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Thomas Knaus/Dorothee M. Meister/Gerhard Tulodziecki

Quality Development – Professionalization – 
Standards

A Mediapedagogy Futurelab 

The 2017 Forum on Communication Culture hosted by the Society for 
Mediapedagogy and Communication Culture (Gesellschaft für Medienpäd-
agogik und Kommunikationskultur – GMK) is devoted to quality develop-
ment in Mediapedagogy in both research and practice, with a particular 
focus on issues of professionalization and the discussion of standards. 

This thesis paper contains selected theses, provides supplementary and ex-
planatory notes and is intended to serve as a programmatic text for discus-
sion. It initiates a discussion that is intended first and foremost to serve the 
ongoing internal clarification of important issues related to Mediapedagogy 
in research and practice. With this aim in mind, it seeks to identify the 
positions upon which the community can agree, and those which might 
transpire to be more contentious. At the same time, the theses and their 
accompanying discussion are a way of helping the Society for Mediaped-
agogy and Communication Culture (GMK) to formally determine where it 
stands on practical and scholarly work being undertaken in Mediapedagogy, 
thereby enabling it to formulate an official position which it can represent 
externally. Inherent within the discussion is the objective of pinpointing 
any future requirements in the respective fields of practice and research in 
Mediapedagogy – albeit without claiming to be exhaustive in this respect. 
In the interests of concision and brevity, the accompanying background 
to each thesis is dealt with only briefly, without detailed scrutiny of its 
(often very comprehensive) associated discourse. Accompanying literature 
references are intended to provide examples of more finely grained and 
in-depth explanations. 

The theses begin with some thoughts on technology-driven social change – 
some call it “digitization” – and its significance for Media Education. Fol-
lowing on from this, we discuss issues related to qualifications and the pro-
fessionalization of Mediapedagogy in practice; we also examine the role of 
Mediapedagogy as a scholarly activity, and conclude with the importance 
of standards as points of orientation and initiators of debate.
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On Technology-Induced Social Change and its Significance 
for Media Literacy, Media Education and  
Mediapedagogical Competence

“Digitization” is bringing (r)evolutionary change to our life-worlds 
(“Lebenswelten”) and to society as a whole. Technologically-induced in-
novation is making itself felt in a number of socially relevant fields such as 
communication and culture, work and the economy, politics and democ-
racy, opinion formation and freedom of expression. The opportunities and 
risks it presents pose just as much of a challenge for every individual man 
and woman as they do for educational institutions and educational poli-
cy-makers – especially if the “socially empowered subject” (“gesellschaft-
lich handlungsfähiges Subjekt”, Hurrelmann 2002: 111) is to remain at the 
heart of democratic society. Increasingly, there is a sense that everyone 
should be able to take the phenomena which are driving social change and 
order them, make sense of them, rank their importance and master them.

Mediatization and its digital infrastructure are key to this happening 
(cf. Hepp/Krotz 2012; Krotz 2016) because media are the most tangible 
manifestations of digital devices and applications which children, young 
people and adults come into contact with every day (cf. Knaus 2017c). 
For people to be able to meet the challenges arising out of them, it is 
crucial to use educational processes to foster Media Literacy. For educators 
and teachers to be able to accomplish this, they required Mediapedagogical 
Competence (cf. Blömeke 2000; Tulodziecki 2012). In a society experiencing 
rapid change through digitization and mediatization, equipping educators 
and teachers with Mediapedagogical Competence is an important aspect of 
mediapedagogical work because it promotes quality development. Quality 
development work covers the full spectrum of mediapedagogical activities. 
These activities cover a wide range of pedagogical contexts and institutions 
including pre-school education, school education, vocational education, 
extracurricular activities for children and adolescents, adult education and 
third age education. In the light of these considerations, we have compiled 
the following theses:
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Thesis 1: The ongoing digitization and mediatization of people’s everyday 
lives and life-worlds (“Lebenswelten”) and their resultant social change 

are placing ever-more and ever-greater demands on people’s Media Literacy 

and on Media Education. 

