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Abstract: Problem. The key concepts used to describe crisis phenomena in education – “contradiction”, “con-

flict”, “dilemma”, and “antinomy” – lack strict categorical definiteness and are often used as synonyms. There are no 

operational criteria for their empirical differentiation in normative texts and in the professional consciousness of 

teachers. The research is conducted within the context of late modernity philosophy. Aim. To substantiate  

the specific categorical status of pedagogical antinomy, to identify its essential features and an operational criterion 

of technological duality. Methods. A two-stage mixed-methods design: a theoretical stage (hermeneutic analysis of 

philosophical and pedagogical sources, categorical synthesis) and an empirical stage (content analysis of the Federal 

State Educational Standards for Basic General Education (FSES BGE) for 2010–2025, and a survey of 245 practicing 

teachers). Results. In the current version of the FSES BGE, 100 % of the identified contradictions satisfy the criteria 

of antinomy. The contradiction “upbringing – assessment” has transformed from a dilemma into an antinomy. Teachers recognize 

antinomies in only 46 % of cases (conflicts – 79 %, dilemmas – 61.4 %). A weak positive correlation was found  

between length of service, level of education, and the ability to identify antinomies. Conclusions. The introduced 

operational criterion of “technological duality” makes it possible to shift the identification of antinomy from the area 

of expert intuition to the status of an empirically diagnosable parameter. The developed conceptual and categorical 

framework (including the differentiation between antinomy, contradiction, and dilemma) is recommended for use  

in the expert evaluation of educational programs and in teacher professional development pr ograms. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Contemporary pedagogical science faces a fundamental 

methodological challenge: the key concepts used to de-

scribe crisis phenomena in education lack strict categorical 

definiteness. The terms “contradiction”, “conflict”, “di-

lemma”, “paradox”, and “antinomy” are often used inter-

changeably
1
, depriving researchers of the ability to conduct 

an accurate diagnosis of the nature of the identified difficul-

ties and, consequently, to develop adequate strategies for 

overcoming them. At the same time, the intuitively per-

ceived difference between, for example, a temporary con-

flict of interests and a structural, value-based contradiction 

is of fundamental importance for pedagogical practice:  

the former can be resolved through negotiation or compro-

mise, while the latter requires a revision of the very founda-

tions of educational activity. 

                                                 
1 Kraevsky V.V. Methodology of Pedagogy. Cheboksary: Chu-

vash State University Publishing House, 2001. 244 p.; Novikov 

A.M., Novikov D.A. Educational project (Methodology  

of educational activity). Moscow: Egves, 2004. 120 p. 

The problem of categorical uncertainty becomes particular-

ly acute in the context of late modernity, which, according 

to Z. Bauman’s diagnosis
2
, is characterised by the “fluidity” 

of social institutions and their loss of stable normative 

foundations. Under these conditions, a state is developing 

in education that can be defined as an axiological vacuum – 

the absence of a hierarchising meta-foundation capable of 

holding competing value systems in productive tension
3
. 

Contradictions that functioned as sources of development in 

classical pedagogy are transformed into dead-end antino-

mies – structural gaps between equally justified but incom-

patible value orientations that cannot be resolved through  

a compromise “balance” or administrative decision. As re-

search shows, the school finds itself in the position of  

an institution forced to implement simultaneously incom-

patible social mandates. On the one hand, it is required  

                                                 
2 Bauman Z. Liquid modernity. St. Petersburg.: Piter, 2008. 

240 p. 
3 Vildanov Kh.S., Vildanov U.S. Ontological and epistemologi-

cal foundations of axiology. Ufa: Bashkir State Pedagogical Uni-

versity Publishing House, 2013. 178 p.; Ivin A.A. Axiology. Mos-

cow: Vysshaya Shkola, 2006. 390 p. 

1 Kraevsky V.V. Methodology of Pedagogy. Cheboksary:  

Chuvash State University Publishing House, 2001. 244 p.; 

Novikov A.M., Novikov D.A. Educational project (Methodology  

of educational activity). Moscow: Egves, 2004. 120 p.  
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to foster Russian civic identity and patriotic education; on 

the other, it must ensure the informed choice of an individ-

ual educational trajectory [1]. On the one hand, the variabil-

ity of educational content is declared; on the other, the unity 

of the educational space verified through uniform assess-

ment procedures is affirmed. This gap between value poles, 

as shown in studies on the axiology of education, leads to 

the formation of an “axiological vacuum” – the absence of 

a hierarchising meta-foundation capable of holding compet-

ing value systems in productive tension [2; 3]. 

The problem of the categorical status of antinomy in 

pedagogy cannot be posed or resolved without reference to 

the philosophical tradition in which this concept was origi-

nally developed. It was in classical German philosophy that 

antinomy was conceptualised not as a common logical error 

but as a fundamental characteristic of the cognising mind 

itself. In Critique of Pure Reason
4
, I. Kant demonstrated 

that the antinomies of pure reason arise not from careless 

thinking but from the immanent striving of reason for  

unconditional synthesis, for understanding the world as  

a whole that transcends the boundaries of possible experi-

ence. Each antinomy is presented by Kant as a pair of thesis 

and antithesis, which are equally justified and mutually 

exclusive within the framework of speculative reason.  

