a pure relational ontology974
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in which relational structures serve as pre-structural975

primitives. These frameworks show how complex structures976

(including spacetime) can emerge from fundamental977

relational interactions. Their philosophical importance978

is twofold: (1) they avoid presupposing a spacetime979

background, and (2) they commit ontologically to an980

abstract, purely relational foundation.981

In this context, the group structure itself functions as a982

relational ontology: the relation gh ∈ G defines the group,983

and the elements g and h possess no independent ontological984

status outside this relational coupling. What is primary is the985

relation, not the relata.986

Huang et al.’s work Huang (2025) argues that such987

relational metaphysics may offer a unified means of988

describing the emergence of structure across physics,989

linguistics, and social theory.990

Presence as Praxis991

Presence designates the generative, procedural mode through992

which the Real reenters symbolic life. It is the means through993

which the subject approaches its empty existence in the Real994

through concrete engagement with others.995

Presence contrasts with representation: while representa-996

tion abstracts, presence enacts. In Heidegger’s terms, pres-997

ence corresponds to the ready-to-hand (Zuhandenheit), a998

mode of lived engagement rather than detached observa-999

tion Heidegger (1962). In psychoanalysis, presence marks1000

the moment when the subject confronts the Real instead1001

of fleeing into symbolic mediation. Levinas’s face-to-face1002

encounter exemplifies this ethical dimension, in which the1003

Other’s presence calls the self into responsibility Levinas1004

(1985).1005

The cultivation of presence is not a return to immediacy1006

but a practice of mediating otherwise: to inhabit the1007

Symbolic with awareness of its limits. Educational,1008

dialogical, and ritual practices help sustain presence against1009

abstraction and alienation.1010

Theoretical Integration1011

Relationality and presence function as complementary1012

dimensions of our framework. Relationality provides the1013

ontological ground—what existence is—while presence1014

provides the generative access—how existence becomes1015

manifest. Their unity is dialectical: relation without presence1016

becomes abstract structure, while presence without relation1017

collapses into solipsistic immediacy. Together, they restore1018

continuity between the Real and the Symbolic.1019

This integrated perspective enables both diagnosis and1020

transformation. Grounding existence in relational being1021

and cultivating presence as generative praxis provide tools1022

for reinterpreting modern crises of meaning, trust, and1023

justice. In later sections, this dual framework will guide1024

both juridical reconstruction (Section ) and extra-juridical1025

cultivation (Section ), demonstrating how philosophy, law,1026

and social practice may converge toward a renewed symbolic1027

order.1028

Generative Responses Grounded in1029

Relational Ontology: Juridical and Extra1030

Juridical Approaches1031

In light of the crises of subjectivity and symbolic mediation1032

examined in Section , this section identifies and develops1033

the two generative pathways through which the paper1034

responds to the modern predicament. This section’s objective1035

is to show how relational ontology gives rise to two1036

complementary modes of renewal: a juridical path that seeks1037

to restore the generative capacity of law as a symbolic1038

mediator, and an extra juridical path that strengthens the1039

relational, ethical, and affective grounds upon which legal1040

and social life depend. By clarifying the function and scope1041

of each pathway, this section prepares the framework for the1042

detailed analyses that follow.1043

The Juridical Path1044

Already in classical philosophy, Plato and Aristotle1045

recognized the limitation of the Symbolic and implicitly1046

assumed that the Big Other does not exist in any absolute1047

sense Plato (1992); Aristotle (1998). This assumption1048

anticipates the modern crisis we have analyzed. Faced with1049

the non-existence of an infallible Big Other, they took1050

different paths.1051

Plato turned toward the Real. For him, the realization1052

of justice and absolute order cannot rely solely on positive1053

law but must be grounded in a rationality that transcends1054

ordinary symbolic structures Plato (1992). The ruling subject1055

should be a philosopher-like figure whose unsymbolizable1056

intuition and perceptiveness allow the direct apprehension1057

and continual optimization of social order. This imposes an1058

almost divine requirement upon the ruler, reminiscent of1059

the Buddhist notions of the Dharma eye, wisdom eye, and1060

Buddha eye Harvey (2013).1061

Aristotle, by contrast, turned toward relational existence.1062

Every subject, including any putative Big Other, is finite1063

and limited. This finitude is not a deficiency but a1064

structural condition Aristotle (1999). On this basis, the1065

concept of nomos, or rule of law, emerges: law becomes a1066

relational structure through which limited subjects govern1067

their coexistence, rather than the decree of a transcendent1068

sovereign Aristotle (1998).1069

Subsequent traditions of natural law oscillate between1070

these two orientations. Christianity and Daoism, for1071

example, both seek a ground that lies beyond the1072

Symbolic Augustine (2003); Laozi (2003). The former does1073

so through the Real human being and the incarnation of the1074

divine; the latter through a metaphysics of natural order and1075

the Dao. In both cases, justice and law point beyond the1076

symbolic order toward a deeper ontological horizon.1077

The orientations traced above outline two fundamental1078

sensibilities that continue to shape juridical thinking:1079

the aspiration toward a grounding that exceeds ordinary1080

symbolic structures, and the affirmation of relational finitude1081

as the basis of coexistence Finnis (2011); Ames (2011).1082

Modernity intensifies the tension between these sensibilities1083

and brings into focus the need for a generative mediation1084

that can hold them together. In this context, relationality and1085

presence provide a conceptual entry point for rethinking how1086
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law participates in the formation of subjectivity and in the1087