Media Literacy should be understood as an assortment of abilities, skills 
and concepts that enable people to engage appropriately, autonomously, 
creatively and responsibly as citizens in a digitized and mediatized world 
(cf. The Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural 
Affairs | Kultusministerkonferenz – KMK 2012; The Standing Conference of 
the Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs | Kultusministerkonferenz – 
KMK 2016). From a societal perspective, this kind of engagement requires 
people to be furnished with the ability to both analyze and criticize media. It 
is therefore necessary to use media and cultural studies in competence-ori-
ented approaches to media in the light of the challenges currently arising 
from digitization, and its associated economic and political interests: These 
include the (algorithmic) processing of people’s personal data and the new 
options for social control that goes with it, and the acceleration of everyday 
and work-related processes with their potential to influence people’s fo-
cus (cf. Aßmann/Brüggen/Dander/Gapski/Sieben/Tillmann/Zorn 2016; Iske 
2016; Knaus 2017a; Knaus 2017c; Niesyto 2016; Niesyto 2017b). Other 
problems include the manipulation of opinion formation and the increasing 
number of interfaces between humans and machines, with their associat-
ed anthropological, social and ethical issues (cf. Damberger 2018; Knaus/
Engel 2019; Niesyto 2017a). Against this background, Media Literacy is 
– in a broad sense – an important objective for all educational processes 
(cf. i. a. Tulodziecki 2015; Knaus 2017a). Indeed, this view has become 
well-established in mediapedagogical thinking. It was first taken up by  
Dieter Baacke (1997), who differentiated between four dimensions of 
Media Literacy – Critical Media Literacy (“Medienkritik“), Media Knowl-
edge (“Medienkunde“), Using Media (“Mediennutzung“) and Creating Me-
dia (“Mediengestaltung“) – a perspective which has since been refined 
or refocused in numerous strands of mediapedagogical research (cf. i. a. 
Aufenanger 1997; Tulodziecki 1997; Groeben 2002; Schorb 2005). From 
the first decade of the 21st century onwards, discussions on this subject 
have been held under the heading of Media Education (“Medienbildung”). 
Here, the focus is essentially on education being about people’s ability 
to reference, comprehend and make use of new information, something 
which requires them to acquire knowledge on the one hand, and on the 
other hand be able to deal with contingency, to refocus, to actively exploit 
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new experiential spaces and be open to the unfamiliar (cf. Jörissen/Marotzki 
2009). However, Media Literacy and Media Education therefore differ from 
one another in a number of ways (cf. i. a. Iske 2015).

In the following, we proceed from the premise that the term Media 
Literacy can be used to describe the core elements and aims of mediapeda-
gogical practice, while the term Media Education is to be understood as an 
essentially open process within which people strive to achieve certain levels 
of competence (cf. Tulodziecki 2010).

If we take Media Education at school as an example, an inclusive under-
standing of Media Literacy should not only focus on media-based teaching 
and learning (“Mediendidaktik”), but also learning about media. The lat-
ter has come to occupy a dominant position primarily in activity-oriented 
learning and extracurricular media projects in programs for children and 
adolescents, and such projects are particularly good at bringing out the 
creative potential of digital media (cf. i. a. Knaus 2017a). In the light of 
the upheavals brought about by mediatization and digitization, there is a 
growing imperative to follow Mediapedagogy’s call for all school children 
to have access to Media Education and to learn about media (cf. i. a. Knaus 
2016; 2017a). This makes it all the more important for schools to offer 
children and adolescents the possibility to participate in mediapedagogical 
projects using media in an active and creative manner based on the princi-
ples of activity-oriented learning (cf. i. a. Schorb 1995). In this way, digital 
media can at the same time function as a link between the life-worlds 
(“Lebenswelten”) of the students and the topics they deal with at school. 
Although the culture in school differs fundamentally from the programs 
provided by youth work, the right kind of link between them would not 
only reinforce the role of the school as a place to be (”Lebensraum”), but 
would potentially give rise to new opportunities for combining “real-world” 
experiences with school work (cf. Niesyto 2004; Knaus 2017c).