It is fundamentally important that the method of “resolu-

tion” of Kantian antinomies consists not in their dialecti-

cal sublation or in choosing one of the sides, but in  

the critical limitation of reason’s pretensions and  

the distinction between the phenomenal world and  

the world of things-in-themselves. Thereby, antinomy 

acquires for the first time the status not of a defect of 

thinking but of its legitimate limit. 

Subsequently, Hegelian dialectics proposed a fundamen-

tally different approach: contradiction was understood not 

as a limit but as an immanent condition and driving force of 

all development, including the development of spirit and 

culture. However, in Russian religious philosophy, in  

the works of S.L. Frank and N.A. Berdyaev, antinomy again 

acquired the status of an irresolvable tension, but no longer 

of a gnoseological but of an ontological order. S.L. Frank 

showed that antinomy is not a temporary difficulty of 

thought but the ultimate form of adequate knowledge of 

being, since reality itself in its transrational depth surpasses 

rational forms of consistency
5
. N.A. Berdyaev radicalised 

this understanding, asserting that antinomy registers the 

ontological status of freedom as a primary reality, irreduci-

ble either to natural necessity or to rational law, and there-

fore not subject to sublation
6
. 

The transposition of the philosophical concept of an-

tinomy into pedagogy was carried out in the works of 

S.I. Hessen, who consistently argued that the genuine con-

tradictions of education, such as the antinomy of freedom 

and coercion, cannot be resolved empirically but require 

                                                 
4 Kant I. Critique of Pure Reason; Critique of Practical Rea-

son; Critique of Judgment. Moscow: Eksmo, 2018. 463 p. 
5 Frank S.L. The Incomprehensible: An Ontological Introduc-

tion to the Philosophy of Religion. Moscow: AST: Khranitel, 2007. 

510 p. 
6 Berdyaev N.A. The Philosophy of the Free Spirit. Moscow: 

Respublika, 1994. 480 p. 

philosophical understanding. Hessen explicitly pointed out 

the fallacy of the antinomy “freedom or coercion”, demon-

strating that freedom is not an initial fact but constitutes  

a “task of education”
7
. In doing so, he established the crite-

rion of a productive antinomy: a contradiction contributes 

to development if it is rooted in the suprapersonal goals of 

culture and is understood as a task rather than as a given. 

In contemporary Western philosophical and pedagogical 

thought, the problematics of antinomy have gained increas-

ing recognition. For instance, G.J.J. Biesta identifies  

an alarming tendency: the question of what constitutes good 

education has practically disappeared from discussions, 

having been displaced by questions of efficiency, measura-

bility, and “evidence”. He associates this substitution with 

the phenomenon of “learnification” – the transformation of 

the language of education into the language of learning, in 

which value-target questions are bracketed out and replaced 

by criteria of technical effectiveness [4–6]. 

Works dealing with pedagogical antinomies note that 

any pedagogical practice in a contemporary differentiated 

society is inevitably carried out within a matrix of opposing 

concepts and goals, and that pedagogical action always 

presupposes a choice between different options, each entail-

ing different strategies and techniques of teaching [7].  

A similar position is developed in [8], whose authors argue 

that pedagogical antinomies are not a deficiency of educa-

tional theory and practice but a valuable resource that al-

lows reconsidering rigid roles in the classroom and creating 

non-linear, open educational situations. Instead of “resolv-

ing” antinomies, their dialectical movement is proposed as 

a way to liberate learning from fixed frameworks of time, 

space, and positions. Empirical data indicate that future 

teachers rarely recognise antinomies in sustainable devel-

opment topics and do not demonstrate differentiated reflec-

tion on the tension between educational freedom and  

the normative orientations of education for sustainable  

development [9], which confirms the relevance of the prob-

lem of categorical diagnosis of antinomies in the profes-

sional consciousness of teachers. 

Researchers in education for sustainable development 

identify a fundamental antinomy between the normativity 

of the approach itself and the freedom of the learner, which 

lies at the basis of the educational ideal, and conclude that 

the antinomy of freedom is central to understanding con-

temporary educational concepts [9]. Works on the philoso-

phy of education analyse a number of fundamental antino-

mies, such as the contradiction between the transmission of 

cultural tradition and the development of innovative think-

ing, between specialisation and breadth of education, and 

between the distribution of competencies and the inte-

grative functions of human intelligence [10]. Of funda-

mental importance for this study is the approach that 

identifies cross-cutting antinomies structuring pedagogi-

cal action: distance versus proximity, protection versus 

exposure, coercion versus freedom, present versus future 

[11]. The authors argue that pedagogy as practice and 

                                                 
7 Hessen S.I. Foundations of Pedagogy. An Introduction  

to Applied Philosophy. Textbook for universities. Moscow: Shkola-

Press, 1995. 448 p. 
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theory is constituted precisely through the constant 

maintenance of these irresolvable oppositions in concrete 

situations of adult-child interaction. 

In Russian pedagogical methodology, the problem of 

categorical definiteness of contradictions has also attracted 

the attention of researchers, although the term “antinomy” 

in its strict sense has been used only to a limited extent. 

