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Vorobyova Lyubov. Subject-object
paradigm in the philosophy of education:
potential and boundaries of applicability

The article offers the analysis of advantages
and disadvantages of the subject-object
paradigm on the examples of its
embodiment in the theory of knowledge and
theory of social action — on the example of
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OCBITHIi npoLec

Education, by definition of V. Andrushchenko
and 1. Predbors’ka is a "public process (activity,
institution) and the development of self-identity
associated with the possession of socially significant
experience embodied in the knowledge, skills,
creativity skills, sensory-value form of spiritual —
practical development of the world. Education — is,
firstly, the process of subject-teacher interaction
(teacher) and student (student) for the transfer
(learning) of knowledge, development of skills,
nurturing a culture of thinking and feeling, capacity
for  independent learning and life-giving
activities” [8, p. 8]. In this definition for us it is
crucial to address the concept of experience as
fundamental —we will try to prove that the
multiplicity of experience makes multidimensionality
offering education.

Education thesis acquires special weight and
credibility in the era of globalization. On the one
hand, there are obvious expectations of unification of
all human culture and, in particular, educational
values based on the unanimous recognition of
universal rationality and usefulness of certain
knowledge and skills. On the other hand, every

obpasoBaTenbHbIn NpoLiecc

culture, every national system of education, each
school and educational tradition demonstrate
different ways to these universal knowledge, values
and skills. It is our deep conviction that this is due to
a fact of unique socio-historical experience of each
society and to a certain extent — of every social group
and even each individual. Every time experience
combines in a special way (to some extent
individually) integrity that is recognized by its
components, and it is somewhat even universal.

How reliance on such individual experiences and
gaining a personal experience does not lead to a
situation of "Tower of Babel"”, i.e. the total mutual
misunderstanding? In our opinion, the answer lies in
communication, and in our case— educational
communication. In education experience is acquired
by people not in isolation from each other, but by
communication. This communication primarily
corrects this experience and enriches it. Focusing on
the analysis of global communication framework as

special condition of disclosure of individual
subjectivity — including an analysis of global
educational space —we are convinced that the

possibility of a clear distinction between these



different (traditional and modern) paradigm provides
the best approach to understanding the theme of
subjectivity: the world appears as somewhat
constructed subject, more or less subservient to him
(Nietzsche, Heidegger), or as a valuable common
world of communicative interaction, life world in
which subjectivity is one of the manifestations of
communicativity (Habermas, Apel).

Therefore, the aim within this paper is to analyze
the achievements and problems of subject-object
paradigm in the theory of knowledge in its
methodology applied to educational issues and
identify prospects for its further development.

As for criticism of the traditional understanding of
the subject-object approach to the philosophy of
education, we support the position that is outlined in
the publications by M. Boychenko [2; 3]. In
particular, it is a rethinking of the paradigm, which in
national philosophy is called subject-subject, as such,
essentially expresses the new communicative
interpretation ~ of  subject-object  approach —
consistently different from traditionalist. However,
we believe that we should not just talk about the
transition from theory to action theory of
communication and the transition from one version
of the subject-object approach to the philosophy of
education to another. Indeed, the notion of the
subject has not lost importance in modern philosophy
of education; one cannot deny its fundamental
rethinking of modern philosophy influenced by
communication theory. We will consider the
specifics of our positions, compared with the idea
proposed by M. Boychenko, more.

Philosophy appears not only as a methodology for
social change, and change the understanding of social
change itself. As M. Boychenko says, representatives
of practical philosophy believe that social reality is
the only reality of the people who directly interact
with each other, and the rest goes on to postulate the
superiority of society over the individual, but not the
substance of society- as it saw representatives of
classical philosophy, and society as a variable and
too difficult lesion produced by the same people,
though perhaps without their will and consciousness.
One of the versions of the study of the first position
is the theory of action, and the second — the theory of
communication, and each of them claims to limit
study of social theory, creating a fundamentally
different concept of a systematic approach to social
cognition. In our opinion, it is a subject-object
approach to the philosophy of education; it is a
common platform for removable rigid opposition of
theories of action and theories of communication and
the emerging semantic field for their approval. A
person is subject not only in their actions, but also in
communication with others—of course, it is
subjectivity seen already in the space of
intersubjectivity and its scope of limited actions of
others.

