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Vorobyov  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 its
comparison with the theory of knowledge
which is based on the philosophical
conceptions of communication. The author
has detected possibilities of overcoming
oppositions of the subjectivity theories and
inter-subjectivity theories on the example of
interdependence of the subjects’ activity and
social communication in the educational
process. There have been distinguished the
traditional subject-object and newest
communicative paradigms in the philosophy of
education: the newest subjectivity paradigm is
realized owing to the analysis of mutual
elucidation of subjectivity among all the
participants of the educational process as a
communicative one in its essence. Thus, the
subjectivity potential is revealed depending on
the type of communication.
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communication, educational process
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