Works studied the systematisation of the conceptual frame-

work of pedagogy have proposed classification criteria that 

make it possible to organise key concepts, demonstrating  

a productive approach to solving a similar task – the order-

ing of the categorical framework of pedagogy [12; 13]. 

Studies on the methodology of pedagogy record that  

the crisis of pedagogy occurs when levels of analysis 

cease to be coordinated and practices and theories di-

verge, and that contradictions in education are objective 

in nature and are conditioned by the very structure of 

activity [14]. Works on the axiology of education register 

an “axiological turn” in Russian education, expressed in 

a change in the individual’s value orientations: from  

an objectivist understanding of values to a subjectivist 

one, from passive assimilation to independent institu-

tionalisation [2]. This tendency correlates with the  

antinomy “Collectivism – Individualism” identified in 

the present study, where the pole of individualisation 

receives additional theoretical substantiation. 

A review of the current state of research allows identify-

ing three key methodological difficulties. First, there is 

conceptual eclecticism: the terms “contradiction”, “con-

flict”, “dilemma”, and “antinomy” are often used synony-

mously, without reflection on their different natures. Se-

cond, there are no operational criteria for distinguishing 

between these types of contradictions. Even in those works 

where antinomy is identified as a special type, its identifica-

tion relies more on the researcher’s intuition than on a strict 

system of features. Third, there remains a gap between the 

philosophical level of understanding antinomy (where it is 

understood as an irremovable characteristic of being or 

cognition) and empirical studies of pedagogical practice 

(where concrete difficulties are recorded but without reach-

ing the level of their categorical diagnosis). 

Thus, the scientific lacuna this research aims to fill 

can be defined as follows: despite extensive philosophi-

cal descriptions of the nature of antinomy and rich em-

pirical material recording contradictions in educational 

practice, there is no integral methodological model that 

allows for the rigorous demarcation of pedagogical  

antinomy from related concepts and the proposal of op-

erational criteria for its empirical identification. The pre-

sent work is intended to fill this gap. 

This study investigates the concept of “pedagogical an-

tinomy”, its specific categorical status, and the procedure 

for its demarcation from related concepts (contradiction, 

conflict, dilemma, paradox, aporia). 

The aim of the study is to substantiate the specific cate-

gorical status of pedagogical antinomy, to identify its essen-

tial features and operational criteria that allow for the em-

pirical identification of antinomy in normative texts and in 

the professional consciousness of teachers. 

The research hypothesis is formulated as follows: if 

pedagogical antinomy possesses specific unique features – 

value dual-foundationalism, structural stability, and techno-

logical duality – then these features should be detectable 

both at the level of normative documents regulating educa-

tional activity (the Federal State Educational Standards for 

Basic General Education – FSES BGE) and in the expert 

consciousness of practicing teachers, and at the same time, 

should differ statistically significantly from the features of 

other types of contradictions (dilemmas, conflicts). 

 

METHODS 

Design and theoretical stage of the study 

The research design is mixed in nature: the theoretical 

development of the categorical framework is combined 

with its empirical verification on two types of material – 

normative texts and the expert consciousness of practicing 

teachers. Such a structure allows not only to formulate  

a definition of pedagogical antinomy and identify its essen-

tial features, but also to test whether these features are de-

tectable in real sources amenable to objectified analysis. 

The theoretical part of the work relied on hermeneutic 

analysis of philosophical and pedagogical sources – from 

I. Kant and G.W.F. Hegel to S.I. Hessen and S.L. Frank – 

which made it possible to reconstruct the logic of the evolu-

tion of the concept of “antinomy” and to identify its invari-

ant semantic core. Categorical synthesis based on the meth-

odological tradition of V.V. Kraevsky, A.M. Novikov, and 

V.I. Zagvyazinsky was aimed at constructing a system of 

essential features distinguishing pedagogical antinomy from 

related concepts – contradiction, dilemma, conflict,  

paradox, and aporia
8
. The outcome of this work was  

the operational definition of pedagogical antinomy and  

the identification of its four mandatory features: value dual-

foundationalism, structural stability, irresolvability within 

the existing paradigm, and technological duality. The last 

feature is of particular importance, as it serves as an opera-

tional criterion that allows the identification of antinomy to 

be shifted from the domain of expert intuition to that of 

empirically verifiable procedure. 

Empirical verification of the theoretical model was 

carried out using two complementary methods: content 

analysis of normative documents and a survey of practic-

ing teachers. The choice of these methods is dictated by 

the principle of triangulation: content analysis allows for 

the identification of antinomies at the institutional level 

– in texts that establish mandatory requirements for  

the organisation of the educational process; the survey  

of practicing teachers – at the level of the professional 

consciousness of those who implement these require-

ments. The convergence or divergence of the results  

                                                 
8 Kraevsky V.V. Methodology of Pedagogy. Textbook Chebo-

ksary: Chuvash State University Publishing House, 2001. 244 p.; 

Novikov A.M., Novikov D.A. Educational project (Methodolo-

gy of educational activity). Moscow: Egves, 2004. 120 p.; 

Zagvyazinsky V.I., Atakhanov R. Methodology and Methods  

of Psychological-Pedagogical Research. Moscow: Akademiya, 

2005. 208 p. 
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of the two procedures provides a basis for substantive 

conclusions both about the validity of the theoretical 

model and about the degree of its reflexivity within  

the pedagogical community. 

