ISSN 2353-8406 Knowledge, Education, Law, Management 2026 Ne 3 (79)

DOI https://doi.org/10.51647/kelm.2026.3.2

PODMIOTY PARTNERSTWA W NOWOCZESNEJ EDUKACJI PODSTAWOWEJ

Maryna Yepikhina
kandydat nauk pedagogicznych, docent,
docent na Katedrze Rozwoju Dziecka w Wieku Wczesnym i Przedszkolnym Wydziatu Pedagogiki i
Psychologii Panstwowej Uczelni ,, Uniwersytet Narodowy im. Tarasa Szewczenki w Lugansku”
(Lubny, Ukraina)
ORCID ID: 0000-0003-0199-8186
dewdrop@ukr.ne t

Viktoriia Zhelanova
doktor nauk pedagogicznych, profesor,
profesor Katedry Edukologii oraz Nauk Psychologiczno-Pedagogicznych Wydziatu Ksztatcenia
Pedagogicznego Uniwersytetu Stotecznego im. Borisa Grinchenka w Kijowie (Kijow, Ukraina)
ORCID ID: 0000-0001-9467-1080
vic.zhelanova@gmail.com

Adnotacja. Artykut przedstawia teoretyczne rozumienie podmiotow interakcji partnerskich we wspolczesnej edukacji
wczesnoszkolnej. Analizuje naukowe podejscia do interpretacji pojec ,,podmiot” i ,,podmiotowo$¢” oraz uzasadnia ich
znaczenie dla zrozumienia procesu edukacyjnego. Wyjasnia istote interakcji partnerskich jako szczegdlnego rodzaju
relacji podmiotowo-podmiotowych opartych na rownosci, wspdlnych celach i wzajemnej odpowiedzialnosci. Proponuje
zrdéznicowanie podmiotoéw interakceji partnerskich na bezposrednie (uczen, nauczyciel, rodzice) i posrednie (administracja,
instytucje spoteczne) w zalezno$ci od stopnia ich wiaczenia w proces edukacyjny. Ujawnia funkcjonalne i rolowe cechy
podmiotéow w komunikacyjnych, interaktywnych i percepcyjnych aspektach interakcji. Udowodniono, ze spojnosé rol i
funkcji podmiotéw zapewnia skutecznos¢ procesu edukacyjnego w szkole podstawowe;.

Stowa Kkluczowe: interakcja partnerska, podmiot, podmiotowos¢, edukacja wczesnoszkolna, uczestnicy procesu
edukacyjnego, pedagogika partnerska, proces edukacyjny, funkcje podmiotow.
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Abstract. The article provides a theoretical analysis of the subjects of partnership interaction in the contemporary
primary education. It examines scholarly approaches to the interpretation of the concepts of “subject” and “subjectivity”
and substantiates their significance for understanding the educational process. The essence of partnership interaction
is clarified as a specific type of subject—subject relationship based on parity, shared goals, and mutual responsibility.
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A differentiation of the subjects of partnership interaction into direct (students, teachers, parents) and indirect (school
administration, social institutions) participants is proposed according to the degree of their involvement in the educational
process. The functional and role-based characteristics of these subjects are revealed within the communicative, interactive,
and perceptual dimensions of interaction. It is demonstrated that the coordination of roles and functions of the subjects
ensures the effectiveness of the educational process in primary school.