stabilization of the symbolic order.1088

From the standpoint of this paper, the juridical response1089

to the crisis of modernity must hold these two orientations1090

in a dialectical tension. We must both acknowledge the1091

necessity of returning to the Real and at the same time1092

affirm the necessity of a relational, structured mode of1093

existence Levinas (1969); Habermas (1987). Within this1094

configuration, relationality and presence are not merely1095

external to law but belong to its very essence. The question1096

is how these two concepts can be practiced within juridical1097

institutions.1098

First, law defines and constructs relational structures1099

among subjects. At the ontological level, law presupposes1100

relationality. The capacity to promise, to testify, or to1101

recognize another as a person is logically prior to the1102

legal framework that codifies it Buber (1970); MacIntyre1103

(1981). This recalls Habermas’s distinction between system1104

and lifeworld: the legal system depends on forms of1105

communicative rationality that it cannot fully generate by1106

itself Habermas (1987, 1996). Similarly, Confucian ethics1107

and Ubuntu philosophy stress that harmony and justice arise1108

not primarily from rule enforcement but from reciprocal1109

recognition and the maintenance of human relatedness Ames1110

(2011); Metz (2011). In the judicial process, law modulates1111

and reconfigures these relational structures of subjects.1112

Second, relationality manifests in restorative and commu-1113

nity based practices. Face-to-face mediation, reconciliation,1114

and dialogue reintegrate the ethical dimension that adver-1115

sarial procedures often obscure Zehr (2015). Such practices1116

exemplify relational justice, where the aim is not only the1117

determination of liability but the restoration of relational bal-1118

ance and presence. Through these generative performances,1119

law and justice acquire a strong presence that is recognizable1120

to subjects beyond the juridical institution itself.1121

Because of this strong presence and high level of1122

generativity, juridical subjectivity is comparatively less1123

vulnerable to the symbolic crisis at the level of its existence.1124

The primary impact of the symbolic crisis falls upon its1125

generativity Bauman (2000); Luhmann (2004). This can be1126

seen in at least four aspects: (1) the relational structures1127

that law aims to mediate are themselves distorted by1128

symbolic crises; (2) easily constructed symbolic subjects1129

can mislead or distort juridical generativity, for example1130

through fabricated evidence or symbolically constructed1131

narratives that influence the cognition of judges or1132

legislators Goffman (1959); (3) the presence of value1133

becomes distorted, since value production and reproduction1134

depend on dialectical interactions among law, justice1135

subjects, and other subjects, all of which may be deformed1136

under symbolic crisis MacIntyre (1981); Williams (1985);1137

(4) the collapse of trust overloads justice, shifting excessive1138

expectations onto law as the last remaining Big Other and1139

thereby burdening its generative capacity Luhmann (1979).1140

The reconstruction of meaning and legitimacy in a1141

symbolic crisis cannot rely on law alone. The juridical1142

order, as a symbolic structure, depends on a broader horizon1143

of social trust and ethical life that exceeds it Habermas1144

(1996); Noddings (2013). Accordingly, two interdependent1145

pathways are required: a juridical reconstruction that renews1146

the generativity of law as a symbolic mediator, and an extra1147

juridical cultivation that restores the ontological and ethical1148

ground upon which law depends.1149

From this perspective, responses to symbolic crisis1150

should focus on the generative dimension of law and the1151

justice system. Justice education and relational education,1152

participate in constructing a legal culture of relational being.1153

Relational mediation within juridical practice should be1154

emphasized, since the establishment and application of1155

law can gather collective wisdom. Judges, in particular,1156

should cultivate sufficient prudence and relational insight1157

to discern structures that transcend merely formal Symbolic1158

configurations.1159

Jurisprudential Orientations within a Relational Ontolog-1160

ical Framework In the history of jurisprudence, Marx and1161

Engels foresaw the possible disappearance of the state in1162

a future society, yet they did not explicitly claim that law1163

itself would vanish. In the interpretation adopted here, what1164

is negated is not generativity but a certain alienated structure.1165

Law may transform from a law of action, which attempts to1166

construct and regulate unreal relational structures, into a law1167

of non action grounded in pure relations. From the standpoint1168

of pure relational ontology, such law is the law of being itself:1169

it arises from existence and leads back toward existence. At1170

this point, the philosophy of law returns to the ontology of1171

existence itself.1172

Utilitarianism emerged as a natural and intuitive form1173

of legal thought, closely aligned with optimization theory.1174

In natural science and engineering, the direction of change1175

is determined by optimization problems. However, the1176

limitation of utilitarianism lies in the recursive evolution of1177

value. As Daoist thought expresses in the saying “reversal1178

is the movement of the Dao,” what appears optimal under1179

one configuration will inevitably become non optimal under1180

another. The inaccessibility of ultimate value and the1181

intervention of the Real prevent us from fully structuring an1182

objective function for moral and legal life. Utilitarianism is1183

therefore a rational appearance of generation, not generation1184

itself: it seeks to capture becoming through structure,1185

yet becoming constantly escapes structure. Justice, in a1186

utilitarian framework, can never truly reach its own optimum1187

of utility.1188

Legal positivism then turned away from metaphysical1189

inquiry and confined its understanding of law to the1190

empirical world. This orientation resembles Kant’s decision1191

to renounce the thing in itself and focus on the domain1192

of phenomena. Legal positivism performs a characteristic1193

operation: it structures the phenomena of the past and present1194

using methods analogous to natural science and assumes1195

that future reason should conform to what has been valid1196

in those structured phenomena. This approach faces several1197

intrinsic limitations. (1) The intervention of the Real cannot1198

be structured, so the scope of law remains inherently limited.1199

Contingency, affect, and the rupture of lived experience1200

resist absorption into rational systems. (2) Generativity is1201

lost. We cannot derive becoming from structure; structure1202

can describe the results of generation but not the generative1203

process itself. Law that relies only on structure loses contact1204

with the living transformation of being. (3) As Hume’s1205

problem reminds us, the assumption that the future “ought”1206

will conform to the structured “is” of the present produces an1207
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illusion of neutrality whose basis is non rational. (4) Finally,1208