Content analysis of normative documents 

Content analysis was carried out on the texts of the Fed-

eral State Educational Standards for Basic General Educa-

tion (FSES BGE) from different years. The corpus for anal-

ysis included: the FSES BGE of 2010
9
 and the FSES BGE 

of 2021
10

 with amendments introduced by orders of 2024–

2025. The selection of these particular documents is deter-

mined by their status as the normative core that establishes 

value-target orientations and institutional mechanisms for 

the entire system of basic general education, which makes 

them a representative source for analysing contradictions 

fixed at the state level. The unit of analysis was a complete 

semantic fragment of the text – a paragraph, clause, or sec-

tion – in which goals, values, or requirements for educa-

tional outcomes are declared, and the mechanisms, technol-

ogies, or procedures for their achievement are described. 

The procedure included four sequential steps: 

1) continuous identification of all fragments containing 

a collision of incompatible requirements; 

2) classification of each identified contradiction by type 

on the basis of the developed system of features; 

3) verification of each case classified as an antinomy for 

the presence of the operational criterion of technological 

duality, i.e., the simultaneous prescription in the text of op-

positely directed mechanisms for each of the poles; 

4) comparative analysis of documents from different 

years to identify cross-cutting, recurring antinomies and to 

determine the dynamics of the antinomic field. 

Survey of practicing teachers 

The survey of practicing teachers was designed to an-

swer the question of whether practicing teachers without 

special theoretical training are capable of distinguishing 

antinomies, dilemmas, and conflicts in proposed situations, 

and what factors – length of service, level of education, 

type of locality – correlate with this ability. 

Sample. The sample consisted of 245 respondents – 

teachers from general education schools. The sample was 

formed using the availability sampling method with ele-

ments of stratification by type of locality: urban – (n=147), 

rural – (n=98). Distribution by gender: female – (n=216), 

male – (n=29). Age composition: under 30 – (n=44),  

31–45 – (n=103), 46–60 – (n=81), over 60 – (n=17). Distri-

bution by years of teaching experience: up to 5 years – 

(n=34), 6–15 years – (n=76), 16–25 years – (n=93), more 

than 25 years – (n=42). Level of education of respondents: 

                                                 
9 Federal State Educational Standard for Basic General  

Education (approved by Order No. 1897 of the Ministry of Educa-

tion and Science of the Russian Federation, December 17, 2010). 

Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2011. 47 p. 
10 Federal State Educational Standard for Basic General  

Education (approved by Order No. 287 of the Ministry of Educa-

tion and Science of the Russian Federation, May 31, 2021) with 

amendments introduced by orders of the Ministry of Education of 

Russia of 2024–2025  

secondary vocational pedagogical – (n=44), higher (Bache-

lor’s degree) – (n=118), higher (Master’s degree) – (n=83). 

Instrumentation. Four situations dealt with antino-

mies – situations where equally justified value systems 

collide and where normative documents prescribe opposite 

actions for each pole. The next block of situations described 

dilemmas – situations of choice between two alternatives, 

each of which entails inevitable concessions. The remaining 

situations represented conflicts – collisions of interests of 

subjects that are fundamentally resolvable through negotia-

tion or redistribution of resources. 

Respondents were asked, without possessing a theoreti-

cal framework, to assign each situation to one of three op-

erational categories. 

Category A (operational analogue of antinomy) was 

formulated as “a contradiction that in principle cannot be 

finally resolved – neither by administrative decision nor by 

compromise, because both sides are equally important and 

legitimate, and the elimination of one of them would de-

stroy the very essence of education”. 

Category B (operational analogue of dilemma) was 

formulated as “a situation of choice where a decision can be 

made in favour of one of the options, but this decision will 

inevitably entail losses and require making a sacrifice”. 

Category C (operational analogue of conflict) was for-

mulated as “a clash of interests of people or groups that can 

in principle be resolved through negotiation, compromise, 

or redistribution of resources”. 

The instrumentation was tested on a pilot sample 

(n=30). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.78, indicating 

acceptable internal consistency of the scales (α≥0.70 is con-

sidered acceptable for research purposes). Expert validation 

of the cases was carried out by three specialists in the field 

of pedagogy methodology (Doctors of Sciences in Peda-

gogy). Based on their comments, the wording of two cases 

was adjusted to eliminate ambiguity. 

Examples of cases. An antinomic case was formulated 

as follows: “A Russian language teacher implements a pro-

gram that, according to the FSES BGE, must simultaneous-

ly ensure the formation of Russian civic identity and  

the informed choice of an individual trajectory taking into 

account personal interests. At the same time, compliance of 

training with the requirements of the standard is determined 

exclusively by the results of the State Final Assessment 

(SFA), which tests primarily subject knowledge. Education-

al goals require variability, while the assessment mecha-

nism requires uniformity. To which type would you attrib-

ute this contradiction?” A dilemma case: “A young teacher 

faces a choice: to use a traditional methodology that guar-

antees stable but modest results for all students, or an inno-

vative one that can yield outstanding results for motivated 

children, but risks leaving weaker students without basic 

preparation”. A conflict case: “The parents of a student  

demand a review of the quarterly grade, claiming that  

the teacher is biased. The teacher insists on objectivity.  