Key words: partnership interaction, subject; subjectivity, primary education, participants in the educational process,
partnership pedagogy, educational process, subject functions.
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Anorauisi. Y CTarTi 311/CHEHO TCOPETUIHE OCMUCICHHS CY0’ €KTIB TAPTHEPCHKOI B3a€MOAIT B Cy4acHIii MOYaTKOBIii
ocgiti. [IpoaHasni3oBaHO HaYKOBI ITIXOAM 110 TPAKTYBAHHs NOHATH «Cy0’€KT» 1 «Cy0’€KTHICTB» Ta OOIPYHTOBAHO iX 3Ha-
YEHHSI JUIsl PO3YMIHHSI OCBITHBOTO IPOLECY. Y TOYHCHO CyTHICTb MapTHEPCHKOT B3a€MOJT sIK 0COOIMBOrO THILY CY6’€KT-
Cy0’ €KTHHX BIJIHOCHH, IIIO IPYHTYIOTBCS HA TAPUTETHOCTI, CIILTLHOCTI I{I/ICH 1 B3a€MHIH BI/IMOBIAaMbHOCTI. 3aIpOIOHOBA-
HO JudepeHIianito cy0’ eKTIB TapTHEPChKOI B3aeMOoIii Ha Oe3rnocepeHix (yueHb, yUuTelb, 0aThKH) Ta OMIOCEPEIKOBAHUX
(ammiHicTpartisi, coliaibHi 1HCTUTYIIIT) BIAMOBIIHO JO CTYIEHs 1X BKJIFOYEHOCTI B OCBITHIH mporiec. Po3kpuro dyHKIi-
OHAJIBHO-POJIBOBY XapaKTEPUCTHKY CyO’€KTIB y MekaX KOMYHIKaTHBHOTO, IHTEPAaKTHBHOTO Ta IEPIENTHBHOTO ACTICK-
TiB B3aeMoii. JIoBeeHO, 1110 Y3rOMKEeHICTh poJiei 1 QyHKIIiH cy0’ exTiB 3a0e3mnedye e(heKTUBHICTH OCBITHBOTO MPOIECY
B TIOYATKOBIH LIKOJI.

Kuro4oBi c10Ba.; mapTHEpChKa B3a€MO/Iis, Cy0 €KT, Cy0’ €KTHICTh, TIOUYaTKOBA OCBITA, YIACHUKH OCBITHBOTO MPOIIECY,
Te/larorika mapTHepCcTBa, OCBITHIN npoiiec, QYHKIT cy0’ eKTiB.

Introduction. The up-to-date modernization of the national education system leads to a reconsideration
of the roles of participants in the educational process and the nature of their interaction, which becomes particularly
relevant at the level of primary education as a basic stage in the development of a child’s personality.

In the international educational discourse, the idea of partnership is considered as an important factor in ensur-
ing the quality of education. International experience demonstrates that effective educational practices are based
on the interaction of teachers, students, parents, and the community, implemented through the concepts of col-
laborative learning, student-centered approach, as well as the school — family — community partnership model. In
foreign scholarly literature, the problem of interaction among participants in the educational process is examined
from various perspectives, in particular in the context of school-family cooperation, teacher-parent partnership,
and the active involvement of students in the educational process. Foreign scholars emphasize that effective interac-
tion between school and family has a positive impact on students’ academic achievement, their social development,
and the formation of learning motivation (Epstein et al., 2002).

In the context of educational reform in Ukraine, the idea of partnership has acquired a systemic character and is
defined as one of the key principles of the modern educational process. The conceptual framework of the New
Ukrainian School (Konnemnmis, 2016) emphasizes the implementation of partnership pedagogy, which involves
building interaction between teachers, students, and parents on the basis of trust, mutual respect, cooperation,
and shared responsibility for learning outcomes.

At the same time, the analysis of scholarly sources indicates that the issue of identifying the subjects of partner-
ship interaction and characterizing their functions within the system of modern primary education requires further
theoretical elaboration, which determines the relevance of this study.

Main Part. The aim of the study is to identify the subjects of partnership interaction in modern primary educa-
tion and to characterize their role in the organization of the educational process.
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According to the stated aim, the following research objectives have been defined:

1. To analyze scholarly approaches to understanding partnership interaction in the educational process.

2. To identify the main subjects of partnership interaction in modern primary education.

3. To characterize the roles and functions of the subjects of partnership interaction in the educational process
of primary school.