The systematic pursuit of Media Literacy in its full breadth makes it 
necessary to compile attainment targets not only for schools, but also for 
other phases of education. These could then serve as the basis for teaching 
Media Literacy as a long-term process of Media Education throughout peo-
ple’s entire education (cf. i. a. KBoM 2011; Niesyto 2016; GMK-FG Kita 
2017). This would also help to counterbalance educational disadvantage 
and counteract the development of a Second-Level Digital Divide (Niesyto/
Moser 2009; Moser 2010; Knaus 2013).
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Thesis 2: In addition to working with topics relevant to Media Literacy and 

Media Education, attention should also be paid to the basic technological 

knowledge – a Computer Literacy and “Computational Thinking” – which 

contribute to people’s understanding of digitization (“Digital Literacy”), 
its technical applications, technology and its media manifestations.

Digital technology is more than just a “mediator”: it also creates media 
content and artifacts, influences human communication, and is becoming 
increasingly able to engage in independent interpretation. Acquiring an un-
derstanding of the technical and structural conditions that generate knowl-
edge and media is therefore becoming an increasingly important aspect of 
Media Literacy (cf. Knaus 2017b). It would therefore be desirable for people 
to possess at least a basic knowledge of the technology, the algorithms that 
make it work, and general processes underlying the generation and repro-
duction of data, information and knowledge (“Digital Literacy”). Only those 
who possess the knowledge to understand what is happening “behind” 
the user interface – behind the face of the machine – are in a position to 
be competent recipients of information and confident communicators (cf. 
Knaus 2017b). It is for these reasons that extensive Media Literacy should 
include at least a conceptual understanding of Computational Thinking, 
technology and Computer Literacy: one might call it “Digital Literacy”. 

These considerations could certainly serve as the bedrock for expanding 
the scope of Media Literacy and Media Education. It would be desirable for 
any expansion of these fields to include the following areas (cf. Tulodziecki 
2017a):
•	 The media landscape and its digital infrastructure (including types of media 

and IT systems, media services and access, data and information),
•	 the creative potential of media (including symbols and their meaning, the 

potential of media creation and modes of interaction),
•	 the production of media messages (including entering and transmitting ma-

terial as technical processes, processing and editing data, machine-based 
generation of media communication),

•	 the influence of media on the individual and society (including concepts 
of reality, emotions, behavioral patterns and value concepts, and their 
significance for social relations),

•	 the conditions underlying media production and media distribution (techni-
cal, legal, economic, institutional and social conditions).

In the face of the social challenges currently being posed by digitization, 
any attempts to broaden the scope of Media Education currently tend to 



240 Quality Development – Professionalization – StandardsFuturelab Medienpädagogik

focus on the potential role of technical-design disciplines, foremost among 
them the field of Informatics and Information Technology (cf. i. a. Knaus 
2017b). But even in taking into account any laudable attempts to forge 
collaborations between these technical disciplines, it should not be over-
looked that Media Education must maintain its existing links with other 
disciplines as well. These include disciplines in the fields of linguistics (as 
the basis for expanding the concept of text), social sciences (with respect to 
media influence and the social conditions underlying media production and 
media distribution) and the creative arts, for instance in the aesthetic design 
of media artifacts (cf. Tulodziecki/Herzig/Grafe 2010). These links reflect 
the fact that – under the influence of digitization and technical networks – 
images and moving images (such as film and video) not only continue to be 
important, but that they are actually gaining in importance as a means of 
expression and communication. The ability to critically analyze images and 
films – the field of Visual Education – is and remains a key aspect of Media-
pedagogy (cf. i. a. Knaus 2009; Niesyto 2017a).

Thesis 3: The increased and extended demands on people’s Media Literacy 

(as an objective) and their Media Education (as a process) require – togeth-

er with the ongoing development of new approaches to mediapedagogical 

practice – considerable energy to be invested in improving mediapedagog-
ical skills for all teaching and educational professionals in early childhood 

education, at school, universities, in further education and continuing edu-

cation.