The administration proposes to create a commission to re-

solve the dispute”. 

Data collection procedure. To control for understand-

ing of the instructions, the questionnaire was preceded by 

an explanatory text with an analysis of a training example 
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and contained a verification question. The questionnaire 

was distributed via email based on a random selection 

from the database of participants in professional devel-

opment courses and conference participants of  

the Ushinsky Institute for the Development of Education. 

A total of 320 invitations to participate were sent, with 

245 questionnaires returned (76.6 % of those sent).  

The survey was conducted anonymously in electronic 

form from September to October 2025. Completion time 

was 25–30 minutes. The formulations of categories A, B, 

and C were intentionally de-specialised and did not con-

tain the terms “antinomy”, “dilemma”, or “conflict”,  

to exclude the effect of term recognition and focus on  

the substantive distinctions of situations. 

Statistical data processing 

To assess the significance of the difference between 

the proportion of correct answers on antinomies and ran-

dom guessing (33.3 %), a one-sample t-test was used. 

For pairwise comparison of correct answers on antino-

mies, dilemmas, and conflicts, Pearson’s χ² test was  

applied. To identify the relationship between length of 

service (in years) and the ability to recognise antinomies, 

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was used.  

The same coefficient was applied to assess the relation-

ship between level of education and the ability to recog-

nise antinomies. Statistical processing was carried out 

using the Analyze Data block in MS Excel 365. The sig-

nificance level for all tests was set at p<0.05. 

Data availability 

The full text of the questionnaire, the coding instruc-

tions for the content analysis of the FSES BGE, coding 

tables, the anonymised database of respondent answers 

(N=245), as well as detailed tables of answer distributions 

and the results of statistical processing, have been deposited 

in an open repository and are available to researchers under 

an open license: https://zenodo.org/records/20207017. 

 

RESULTS 

Conceptualisation of pedagogical antinomy:  

definition and identification criteria 

Theoretical analysis allowed formulating an opera-

tional definition of pedagogical antinomy as a stable 

structural contradiction between equally justified value 

orientations of educational practice, which cannot be 

resolved by choosing one of the poles or by compromise, 

and which manifests itself in the simultaneous institu-

tional entrenchment of oppositely directed technologies. 

Based on a comparative analysis of antinomy with relat-

ed concepts – logical contradiction, paradox, dilemma, 

conflict, and aporia – four essential features were identi-

fied that distinguish pedagogical antinomy from other 

types of difficulties. These features, as well as  

the grounds for demarcation, are systematised in Table 1. 

The key operational criterion that allows for the empiri-

cal identification of antinomy is technological duality –  

 

 

 
Table 1. Essential features of pedagogical antinomy and its distinction from related concepts 

Таблица 1. Сущностные признаки педагогической антиномии и её отличие от смежных понятий 

 

 

Category 
Nature  

of origin 

Relation  

to values 

Strategy  

for work 

Example  

in education 

Logical contradiction 
Error  

in reasoning 
Value-neutral 

Correction  

of inference 

Inconsistent  

justification  

in the concept 

Paradox 
Collision of true  

premises 
May be value-laden 

Clarification  

of concepts 

Strict adherence  

to rules leads  

to an absurd result 

Dilemma 
Necessity of choice  

between alternatives 

Values may underlie  

alternatives 

Rational choice,  

compromise 

Choice between  

two assessment methods 

Conflict 
Collision of interests  

of subjects 

Values may be  

the cause 

Negotiation,  

mediation 

Dispute between parent  

and teacher 

Aporia 
Insoluble difficulty  

in thinking 

Related to ultimate  

questions 

Recognition  

of boundaries,  

paradigm shift 

Difficulty  

in defining “good” education 

Pedagogical  

antinomy 

Collision of equally  

justified value systems 

Value dual- 

foundationalism – 

essential characteristic 

Maintenance  

in tension, refusal  

of final resolution 

Necessity to be  

simultaneously an agent  

of control and a facilitator  

of freedom  
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the presence in the institutional system of paired, oppositely 

directed technologies or procedures, each of which serves 

one of the poles of the contradiction and has its own norma-

tive legitimacy. 

Results of content analysis of the FSES BGE 

As shown in Table 2, in the FSES BGE of 2010, six sta-

ble contradictions were identified, five of which were clas-

sified as antinomies, and one (“Upbringing – Measurable 

Outcomes”) was classified as a dilemma. In the updated 

FSES BGE of 2021, this contradiction was transformed into 

an antinomy. Thus, in the current version of the FSES BGE 

(with amendments up to 2025), all six identified contradic-

tions satisfy the criteria of antinomy, which constitutes 

100 % of the identified contradictions. No conflicts or logi-

cal contradictions were found in the texts. 