Materials and Methods. To achieve the stated aim, a set of theoretical research methods was employed. In par-
ticular, the study applied analysis and synthesis of scholarly literature on the problem of partnership interaction in
education, a comparative analysis of scientific approaches to defining the subjects of the educational process, as well
as the systematization and generalization of research findings in order to identify the main subjects of partnership
interaction in modern primary education.

The application of these methods made it possible to analyze scholarly approaches to understanding partnership
interaction in the educational process, to identify the main subjects of partnership interaction in modern primary
education, as well as to characterize their roles and functions in the organization of the primary school educational
process.

Results and Discussion. The theoretical understanding of the subjects of partnership interaction in modern pri-
mary education requires clarification of the content of the concepts of «subject» and «subjectivity», which determine
the nature of interaction among participants in the educational process. The analysis of psychological and pedagog-
ical literature provides grounds to assert that the concept of the «subject» is key to understanding the educational
process, as it reflects the active role of the individual in activity and cognition. Its use is associated with the estab-
lishment of partnership interaction in the primary school educational process, implemented through subject-subject
relations based on dialogue and mutual responsibility. In this context, it is important to clarify the essential charac-
teristics of the subject and to distinguish between the concepts of «subject» and «subjectivity» in order to explain
the mechanisms of implementing partnership interaction in primary school.

The analysis of the presented definitions of the concept of «subject» indicates the presence of a common method-
ological foundation, according to which the subject is understood as an active, conscious individual capable of pur-
poseful activity, interaction, and self-development. In the definition proposed by O. Linnik, emphasis is placed on
activity, integrity, and the individual’s ability to act as an initiator and organizer of activity and interaction (JIinHik,
2016: 49). V. Andrushchenko considers the subject within the educational process as an agent of activity, empha-
sizing their role in pedagogical interaction and responsibility for its outcomes (Anapyienko, Jlnunosuupbka, 2014:
128). L. Skorych presents the subject in the context of interpersonal interaction, focusing on its formation and real-
ization within the system of relationships and communication (Ckopuu, 2019: 836).

As we can see, the differences between the approaches are primarily related to a shift in research emphasis:
from personality characteristics to the educational context and the interactional, communicative dimension, while
the common feature remains the understanding of the subject as an active agent of activity and consciousness. In
our view, the most comprehensive understanding of the subject is as a bearer of activity, consciousness, and agency,
capable of self-regulation, self-development, and self-realization, which ensures the effective performance of activ-
ities and the integration of personal resources for solving professional and life tasks (JKenanosa, 2020: 100).

At the same time, defining the essence of the subject requires clarification through the concept of «subjectivity»,
which characterizes the level and mode of manifestation of their activity, autonomy, and capacity for self-regulation
in activity and interaction. It is precisely the analysis of subjectivity that makes it possible to specify the internal
mechanisms for implementing partnership interaction in the primary school educational process.

The generalization of the presented approaches to defining the concept of «subjectivity» allows it to be consid-
ered as a multidimensional characteristic of the individual, manifested in the ability for conscious activity, self-reg-
ulation, and self-development in activity and interaction. In scholarly interpretations, various semantic emphases in
understanding this phenomenon can be observed.