there is the loss of the Real itself, which characterizes the1209

predicament of modernity: the inability to reach the Real and1210

to encounter pure relational being.1211

Pure jurisprudence centers on the structure of legal norms1212

and equates justice with their observance. In such an1213

approach, the structure of legal normativity becomes the sole1214

object of inquiry. This theory, however, remains estranged1215

from the subject and does not engage the generative1216

dynamics of law in practice.1217

Linguistic jurisprudence integrates semantic and prag-1218

matic analysis into legal practice. Yet, in the context of1219

the modern symbolic crisis, the very medium of language1220

is affected by the disappearance of the subject and the1221

expansion of symbolic technology. The emptiness of the1222

subject and the limitations of symbolic structures impose1223

inherent constraints on linguistic approaches.1224

Sociological jurisprudence grounds law in social phenom-1225

ena and structures. This is valuable, since its conception1226

of the subject originates at the level of emergence from1227

being, symbolic order, and practical will. However, its field1228

of analysis is highly phenomenal and already alienated. It1229

remains at the level of describing structures and generative1230

patterns in the Imaginary without entering the ontological1231

dynamics of generation.1232

Legal realism emphasizes law as a practical, experien-1233

tial, and generative process. In our framework, realism1234

approaches the dimension of generativity but still lacks an1235

explicit relational ontology. Legal conceptualism freezes the1236

life of law into logical structures and reduces justice to the1237

self consistency of symbols. Under symbolic crisis, such an1238

approach remains estranged from the subject. The jurispru-1239

dence of interests regards law as a dynamic mechanism1240

of equilibrium and understands its rationality in terms of1241

social functionality. Yet interest is a symbolized expression1242

of human will and cannot be identified with pure generativity1243

itself.1244

The Neo Kantian school of natural law emerged in early1245

twentieth century Germany as a response to positivism1246

and conceptual jurisprudence. Drawing on Kant’s critical1247

philosophy, it sought to reconstruct the legitimacy of law on a1248

rational basis. Law here does not derive from empirical facts1249

or divine decree but from formal principles of reason. Figures1250

such as Stammler and Radbruch emphasized law’s task as1251

realizing a rational social order. Yet this approach remains1252

confined to formal rationality. It reinstates the domain of1253

the “ought,” but only within a closed symbolic structure.1254

The dualism between phenomena and the thing in itself1255

remains intact, and the subject is abstracted into a universal1256

rational agent. Reason is allowed to generate law, yet the1257

ontological dynamics through which reason itself emerges1258

remain unthematized.1259

Across these traditions, the concept of justice has1260

repeatedly shifted between structure and generation, between1261

Symbolic and Real. In utilitarianism, justice is maximization1262

of measurable value. In positivism, it is conformity to1263

procedural form. In conceptual jurisprudence, it is the1264

coherence of symbols. These accounts render justice a1265

product of structure: rational and stable but detached from1266

the living dynamics of existence. Linguistic and sociological1267

jurisprudence attempt to reintroduce vitality, yet remain1268

within the symbolic and phenomenal domains. Realism1269