M. Boychenko observes that social action theory
was developed before the theory of social systems,
but only in the works by T. Parsons it was presented
as a program for the whole of his theory thesis
"Effects of a system". But Parsons does not analyze
this thesis in his writings specifically and he learns
its significance from his students, particularly from
N. Luhmann [6, p.19]. Not all proponents of the
theory of communication appeal to a systematic
approach to social cognition, but one of the most
famous among that who apply, is N. Luhmann, the
author of the original theory of social systems.
Advocates of actions often openly criticized the
systematic approach, identifying it with holism in
social cognition, and the systems themselves — with
peculiar subjects of social action [4, p.359-375],
while a systematic approach to the theory of action
takes usually hidden application as a principle of
consistency in cognition and behavior. This theory of
action appears in the writings of Habermas. We
believe that the theory of communicative action by
Habermas should be included as an addition to the
theory of social systems— it promotes the
development of his theory of communicative
readiness of the subject to the system of interaction
with other actors. Although Habermas considers this
interaction confined to instrumental rationality, but
also communicative action should be considered as
part of the system of communication in the society.

In the book "Social System™ Luhmann, including
outlining the opposition's own theory and the theory
of his teacher T. Parsons, explains the difference in
understanding of the theory of social systems
standpoint of the theory of action (Parsons) and from
the standpoint of communication theory (Luhmann).
According to Luhmann, rethinking social action
theory of Max Weber, Parsons concludes that "social
system based on the type of action or in its aspect,
and the subject enters the system through the
action" [7, p. 193], that is supposedly "connected" to
the system. Luhmann himself defends the position,
according to which "sociality is not a special case of
action, and the action is constituted in social systems
through communication and attribution as a reduction
of complexity as necessary self simplification of the
system" [ibid]. Luhmann interprets theory of action
as psycho-logistic that is, given phenomenological
terminology applied by Luhmann, sounds like a new
version of the classic phenomenological critique of
psychological. In our opinion, Luhmann slightly
reduces the importance of theory of Parsons — of
course, in the interests of better coverage of its own
concept of social systems. However, it is impossible
to reduce the effect of communication — even in the
interests of the interpretation of the functioning of
social systems — as the motivation for individual
participation in this operation cannot be reduced to
psychological aspects, it is systemic. Thus, Luhmann
does not solve, but actually hides the need to rethink



the notion of the subject from the standpoint of the
theory of social systems.

However, the path to the subject of
communication that Habermas offers does not appear
to us in all satisfactory. This is a way to recognize the
subject in Inter-communication space "between sub
world transcendental position of "I" and position
inside the world of empirical "I" cannot have any
mediation. This alternative eliminates as soon
acquires the significance of language created
intersubjectivity" [4, p. 290]. However,
intersubjectivity for Habermas is correlated with
communication, not as the latest social reality, but
from an intermediary for the special action that
creates communication— communicative action.
Perhaps as M. Boychenko suggests, Habermas
instead of the term "communication™ often uses the
term  “interaction”, which  emphasizes that
communication as interaction decomposed into
components "action" — actions that are authentic and
original elements of communication and social
reality in general [2, p. 12].

In "The Theory of Communicative Action"
Habermas analyzes in detail as follows justification,
and quoted us a later work "Philosophical discourse
of modernism" it actually reduces communicative
action to further action that creates discourse — so he
reinterprets performative actions that are directed
participants communication to each other:
"...participants guidance mediated interaction enables
speech and other communications are subject to
himself than the one that was in the guideline
immediate objectification, which also takes viewer
with respect to entities in the world" [4, p. 289-290].
Here Habermas reflects conceptual separation of all
human actions to those that correspond to the ideal of
communicative action aimed only at establishing
communication with others, and those that meet the
ideal tool actions focused on achieving his own
figure, egocentric aspirations. Communicative action
underlying structures produced by public and life-
world,  while instrumental —the  basis  of
administrative structures and social systems are
produced. As you can see, Habermas is narrowed
understanding the subject-object relationship — in
fact, only as a tool. Here he, in our opinion, loses
understanding the nature of the subject-object
communication.