For each of the identified antinomies, technological du-

ality was recorded. For instance, the antinomy “Individuali-

sation – Unification” manifests itself in the fact that  

the FSES BGE of 2021, on the one hand, declares “variabil-

ity of content” and “the possibility of forming programs of 

different levels of complexity”, establishing the 30 % por-

tion of the curriculum formed by participants in educational 

relations, while on the other hand, it affirms the “unity of 

the educational space” and establishes unified federal work-

ing programs, compliance with which is verified by  

the results of the State Final Assessment. The antinomy “Col-

lectivism – Individualism” appears as a collision between 

the orientation toward “the formation of Russian civic iden-

tity” and modules of patriotic education (the collectivism 

pole), on the one hand, and the requirement to ensure “in-

formed choice and the construction of an individual trajec-

tory taking into account personal interests” (the individual-

ism pole), on the other. In accordance with the orders of  

the Ministry of Education of the Russian Federation of 

2024–2025, the collectivism pole was strengthened through  

the introduction of the subject “Fundamentals of Security and 

Defense of the Motherland” (replacing “Life Safety”) and 

the renaming of “Technology” to “Labour (Technology)”. 

Results of the teacher survey 

The data in Table 3 show that teachers demonstrate  

the highest percentage of correct answers when identifying 

conflicts – 79.0 %. The proportion of correct answers for 

dilemmas was 61.4 %. Antinomies are correctly recognised 

in 46.0 % of cases. 

 

 

 
Table 2. Dynamics of pedagogical antinomies in the texts of the FSES BGE (2010–2025) 

Таблица 2. Динамика педагогических антиномий в текстах ФГОС ООО (2010–2025) 

 

Antinomy FSES BGE 

2010 

FSES BGE 

2021 

Orders  

2022–2025 

Dynamics 

Individualisation – Unification + + + Cross-cutting 

Freedom of learning format –  

State Final Assessment (SFA) 

+ + + Cross-cutting 

Normative (70 %) – Autonomy (30 %) + + + Cross-cutting 

Collectivism – Individualism + + Strengthening  

of collectivism pole 

Cross-cutting,  

strengthened 

Centralisation – School Autonomy + + + Cross-cutting 

Upbringing – Measurable Outcomes (SFA) Dilemma Antinomy Antinomy Dilemma → Antinomy 
 

 

Note: “+” indicates the presence of antinomy in the text of the analysed document. 

Примечание: «+» – наличие антиномии в тексте анализируемого документа. 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Distribution of correct identification of pedagogical situations  

by type of contradictions (N=245; 4 cases of each type are presented) 

Таблица 3. Распределение правильности идентификации педагогических ситуаций  

по типам противоречий (N=245, предъявлено по 4 кейса каждого типа) 

 

 

Type of situation 
Total classification  

attempts 

Correctly  

identified 

Proportion  

of correct answers, % 

Antinomies 4 cases×245 pers. 980 451 46.0 

Dilemmas 4 cases×245 pers. 980 602 61.4 

Conflicts 4 cases×245 pers. 980 774 79.0 
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The proportion of correct answers for antinomies differs 

from random guessing (33.3 %) at p<0.01, and is significantly 

lower than for conflicts (p<0.001) and dilemmas (p<0.01). 

Table 4 presents that teachers with more experience 

demonstrate higher results in recognising antinomies: 51.8 % 

in the group with more than 25 years of experience versus 

38.2 % in the group with up to 5 years of experience. By 

level of education, respondents with a Master’s degree correct-

ly identify antinomies in 49.2 % of cases, whereas teachers 

with secondary vocational education do so in 37.0 % of cases. 

Comparison of results of two empirical procedures 

At the institutional level (content analysis of the FSES 

BGE), 100 % of the identified contradictions in the current 

version of the standards satisfy the criteria of antinomy, and 

technological duality was recorded for each. 

At the level of the professional consciousness of practic-

ing teachers (survey), the proportion of correct answers for 

antinomies was 46.0 %. 

 

DISCUSSION 

In theoretical terms, the results obtained in this study  

allow for a refinement of the categorical framework of ped-

agogy. The proposed system of features and the operational 

criterion of technological duality make it possible to shift 

the concept of “antinomy” from the category of 

philosophical metaphors to the status of an empirically 

operationalisable category. This addresses the lacuna identi-

fied in the literature review: despite the existence of exten-

sive philosophical descriptions of the nature of antinomy, 

operational criteria for its identification in concrete peda-

gogical material were lacking. As the study has shown,  

the proposed criterion of technological duality works both 

on normative texts and on the material of expert surveys, 

which confirms its validity. 

In practical terms, the significance of the obtained  

results is determined by several circumstances. First,  

the identified gap between the institutional entrenchment of 

antinomies and their reflexive non-appropriation by teach-

ers indicates the need for the purposeful development of  

the corresponding competence in the system of pedagogical 

education and professional development. This is not a mat-

ter of “teaching teachers the correct word”, but rather of 

providing them with a tool for conscious navigation in  

the field of irremovable contradictions. The alternative  

today is either spontaneous balancing leading to burnout, or 

reduction to one of the poles leading to deformation of edu-

cational practice. Second, the categorical framework devel-

oped in the study can be used in the expert evaluation of 

educational programs and normative documents for their 

internal consistency: if antinomies not accompanied by 

mechanisms for their maintenance are detected in a docu-

ment, this serves as a diagnostic signal of potential conflicts 

at the implementation level. 

The conducted study confirmed the proposed hypothe-

sis: pedagogical antinomy does indeed possess specific 

features – value dual-foundationalism, structural stability, 

and technological duality – which are detectable both at  

the level of normative documents and in the expert con-

sciousness of practicing teachers, and at the same time dif-

fer from the features of dilemmas and conflicts. However, 

the nature of this detection at the two levels turned out to be 

fundamentally different, and it is this difference that consti-

tutes the most significant result of the work. 