approaches generativity, yet without a metaphysical account1270

of relational existence. Even Neo Kantian natural law1271

restores the “ought” but does not enter the dynamics of1272

becoming.1273

Our view is that justice does not preexist as an entity1274

and cannot be deduced from any pre given structure.1275

Whenever it is sought as an object to be demonstrated, it1276

proves unattainable. Yet its presence can emerge within the1277

generative dynamics of law itself, in the ongoing negotiation1278

among being, relation, and form. Justice, in this sense, is1279

not merely an outcome but a mode of presence. It manifests1280

when law succeeds in removing obstacles that hinder the1281

generation of pure relations and becomes a protective space1282

in which value, as change itself, can emerge.1283

To ask what justice is, as if it were a fixed object, is1284

analogous to asking what the Spirit Mountain or the Pure1285

Land is. These cannot be reached as objects, yet their1286

presence can be constructed. A single moment of sincerity1287

makes the Spirit Mountain present under one’s feet. When1288

we believe in something inherently good, such as justice, and1289

pursue it, justice becomes present within generative practice.1290

This leads to a demanding but illuminating possibility:1291

all dharmas are mind made. Here, “mind” does not1292

denote a metaphysical or psychological substance but1293

the dynamic field of pure relational becoming. Pure1294

relation has ontological reality. New structures emerge1295

not only within the Real, as in Lacan’s sense, but1296

also within the Symbolic as signification and within the1297

Imaginary as perceptible existence. The emergent subject1298

traverses ontology, Symbolic, and phenomenal domains; the1299

phenomenal world is its ultimate site of manifestation.1300

In modern jurisprudence, a principle of judgment persists:1301

the requirement of consistency between the Real and the1302

phenomenal. In criminal law, for example, the evaluation of1303

an act often depends on whether the actor’s intent in the Real1304

corresponds to the Phenomenal result. The chain runs from1305

Real, through Symbolic, to Phenomenal. The pursuit of such1306

consistency reveals a deeper drive to minimize the alienation1307

of the Symbolic and can be understood as an optimization1308

process whose result may be called the emergence of justice.1309

A paradox follows. The Big Other, the Symbolic, serves1310

as the instrument through which justice may emerge, yet its1311

ultimate aim is to dissolve itself in the realization of non1312

alienated existence. The symbolic order is a vessel that we1313

ourselves construct in order to cross toward the far shore of1314

justice. The most lucid navigator knows the limitations of1315

the vessel and recognizes that once the shore is reached, the1316

raft is no longer needed. As the Buddhist teaching states:1317

all doctrines are expedient means; even the Dharma can be1318

abandoned, still more those things that are not the Dharma.1319

In this sense, Marxism resonates deeply: in the ideal1320

future, the state and similar symbolic structures wither away1321

as humanity approaches a genuinely collective and non1322

alienated form of existence. Law, at each historical stage,1323

responds to the thematic demands of its time. Its structure1324

is dynamically evolving. Justice does not exist inside the1325

structure of law; it is present only through its constructive1326

manifestation in legislative, adjudicative, and interpretive1327

practices.1328
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From the standpoint of relational ontology, and under the1329