In particular, S. Maksymenko emphasizes the activity-goal aspect of subjectivity, interpreting it as the individu-
al’s ability to consciously determine the goals of their activity and responsibly implement them, transforming both
themselves and the world (Makcumenko, 2017). In T. Hurlieva’s approach, subjectivity is primarily associated with
the process of interaction, acquiring meaning through dialogue and mutual exchange, which ensures the personal
development of its participants (I'ypmesa, 2020: 43). M. Skrypnyk interprets subjectivity in the context of social
action, emphasizing its connection with self-regulation, goal-setting, and personal authorship in one’s own activity
(Cxpumnnuk, 2017: 14). At the same time, O. Halian proposes an integrative vision of subjectivity as a holistic char-
acteristic of the individual, combining awareness, autonomy, responsibility, reflection, the capacity for self-devel-
opment, and creative interaction ('ansta, 2017: 65). Thus, the differences in approaches are determined by different
theoretical perspectives on understanding subjectivity — activity-based, interactional, social, and integrative — while
they are united by the understanding of subjectivity as the individual’s ability to be an active and conscious creator
of their own activity and development. As can be seen, the generalization of various scholarly approaches provides
grounds for considering the individual as a subject of activity and social relations with a formed system of internal
values. In this context, subjectivity appears as an inherent, self-caused activity embedded in the child’s «self»,
which ensures the connection between the personal «self» and the surrounding world and serves as the substantive
basis for the formation and development of a creative personality. As a subject-based system, a creative personality
functions in a dual manner, simultaneously acting as both the condition and the goal of its own self-development
(Kemanosa, 2016: 72).
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It should be noted that the subjectivity of the individual manifests not in isolation, but in the process of interac-
tion with other participants in the educational process. It is precisely the nature of this interaction that determines
the possibilities for realizing the subject position of each participant. In modern primary education, such interaction
acquires the features of partnership, which necessitates clarifying the content of the concept of «partnership inter-
action». We understand partnership interaction between subjects of the educational process as a new type of inter-
action based on parity and characterized by shared goals, mutual responsibility of the parties for the outcomes
of cooperation, as well as the personal progress of each participant in the process of joint activity. In this context,
partners are considered as subjects of the educational process capable of dialogue, group interaction, teamwork,
and the joint organization of the educational process in order to achieve a defined goal (€mixina, 2022: 37-38).
Within this approach, there is a need to identify the range of subjects of partnership interaction in modern primary
education and to clarify their role in the organization of the educational process.

The Law of Ukraine On Education (Section VI, Article 52) defines the participants of the educational pro-
cess, which include learners, teaching staff, academic and research staff, parents of learners, individuals engaged
in educational activities, as well as other persons involved in its implementation in accordance with legislation
(3akon Ykpainu «[Ipo ocity», 2017). However, in our view, this definition is of a generalized nature and does not
provide for differentiation of participants in the educational process according to the nature of their participation
in partnership interaction. At the same time, it should be noted that the contemporary development of education
necessitates a scholarly understanding of the subjects of partnership interaction, taking into account the degree
of their involvement in the educational process. In this regard, we consider it appropriate to distinguish the subjects
of partnership interaction among the participants in the educational process and to classify them according to their
role in the implementation of educational activities.

The criterion for such differentiation, in our view, is the degree of direct involvement of subjects in the process
of partnership interaction. This approach allows for a more accurate reflection of the nature of subjects’ participa-
tion in partnership interaction compared to the traditional list of participants in the educational process, as it takes
into account not only their formal affiliation but also the level of their active engagement in joint activity. In this
context, it is appropriate to distinguish between direct and indirect subjects of partnership interaction. We believe
that the direct subjects include the learner, the teacher, and the parents, who are directly involved in the educational
process, interact with each other on the basis of partnership, and jointly influence the outcomes of the educational
process. Indirect subjects include other participants in the educational process, in particular the administration
of the educational institution and social institutions, which do not engage in direct interaction within learning activ-
ities but provide organizational, managerial, and environmental conditions for its implementation.

The differentiation of the subjects of partnership interaction carried out within the study provides a basis for
further analysis of their roles and functions in the primary school educational process.

Previous studies have substantiated that partnership interaction among the subjects of the educational process
should be considered through the prism of three interrelated aspects: communicative (exchange of information),
interactive (interaction, exchange of knowledge, ideas, and actions), and perceptive (partners’ perception and under-
standing of each other, establishment of mutual understanding) (€nixina, 2023: 25). In view of this, the characteri-
zation of the subjects of partnership interaction is carried out with due regard to these aspects, which ensures a com-
prehensive disclosure of their roles, functions, and features of interaction in the primary school educational process.

