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Abstract: The article examines the theoretical and pedagogical foundations of the
integration of the processes of reflection and monitoring in the professional activity of a teacher.
The author reveals the complementary nature of these two processes: reflection gives meaning to
the objective information provided by monitoring, while monitoring connects reflection to
concrete evidence. The work substantiates methodological approaches to combining them into a
single pedagogical system.
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Modern schools require teachers not only to have a thorough knowledge of the subject, but
also to regularly analyze and improve their work. However, in practice, most teachers evaluate
their lessons on an emotional level: “it went well” or “it didn’t work today.” Such an assessment
is subjective. On the other hand, monitoring in schools — control work, ratings — often remains
an official report and has little impact on the teacher’s next lesson. Thus, two valuable tools
work in isolation, without showing their full power.

Bridging this gap is, in our opinion, one of the most important resources for teacher
professional growth. Therefore, this article will theoretically examine why and how reflection
and monitoring can be combined.

Reflection: an internal analysis mechanism
The concept of reflection has its roots in philosophy, but it was introduced into pedagogy by

J. Dewey. The scientist defined reflective thinking as an active and careful consideration of a
belief or knowledge in terms of the foundations that underlie it [1]. That is, it is not random
thinking, but purposeful, consistent mental work. Later, D. Schön brought reflection to
professional activity: in his opinion, real work consists of ambiguous and unique situations that
cannot be solved only by applying ready-made rules - a specialist “reads” the situation again and
again during his work [2].

Practical models of reflection have also been developed. D. Kolb's experiential learning
cycle presents it as a closed circle consisting of concrete experience, observation, generalization,
and new testing stages [11]. G. Gibbs further elaborates the model, presenting it as a cycle that
includes description, emotion, evaluation, analysis, conclusion, and action plan [12]. The
common logic of these models is the same: experience — its analysis — renewed action. It is
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this cyclicality that creates a natural basis for combining reflection with monitoring, since
monitoring also supplements the same “observation and analysis” stage with objective
information.

Pedagogical reflection has also been studied in depth by CIS scientists. AA Bizyaeva
justified it as a factor of personal and professional growth within the framework of the
psychology of a “thinking teacher” [3]. Thus, reflection is a mechanism for a teacher to critically
understand and reconstruct his or her own activities. But there is a subtlety here: if reflection is
not based on objective information, it can easily turn into subjectivity. A teacher can “feel”
himself or herself both good and bad — this feeling may not reflect reality.

Reflection occurs at several levels. The technical level assesses whether a particular method
works, the practical level considers educational goals, and the critical level focuses on
understanding the ethical implications of pedagogical activity. BZ Vulfov and VN Kharkin
developed the conceptual apparatus of reflective pedagogy and considered it an integral part of
the teacher's professional growth [13]. S. Brookfield interprets critical reflection as a teacher's
consideration of his or her practice from different perspectives, including through the eyes of
students [14].

Monitoring: an objective observation tool
This is where monitoring comes in. AN Mayorov defines it as a technology for systematic

observation, measurement and forecasting of the state of the education system [4]. S.Ye.
Shishov and VA Kalney, having developed specific criteria and indicators for monitoring the
quality of education, present it as a source of information for management decisions [5].
Monitoring performs informational, diagnostic, prognostic and corrective functions.

But monitoring itself has its limitations. It only answers the question "what happened?"
Numbers—for example, half of the class did not master a topic—do not change anything on
their own. These numbers become useful only when they are analyzed and understood. In other
words, monitoring provides information, but does not make decisions.

The power of monitoring depends on the quality of the indicators. A good indicator must
meet three requirements: it must measure what is needed, be stable in repeated measurements,
and be understandable to the teacher. For example, a sheet that records not only the grade but
also the type of error encountered provides much richer material for reflexive analysis.
Otherwise, the collected numbers will become lifeless for the teacher.

Intersection point — feedback
The natural meeting point of reflection and monitoring is the phenomenon of feedback. P.

Black and D. Williams interpreted formative assessment as information used to change the
activities of teachers and students, showing the strong impact of regular feedback on the result
[6]. J. Hattie and H. Timperley identified feedback as one of the most effective pedagogical
factors [7]. It is feedback that turns the objective information provided by monitoring into the
subject of reflexive analysis.

At this point, the connection between the two processes becomes clear. While monitoring
asks “what happened and how much has changed?”, reflection asks “why did it happen this way
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and what can I change now?” One is incomplete without the other: reflection becomes subjective
without evidence, monitoring becomes formal without analysis.

In fact, the combination of reflection and monitoring is a pedagogical manifestation of the
direction of “informed practice” in modern education: decisions are made on the basis of
evidence, not assumptions. In Uzbek pedagogy, the teacher’s professional skills and ability to
analyze his or her own activities are also recognized as leading trends [15]. However, in practice,
the two processes are often separated: teachers are not specially trained in reflection, and
monitoring is associated with control, which causes distrust. So, the problem is not a lack of
opportunities, but a lack of a methodological solution that systematically connects them.

The idea of harmonization and its methodological foundations
The above analysis leads us to the following conclusion: combining reflection and

monitoring means building a self-improvement system based on objective information. Such a
system works in the form of a closed cycle: goal setting - activity - monitoring - reflexive
analysis - correction of activity. Each new cycle begins on the basis of the conclusions of the
previous one and refines the teacher's working ideas.

This model relies on several approaches. The systemic approach requires that reflection and
monitoring be viewed as interconnected elements of a single system, not as separate activities.
The active approach makes them natural stages of a teacher’s activity. The competency-based
approach, on the other hand, determines the result - the literacy of reflection and monitoring is
developed as a component of the teacher’s competence; this also corresponds to the
requirements of the Law “On Education” [8]. The person-centered approach adapts the model to
the individual path of each teacher. As K. Zeikner and D. Liston note, a reflective teacher should
be a researcher, not a passive performer of his or her practice [9].

It should also be added that these approaches are not mutually exclusive. They serve the
same goal from different perspectives - the formation of a teacher's informed, reflexive
professional position. Mezirov's theory of adult education also confirms this: real change occurs
only when a person critically reconsiders his experience [10].

Essentially, these approaches place the teacher in a metacognitive position: he observes,
evaluates, and directs his own thinking and activity "from above." He measures his work
through monitoring, and directs through reflection. It is this aspect that gives the model
psychological depth and distinguishes it from a simple reporting mechanism.

One more thing to remember: the teacher is the subject of adult education. Adults learn not
by force, but because they see the meaning of their own experience. Therefore, it is important
that reflection and monitoring are not a task imposed on the teacher from the outside, but are
presented as a tool for his own growth. Only then will they not become a formal requirement and
will they be truly effective.

Conclusion
Reflection and monitoring are two important mechanisms of teacher activity, which, taken

separately, are not fully effective. While reflection gives meaning and direction to monitoring,
monitoring provides an objective basis for reflection. Combining them into a single cycle raises
the teacher's self-improvement from the level of subjective reflection or formal reporting to the
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level of conscious practice based on information. These theoretical foundations will serve as a
basis for further research to develop a specific organizational and pedagogical model and test it
in practice.
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