crisis of subjectivity produced by the alienation of modern1330

symbolic structures, the Big Other moves toward its final1331

dissolution. This opens the possibility of reapproaching pure1332

relational existence. In this movement we return to our two1333

key concepts: presence and relationality.1334

The Extra Juridical Path1335

The extra juridical path complements the juridical path1336

by cultivating relationality and presence beyond formal1337

legal structures. Once we acknowledge that the subject is1338

fundamentally relational, it follows that subjects have an1339

internal potential to exist in relational configurations that are1340

not reducible to legal codes.1341

Unlike law and justice, whose presence is strong and1342

institutionally visible, many constructed subjects such as1343

individuals and communities have a comparatively weak1344

presence. Their presence is easily overshadowed by large1345

symbolic structures. A central task of the extra juridical path1346

is therefore to discern and cultivate the presence of subjects1347

in non legal domains.1348

While law regulates behaviour through symbolic cod-1349

ification, pre legal and extra legal practices nurture the1350

relational and affective ground from which any normative1351

order draws vitality Habermas (1987). Professional ethics1352

and virtue cultivation represent institutionalized forms of1353

extra juridical presence. In medicine, education, and science,1354

for example, integrity and responsibility cannot be secured1355

by law alone MacIntyre (1981); Noddings (2013); Williams1356

(1985). They must be embodied through ongoing practices1357

of self formation MacIntyre (1981). Through such traditions,1358

relationality is transmitted and renewed beyond the coercive1359

reach of formal law.1360

The everyday sphere likewise embodies micro practices1361

of mutual recognition. Acts such as promising, gift giving,1362

and hospitality sustain the symbolic order from below Buber1363

(1970); Lefebvre (1991); Mauss (2002). Tradition, ritual, and1364

intergenerational transmission maintain symbolic continuity1365

across time and provide the cultural context in which both1366

law and ethics acquire meaning Gadamer (1960); Eliade1367

(1959). These practices disclose presence at a small scale and1368

constitute a lived field of relational being.1369

From the perspective of this paper, such extra juridical1370

practices are not merely supplementary. They are indispens-1371

able for reconnecting the Symbolic with the Real, for they1372

preserve modes of presence that cannot be fully formalized1373

without loss.1374

The Dialectic of Juridical Orientation and1375

Relational Cultivation1376

The juridical and extra juridical paths are not alternatives but1377

complementary dimensions of a single generative process.1378

Law provides a formal articulation of the symbolic order1379

and offers a relatively strong and stable presence capable1380

of stabilizing relational structures within the Symbolic.1381

Extra juridical life supplies its existential and relational1382

foundations, including affective, ethical, and spiritual1383

dimensions that exceed codification.1384

Under modern symbolic crisis, the generativity of law is1385

strained. Its capacity to approach the Real is limited, because1386

the subject in the Real always exceeds structure. Extra1387

juridical practices, by contrast, enable subjects to reapproach1388

the Real and to access the intangible dimension of their own1389

existence through relation and presence.1390

A generative response to the crisis of subjectivity therefore1391

requires a dialectic of reconstruction and cultivation.1392

Juridical reconstruction seeks to reshape law in the direction1393

of relationality and presence. Extra juridical cultivation1394

fosters the relational capacities, forms of trust, and practices1395

of presence without which law itself would become an empty1396

Symbolic shell. Only through the interplay of these two paths1397

can a renewed symbolic order emerge, one that remains1398

structurally necessary yet remembers that its ultimate task1399

is to lead back to relational being itself.1400

Discussion and Conclusion1401

This study has examined the contemporary symbolic crisis1402

through the structural gap between the Real and the1403

Symbolic, a gap that increasingly shapes the conditions1404

of subjectivity, meaning, and social trust. Addressing this1405