At the institutional level, in the texts of the FSES BGE, 

antinomies are not simply present – they are total. This 

finding is consistent with the results of studies conducted 

on the material of higher education, where oppositions 

characterising contemporary educational reality were iden-

tified: between standardisation and unification of education, 

on the one hand, and university autonomy and individuali-

sation of learning, on the other; between the stream-group 

organisation of the educational process and the construction 

of an individual educational trajectory; between teacher-

centered and student-centered paradigms [1]. Although

 

 

 
Table 4. Proportion of correct answers in identifying antinomies depending  

on length of service and level of education of respondents (in %) 

Таблица 4. Доля правильных ответов при идентификации антиномий в зависимости  

от стажа и уровня образования респондентов (в %) 

 

 

Factor Group n 
Proportion of correct answers  

on antinomies 

Length of service 

up to 5 years 34 38.2 

6–15 years 76 44.7 

16–25 years 93 48.9 

more than 25 years 42 51.8 

Level of education 

Secondary vocational (pedagogical) 44 37.0 

Higher (Bachelor’s degree) 118 42.2 

Higher (Master’s degree) 83 49.2 
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the cited study was conducted on the material of higher and 

not general education, the oppositions identified in it are of 

a universal nature and correlate with the antinomies we 

have recorded in the texts of the FSES BGE, in particular 

with the antinomies “Individualisation – Unification” and 

“Centralisation – School Autonomy”. 

In the current version of the standard (with amendments 

up to 2025), all identified contradictions without exception 

satisfy the criteria of antinomy, and technological duality – 

the simultaneous prescription of oppositely directed mech-

anisms – was recorded for each of them. This result is con-

sistent with data from foreign studies showing that the cur-

riculum becomes a space of collision between competing 

institutional logics, none of which can claim unconditional 

priority. Works dealing with pedagogical antinomies also 

note that any pedagogical practice in a contemporary differ-

entiated society is inevitably carried out within a matrix of 

opposing concepts and goals [7]. Our data extend this con-

clusion to the level of school education and, moreover, rec-

ord not simply the competition of logics but their normative 

entrenchment in the form of technological duality. As fol-

lows from the analysis of the FSES BGE, the school is leg-

islatively obligated to implement simultaneously individu-

alisation and unification, variability and standardisation, 

upbringing as a value-saturated process and the State Final 

Assessment as the sole criterion of compliance. 

The transformation recorded in the transition from  

the FSES BGE of 2010 to the FSES BGE of 2021 is of par-

ticular attention: the contradiction “Upbringing – Measura-

ble Outcomes” changed its status from a dilemma to  

an antinomy. In the 2010 version, the absence of assessment 

of educational outcomes allowed this contradiction to be 

regarded as a dilemma with the possibility of a pragmatic 

choice in favour of measurable indicators. In the 2021 ver-

sion, with the introduction of an expanded working pro-

gram of upbringing as a mandatory component, this contra-

diction acquired the character of a full-fledged antinomy: 

now both poles have their own normative legitimacy and 

institutional support, and their collision cannot be resolved 

by simply neglecting one of them. Our data show that this 

contradiction has been institutionalised and elevated to  

the status of an irremovable antinomy. 

At the level of the professional consciousness of 

teachers, the picture turned out to be fundamentally dif-

ferent. Antinomies totally represented in normative texts 

are the least recognisable type of contradiction: teachers 

correctly identify them in only 46 % of cases, while con-

flicts are identified in 79 % and dilemmas – in 61.4 % of 

cases. This result is consistent with the findings of  

a study that, using semi-structured interviews with expe-

rienced teachers (with more than 5 years of experience), 

showed that teachers regularly encounter paradoxical 

situations in practice but possess neither the categorical 

framework for their analysis nor the relevant university 

training [15]. The author concludes that awareness of 

antinomies and the ability to work with them should be-

come a mandatory component of university teacher train-

ing. The obtained data may indicate that the pedagogical 

activity of respondents is carried out in an environment 

of structurally irremovable antinomies in the absence of 

a categorical framework for their analysis and the devel-

opment of pedagogical strategies for working with them. 

Teachers with greater experience demonstrate higher re-

sults in recognising antinomies (51.8 % in the group with 

more than 25 years of experience versus 38.2 % in t 

he group with up to 5 years of experience). A similar ten-

dency is observed by level of education: respondents who 

have completed a Master’s degree correctly identify antin-

omies more often than teachers with secondary vocational 

education (49.2 % versus 37.0 %). Our data on the positive 

correlation between level of education and the ability to 

identify antinomies find direct confirmation in an empirical 

study that demonstrated that qualification has a significant 

effect on reflexivity and the ability to work with pedagogi-

cal antinomies [16]. At the same time, the authors make  

an important conclusion: the ability for reflexive work with 

antinomies is formed through academic qualification and is 

not acquired spontaneously with experience. Even the most 

experienced teachers correctly identify antinomies in only 

half of the cases. 