Thus, Habermas, not hiding it, tries to make a
social philosophy subordinated to the logic of ethics:
social structures are the result of our own actions:
moral behavior (motivated by our everyday world)
produce public structures and immoral (motivated by
social systems) — administrative structure. So,
everything in society that is not directed at
communication that is non-personal and super-
personal in nature is evil. Although Habermas avoids
formulating this conclusion, which is derived from
the philosophy of Rousseau, but it is most logically

followed from its basic provisions. In order to
"justify” social systems and products inspired by
their instrumental action, Habermas recommends
their subordinate entities of the public, and thus
subordinate social life-world systems [5, p. 60-65].

According to M. Boychenko, ethics is a bad
adviser in the methodology of social cognition [2,
p. 13]. Ethical assessment of social theory and social
reality is justified and extremely important, but it
substitutes a rational methodology of social cognition
of axiological constructs, even ethical, inappropriate.
It should be added that what is called the ethics of
Habermas and Apel — only one version of ethics. The
methodology of social cognition of ethics is still
needed — here we do not agree with M. Boychenko.
But not in the role of communication offered by the
founders of philosophy — ethics is not a substitute for
such a methodology, and its part as a special type of
subject-object interaction related to the concept of
moral responsibility for their own actions. Especially
convincing is demonstrating field of education,
where the position of a teacher only has the potential
to be morally higher and real moral authority yet to
earn his actions that are not reduced to rules of
communication, but only specify these rules, giving
them meaning and power.

Following M. Boychenko, we focus more on
ethical reasoning  of  representatives  of
communicative philosophy, which is more consistent
and transparent in manner, in comparison with the
works by Habermas, presented in the writings by K.-
A. Apel. We will add to this analysts own
philosophical and educational reflection, and critical
reflection. Apel directly raises the question of the
need to limit study of social cognition. Like
Habermas, he tries to rationalize justification to
criticize the methodology of social cognition [1,
p. 26]. As we remarked above, in communication,
especially education, limiting justification cannot be
of any logical structure, and contextual and deeply
subjective decision — this is due to the uniqueness of
existential frontier of communication, which is
located at the base of each communicative act,
although not always explicitly .

However, Apel is also talking about some special
communication and communication is fundamentally
ethical, then, as remarked by M. Boychenko can
really talk about different ways to limit justification —
ethical communication can be based on the decisions
or individual, or current practice behavior [2, p. 13].
The first position in his time is defended by Kant, the
second by Hegel. And communication principles of
ethical behavior do not exclude the possibility of
adopting a moral person on duty. Another thing —
what impact this decision will have on
communication, which has general public — or rather
global. These effects, of course, are much more
tangible through modern mass communication, but
not talking about the dependence



of the communication and mechanisms of
functioning of individual decisions.

Yet for Apel responsibility of the individual, and
thus the ethical justification of its position are
crucial. It should be noted that the responsibility still
has not only an ethical dimension— this, in our
opinion, is not the main error of Apel. After all, only
on ethical grounds it is possible, in his opinion,
interpretation and legitimation of social systems: "It
is through your own life and practical knowledge
necessary system making and preservation of
systems and through publication of theoretical
knowledge transcends the scope of purely
functionally explicable: it actualizes itself inevitably
to audience the question of responsibility carried by
system making, and with it the question of
interpretation and legitimation of the system" [1,
p. 28]. As M. Boychenko rightly observes about Apel
wishful thinking — the system does not need to be
theoretically interpreted and theoretically
legitimated [2, p. 13]. As observed by Apel, system
making and preservation system is vital practically
necessary, but as a detailed analysis of Luhmann [7],
they are made by self identification, but not at the
expense of itself. Even L. Wittgenstein in analyzing
language games noted that there may be both verbal
and non-verbal ways of translation. Yes, sometimes
even educational communication behavior of a
teacher could confirm or deny his theoretical
calculations.