crisis requires more than institutional adjustment. It calls1406

for a transformation in how we conceive being, relation,1407

and normative life—a shift toward relational ontology and1408

generative presence.1409

Relationality offers an ontological framework in which1410

subjectivity emerges through mutual constitution rather than1411

isolated substance. Presence provides the experiential and1412

procedural mode through which the Real participates in1413

symbolic life, allowing structures to remain responsive to1414

what exceeds them. Together, relationality and presence1415

illuminate how meaning, justice, and trust can arise1416

immanently within social relations, without recourse to1417

transcendent guarantees or infallible foundations.1418

Within this framework, law functions as a symbolic struc-1419

ture that attains stability and normative force only when1420

supported by the relational lifeworld from which it draws1421

its ethical vitality. Education, culture, and everyday commu-1422

nicative practices sustain this lifeworld by cultivating rela-1423

tional subjectivity and interpretive understanding. Through1424

this mutual support, juridical institutions and extra juridical1425

life form a generative ecology capable of maintaining order1426

while remaining open to revision and renewal.1427

The project thus gestures toward a post foundational1428

conception of justice in which legitimacy arises through the1429

ongoing interplay of relation, presence, and trust. In a world1430

saturated with symbols yet marked by diminishing meaning,1431

the recovery of relational being and cultivated presence1432

becomes central to sustaining the possibility of life together.1433

This orientation does not prescribe fixed solutions; it clarifies1434

a direction: a relational and generative approach to justice1435

that remains sensitive to the finitude of subjects and to the1436

ever-present surplus of the Real.1437

Looking forward, the framework developed here also1438

raises several open directions for future inquiry. One con-1439

cerns the practical cultivation of generative presence within1440

collective institutions beyond law itself, such as education,1441

healthcare, or technological design. Another concerns the1442

methodological implications of relational ontology for the1443

social sciences, which may require renewed attention to1444

lived experience, emergent meaning, and the dynamics of1445
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subject formation. Finally, the interaction between symbolic1446

technologies and relational being demands further investiga-1447

tion, especially as algorithmic systems increasingly mediate1448

perception, communication, and judgment. These questions1449

point toward a broader philosophical project: the possibility1450

of reconstructing a shared world in which symbolic media-1451

tion and relational life are once again brought into resonance.1452

Another further direction concerns the computational study1453

of justice as generative presence. If relational being is mod-1454

eled as a space of histories Γ = {γ : M → C}, justice may1455

be treated not as an entity but as an observable OJ : Γ → J1456

whose presence emerges within these histories. This sug-1457

gests a quantum-field–theoretic formulation in which justice1458

appears as an expectation value, ⟨J⟩ =
∫
Γ
OJ [γ] e

i
ℏS[γ]∫

Γ
e

i
ℏS[γ]

. Such1459

a framework enables computational exploration—whether1460

via evolution on a Hilbert space or path-integral simula-1461

tions—of how juridical or ethical presence stabilizes or1462

collapses under different generative conditions.1463
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Lacan J (1977b) Écrits: A Selection. New York: W. W. Norton &1582

Company. Translated by Alan Sheridan.1583

Lacan J (1998) The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis.1584

The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI. New York: W.W.1585

Norton & Company. Original work published 1973.1586

Laozi (2003) Dao De Jing. New York: Ballantine Books.1587

Lefebvre H (1991) Critique of Everyday Life, volume 1. London:1588

Verso. First published in French as Critique de la vie1589

quotidienne, 1947.1590

Levinas E (1969) Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority.1591

Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press. Translated by1592

Alphonso Lingis, original work published 1961 as Totalité et1593
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