The role of the learner in the system of partnership interaction lies in the realization of an active subject position,
manifested in joint activity, interaction with other participants in the educational process, and influence on its orga-
nization. In the communicative aspect, the learner participates in pedagogical dialogue, engages in the exchange
of information, and expresses and substantiates their own position. In the interactive aspect, they are involved in
joint activity, cooperate with the teacher and parents, and take part in decision-making regarding the organization
of the educational process. In the perceptive aspect, the learner comes to know other participants in the interaction,
develops mutual understanding, and fosters empathy as well as the ability to adequately perceive a partner. Such
an approach makes it possible to consider the learner as an active subject of partnership interaction, capable of con-
structive participation in the educational process.

Alongside this, the teacher performs a system-forming role in partnership interaction, ensuring the organization
and coordination of the joint activity of its participants. In the communicative aspect, their activity is aimed at imple-
menting pedagogical dialogue, ensuring openness of communication, and creating conditions for the free expression
of thoughts and positions of learners and parents. In the interactive aspect, the teacher organizes and facilitates
interaction, coordinates joint activity, involves participants in the educational process in decision-making, and con-
tributes to the formation of a partnership community. In the perceptive aspect, the teacher develops a pedagogi-
cal understanding of the child’s personality, takes into account their individual characteristics, provides support
and feedback, and fosters an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect. The implementation of the perceptive aspect
is carried out through pedagogical support, reflection, the provision of feedback, and consideration of learners’
individual experience, which ensures deeper mutual understanding among participants in the educational process.
In this context, the teacher appears not as a dominant subject, but as a coordinator and co-participant in interaction.

An important subject of partnership interaction is the parents, whose participation is associated with ensur-
ing the child’s educational activity and personal development. In the communicative aspect, they interact with
the teacher and the child on the basis of open dialogue, engaging in the exchange of information regarding educa-
tional needs and learning outcomes. In the interactive aspect, parents are involved in joint activity, cooperate with

© Knowledge, Education, Law, Management 11



ISSN 2353-8406 Knowledge, Education, Law, Management 2026 Ne 3 (79)

the educational institution in addressing educational and upbringing tasks, participate in shaping the educational
environment, and support the child’s learning motivation. In the perceptive aspect, they provide emotional sup-
port, contribute to the formation of the child’s positive self-esteem, and foster the development of their confidence
and readiness for interaction. This makes it possible to consider parents as equal partners in achieving shared edu-
cational outcomes.

Indirect subjects of partnership interaction perform a supportive role by creating the organizational, managerial,
and social conditions for its implementation. In the communicative aspect, their activity is associated with creating
an informational space for interaction, coordinating communications, and ensuring the openness and accessibility
of information. In the interactive aspect, they organize and regulate the educational process, providing the norma-
tive, organizational, and resource basis for effective cooperation. In the perceptive aspect, indirect subjects contrib-
ute to the formation of a favorable socio-psychological climate, supporting trust and mutual understanding among
participants in the educational process. In this context, they ensure the integrity and stability of the functioning
of the partnership interaction system.

Thus, the functional and role-based characterization of the subjects of partnership interaction has a complemen-
tary nature: the learner realizes an active subject position, the teacher ensures the organization and coordination
of interaction, parents act as co-participants in the educational process, and indirect subjects create the conditions
for its implementation. The coherence of their functions across the communicative, interactive, and perceptive
aspects determines the effectiveness of partnership interaction in primary school. The proposed functional and role-
based characterization of the subjects within the communicative, interactive, and perceptive aspects makes it pos-
sible to comprehensively present the structure of partnership interaction and to clarify its content in the context
of modern primary education.

Conclusions. Thus, the subjects of partnership interaction in modern primary education should be considered
in a differentiated manner — as direct and indirect participants in the educational process. Partnership interaction
appears as a multidimensional system implemented in the unity of communicative, interactive, and perceptive
aspects, ensuring the integrity of interaction among its subjects. The coherence of the roles and functions of the sub-
jects of partnership interaction determines the effectiveness of the educational process, shaping its organization,
content, and outcomes in primary school. Further research is required to substantiate the pedagogical conditions
for the effective implementation of partnership interaction in the primary school educational process, taking into
account contemporary educational transformations.
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