Yes, and Apel criticizes the theory of social
systems and he is much more cautious than trying to
portray them. "We cannot agree that the goals of
human action and even knowledge, as knowing of
sense, if they are subject to be viable, functional
requirements of system making; cannot agree with
that definition of legitimate prerequisites as
conditions — according to these theorists— and
spiritual life system making of social functions and,
accordingly, should be considered as system
preserving conditions sufficient to explain all human
intentions, including claims knowledge of the
truth" [1, p. 27]. As M. Boychenko says, Apel does
not deny the fact that social reality is basically a
reality of functioning of social systems; it only quite
gently seeks to protect the identity of a
personality [2, p. 14]. It even gives legitimacy he had
at the mercy of the theory of social systems,
reserving obviously some human intention — as yet
not all such intentions and explains the functions of
system making and system preserving. This can be
answered, firstly, that all did this. And, secondly, we
note that Apel fighting with the enemy, which is
designed in his own imagination. In the theory of
social systems of Luhmann, according to
M. Boychenko, a person has both autopoetical
system which has much more autonomy and freedom
than Habermas and Apel "give" him, including
personality in problem solving systemic rationality.

The solution to this dilemma of personality and
social systems as different autopoetical forms, in our
opinion, should still look for ways to fundamental
subjectivity of social systems — these systems do not
operate independently from man, they cannot
function on another “substrate” —animals or
computers do not replace the person in
communication. This is particularly evident in
education.

Overall our opinion coincides with position of
M. Boychenko. In his opinion, a person is not only
an autonomous system, but he is a member of social
communication, he is the bearer of consciousness —
consciousness is involved in the implementation of
communication (with personality), no less than in
some of the "autonomous" individual [2, p. 14]. It
should be noted that the bearer of consciousness is
the same person as the subject. This fact is "not
noticed" by Habermas and Apel. They removed
human subjectivity, dissolving it in pseudo universal
characteristics of intersubjective world. Long-term
effects of this are to create an abstract image of man
as a member of globalization. Personality becomes
clean (empty) to participate in the globalization
process, whereas in reality it is the specific subject of
these processes with their own concrete historical
outlook, his certainty to valuation, and therefore with
quite original motivation for participating in
communication and solving its problems from local
to global scales. Habermas Apel, and Luhmann refer
to the schematic globalization, which is inevitably
detached from the concrete life of the subject.

They are part of the individual in communication
system on the basis of automatic means of
enslavement of the individual, including the loss of
his needs to "free" ethical choice of autonomy. This
corresponds to M. Boychenko as follows [2, p. 15].
First, Luhmann himself in the "Community" pays
attention to the central theme of introspection system
through a person involved in its operation — this final
section is devoted to this work. Secondly, ethical
behavior tied to "free" choice of the individual;
Habermas and Apel make problematic system of
justification of responsibility. If he makes an ethical
choice in his conscious he will be justified only by
his conscious. How adequate this solipsychal ethics
is— the question, in our opinion, is rhetorical. And
there is no "mantra™ for "free" discourse, which still
cannot overcome and surpass the court of conscience
of the individual, the case is not solved. This
discourse will be at best "advisory vote". So the
problem cannot be solved with people. And even
more — with the problems of society. So you can only
achieve "self" recognition and not recognized, which
Habermas appeals actively in the same mode of
"mantras”. This criticism should be added that
M. Boychenko somewhat idealized position of
Luhmann. It does not overcome the solipsism of the
individual, but rather, in our opinion, it replaces



solipsism of social and systemic rationality. Since the
decision to communicate within a system does not
mean anything for other systems. Only concrete
social life of the subject systems are in fact
interrelated in unique way.