Practical recommendations include the creation of  

a professional development module for teachers aimed at 

developing the ability to distinguish between types of con-

tradictions and to choose adequate strategies for working 

with each of them. Target indicators of the formation of this 

ability may include the accuracy of classification of peda-

gogical situations (at least 70 % of correct answers on  

antinomies), the teacher’s ability to identify antinomies in 

their own practice and to describe strategies for maintaining 

their poles, as well as a reduction in the proportion of situa-

tions erroneously classified as conflicts or dilemmas. 

Prospects for further research include a transition from 

the diagnosis of categorical sensitivity to the diagnosis of 

practical competence in maintaining antinomies. The con-

temporary discussion emphasises that professional reflec-

tion on antinomies requires not only their theoretical 

awareness but also the development of the ability to “main-

tain” tensions in real pedagogical practice, which presup-

poses the development of appropriate diagnostic instru-

ments and teacher training methodologies [17]. A compara-

tive analysis of antinomies in the Federal State Educational 

Standards for Basic General Education of different coun-

tries also appears promising, as it would allow distin-

guishing the universal features of the antinomic field of 

late modernity from its culturally specific manifesta-

tions. Furthermore, the question of how exactly teachers 

integrate the concepts of education, sustainable devel-

opment, and responsibility under conditions of antinomic 

tension, as well as what types of argumentation they use 

to resolve (or maintain) the identified contradictions, 

requires further study. 

Limitations of the study 

The limitations of the study are primarily related to  

the regional nature of the expert survey sample, which does 

not allow extrapolating quantitative distributions to  

the general population of Russian teachers without addi-

tional measurements. The content analysis is limited to the 

texts of the FSES BGE and does not include standards of 

other levels, nor any related normative documents.  
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This leaves open the question of whether the picture we have 

documented is specific to basic general education or is repro-

duced at other levels. Moreover, the expert survey procedure 

itself, despite all measures taken to ensure validity, models 

only the ability to classify presented situations, not the actual 

behaviour of the teacher in a situation of value conflict. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

In theoretical terms, a system of features of pedagogical 

antinomy has been developed and empirically verified.  

It includes value dual-foundationalism, structural stability, 

irresolvability within the existing paradigm, and technolog-

ical duality, with the last feature acting as an operational 

criterion that allows shifting the identification of antinomy 

from the domain of expert intuition to the status of an em-

pirically diagnosable parameter. 

In empirical terms, it has been established that in  

the current version of the FSES BGE (with amendments up 

to 2025), all identified contradictions (100 %) satisfy  

the criteria of antinomy, and the contradiction “Upbringing 

– Measurable Outcomes (SFA)” has transformed from  

a dilemma into an antinomy. 

A significant gap has been identified between the total 

institutional entrenchment of antinomies and their reflexive 

non-appropriation by practicing teachers: while the accura-

cy of identifying conflicts (79.0 %) and dilemmas (61.4 %) 

is high, the proportion of correct answers for antinomies 

was only 46.0 %. Teachers with greater experience demon-

strate higher results in recognising antinomies (51.8 %  

in the group with more than 25 years of experience versus 

38.2 % in the group with up to 5 years of experience), and 

respondents with higher education (Master’s degree) 

demonstrate higher results than teachers with secondary 

vocational education (49.2 % versus 37.0 %). 
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Аннотация: Проблема. Ключевые понятия для описания кризисных явлений в образовании – «противоречие», 

«конфликт», «дилемма» и «антиномия» – не имеют строгой категориальной определённости и нередко употребляются 
как синонимы. Отсутствуют операциональные критерии для их эмпирической дифференциации в нормативных текстах 
и профессиональном сознании педагогов. Исследование выполнено в контексте философии позднего модерна.  
Цель. Обосновать специфический категориальный статус педагогической антиномии, выделить её сущностные призна-
ки и операциональный критерий технологической дуальности. Методы. Двухэтапный смешанный дизайн: теоретиче-
ский этап (герменевтический анализ философско-педагогических источников, категориальный синтез) и эмпирический 
этап (контент-анализ ФГОС ООО 2010–2025 гг., анкетирование 245 педагогов-практиков). Результаты. В актуальной 
редакции ФГОС ООО 100 % выявленных противоречий удовлетворяют критериям антиномии. Противоречие «воспи-
тание – оценка» трансформировалось из дилеммы в антиномию. Педагоги распознают антиномии лишь в 46 % случаев 
(конфликты – 79 %, дилеммы – 61,4 %). Выявлена слабая положительная корреляция между стажем, уровнем образова-
ния и способностью идентифицировать антиномии. Выводы. Введённый операциональный критерий «технологиче-
ской дуальности» позволяет перевести идентификацию антиномии из плоскости экспертной интуиции в статус эмпири-
чески диагностируемого параметра. Разработанный понятийно-категориальный аппарат (включающий разграничение 
понятий антиномии, противоречия и дилеммы) рекомендуется использовать при экспертизе образовательных программ 
и в программах повышения квалификации педагогов. 
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гическая дуальность; демаркация понятий; разграничение понятий; категориальный аппарат педагогики; понятий-
ный аппарат педагогики; контент-анализ ФГОС ООО; анкетирование педагогов; педагоги-практики; профессио-
нальное сознание педагогов; поздний модерн 
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