For M. Boychenko when it comes to the choice of
basis for limiting study of social theory and
explanation of possibilities and limits of a systematic
approach, two opposite strategies are outlines: one is
represented by the theory of action that protects, in
particular, Habermas and Karl-Alexander Apel, the
second — the theory of communication, perhaps the
most consistently developed by N. Luhmann [2,
p. 15]. The difference between them lies primarily in
the fact that the first is spreading in rationality of
action as to the scope of the individual and to the
field of social systems, while Luhmann
fundamentally separates rationality of action and
systemic rationality. We think that a third alternative
should be offered — the reconciliation of social action
theory and the theory of social systems in the new
paradigm of subject-object interaction. After all, only
the subject can link together the various meanings of
social systems— but the subject as a member of
social communication, not only as a carrier of
identity (following Hegel model). Therefore, we
agree in general only with the opinion of
M. Boychenko that rational action is related (in our
opinion, deeply) with the philosophy of the subject.
This philosophy today is received fundamental
criticism and scope of meaningful use severely
restricted after the works of M. Heidegger,
particularly after his criticism of European nihilism
in the classical work "Nietzsche" [9, p.27-224].
Although Habermas appeals to communicative
reason [4, p.287-318] and Apel appeals to moral
principles by post[1, p.91-135] declare they
overcome the philosophy of the subject, his irrational
defense of the theory of action are, according to
M. Boychenko  actually  refuted by  these
declarations [2, p. 16]. Apel even more consistently
and openly returned to transcendentalism (albeit
modified) of subject philosophy of Immanuel Kant.

Universalism according to Apel and Habermas is
universalism based on the philosophy of the subject
and the logic of social action, and not the philosophy
of communication. It seems that the philosophy of
the subject is not so incompatible with the
philosophy of communication — such difference
shows only the traditional philosophy of the subject,
which is also criticized by Heidegger. Modern
philosophy just needs to find common ground
between philosophy and the philosophy of the
subject of communication, and can serve as a guide
to existential philosophy of Karl Jaspers’s
communication. Only in this perspective we appeal
to M. Boychenko with the rationality of the system
and it is the only adequate expression of the
rationality —of social communication. Only

on the basis of systemic rationality of personality not
only in his thoughts, and indeed almost every
moment  of rationality involved in the
communication. This rationality is not subject to
court action rationality, it is not entirely clear to the
mind, as it appears in the case of rational action.
Rationality communication involves not only
knowledge about opportunities to participate in
communication, but also knowledge about the extent
of such participation that cannot rationally justify and
should just accept it. Rationality action should not be
seen as the last human subjects reality — its basis
should be recognized by rational worldview that
expresses the fullness of the experience, as opposed
to fragmentation and presents the experience in
action.

That is why the theory of action as justification
for limiting systemic approach to social cognition
produces in the history of philosophy more or less
explicit utopia— tend to appeal to morality, under
cover of which can justify failure and theoretical
explanations and practical abuses under the guise of
protecting individual freedom. That is why the
concept of freedom was one of those which depart
from social theory in its system-theoretical versions.
Ability to select from among the available
alternatives is not identical to the complete
arbitrariness of action as well as other actions,
claiming the status of social creativity (defending the
supporters of the theory of action). In order to
become a social action works, it must meet the
conditions of communication — how many "brilliant"
discoveries remained unknown to mankind, or even
their authors have been brought in institutions for the
mentally ill people. These conditions of
communication should be sought not only in social
systems, and above all — the philosophical basis of a
person's behavior. World Vision also should be
investigated not from the standpoint of the
philosophy of consciousness, as it constructs and
philosophy from the standpoint of communication,
such as characterizing a person as a party to the
living world, which is a common world of a
communicative community.

Therefore, we analyzed the advantages and
disadvantages of the subject-object paradigm on
examples of its application to the theory of
knowledge and theory of social action — for example,
comparison of the theory of knowledge, which is
based on the philosophical concepts of
communication. The possibilities of overcoming
opposing theories of subjectivity and
intersubjectivity theory as an example of
interdependence of social and communication in
education. Disparate traditional subject-object and
new communicative paradigm in philosophy of
education is: if the traditional way focuses on the
subjectivity of teaches or students, the modern
paradigm of subjectivity is realized by analyzing



the mutual disclosure of subjectivity of all
participants in the educational process as
communicative in nature. Thus, the potential
subjectivity depends on the type of communication.
Globalization is presented as meeting of various
projects of subjectivity, which is their mutual
valuable coordination. Education is a specific
communicative area, which is a prerequisite for other
types of communication.
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