Mediapedagogical Competence extends beyond Media Literacy itself and can 
be described as the knowledge and expertise required by people in the ed-
ucation and teaching professions – in combination with their professional 
ethics – to enable them to equip potential target groups with Media Litera-
cy. First and foremost, Mediapedagogical Competence means that teachers 
are media literate themselves and also possess the following skills: (a) the 
ability to grasp the significance of digitization and mediatization for chil-
dren, adolescents and adults in the societal context and to factor it in to 
mediapedagogical practice; (b) to analyze and select appropriate media for 
media-based teaching and learning in a (digital) learning environment, or to 
create media independently and to use them in a way that promotes learn-
ing; (c) to take on educational and mentoring tasks related to digitization 
and mediatization; (d) to plan, teach and evaluate projects or teaching units 
to foster learning about media; and (e) to work on enhancing institutional 
frameworks for mediapedagogical practice (cf. Tulodziecki 2017b).



241Quality Development – Professionalization – Standards

School education, further education and continuing education – insofar 
as they aim to promote Mediapedagogical Competence – must cover the 
full breadth of mediapedagogical practice. On the one hand, this broad 
range of pedagogical activities might be to inform and advise, to stimulate 
and support, to guard and protect, to teach and mold, to diagnose and fos-
ter, and to evaluate and innovate. On the other hand, it includes the man-
ifold institutions and organizations in which mediapedagogical work takes 
place or in which it is appropriate to provide mediapedagogical programs 
to their intended target groups. After all, mediapedagogical work in schools 
is different to pre-school early childhood education or to youth work, for 
instance. But at the same time, there are certain antinomies of mediaped-
agogical practice in the different institutional contexts, as revealed by the 
apparent irreconcilability between its power to influence and its desire to 
foster autonomy, between the understandable need for (child) protection 
and the need for people to be open to their own media-related experienc-
es, and between restrictive practical constraints and genuinely desirable 
pedagogical elements (cf. i. a. Helsper 2004; Hugger 2004; Keiner 2010).

The variety of mediapedagogical practice means that school education, 
higher education, further education and continuing education – parallel to 
their core content and topics – should focus on mediapedagogical fields of 
activity. Doing so would make a significant contribution to quality devel-
opment and quality assurance in the various fields of practice. At the same 
time, school education, higher education, further education and continuing 
education should be seen as important steps on the path to professionaliz-
ing mediapedagogical practice. 

On previous Approaches to Qualification  
and the Need to professionalize Mediapedagogical Practice

Demand for well-qualified Media Literacy educators is currently growing. 
Nevertheless, there are still only limited opportunities for acquiring a me-
diapedagogical education or an academic qualification. Access to a career 
in Mediapedagogy is often possible only indirectly (cf. i. a. Hugger 2007; 
Moser 2015). This was reflected in a study of degree programs which pro-
vide at least some components in mediapedagogical education. It makes 
for sobering reading: a mere 51 out of 426 German universities have relat-
ed professorships or chairs (cf. The German Society for Education – GERA 
| Deutsche Gesellschaft für Erziehungswissenschaft – DGfE 2017; Federal 
Statistical Office | Statistisches Bundesamt, undated). The study also shows 
that graduate studies in Mediapedagogy are possible at very few of these 
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universities: for the most part, Mediapedagogy is offered as an elective 
or a specialism within pedagogy programs or Media Studies and Commu-
nication Studies programs, with widely differing amounts of time being 
devoted to them. Even in teacher-training programs, mediapedagogical 
knowledge is obligatory in only very few German Länder. Overall, it is note-
worthy that an academic qualification as a Media Literacy educator is only 
possible as an elective in most teacher-training programs, and that their 
scope and embeddedness of these courses in the universities is depend-
ent on whether they possess relevant professorships and chairs. It must 
therefore be assumed that university programs in teaching methodology 
or educational research, in social education or teacher training, do not as 
a rule provide students with adequate Mediapedagogical Competence. In 
the light of this situation, it is highly important that the Media Education 
Division of the German Society for Education (GERA | DGfE) is currently 
investing considerable energy in designing a framework for practice out-
lining mediapedagogical program components or a complete program of 
Mediapedagogy itself. This framework reflects current efforts to provide all 
education professionals with Basic Media Education (cf. i. a. KBoM 2011; 
Imort/Niesyto 2014).

It is not only the limited availability of Mediapedagogy courses that 
leaves much to be desired – even more alarming is the current state of 
Media Literacy among education professionals: Despite the wide-ranging 
public discussion about the importance of mediapedagogical early-learning 
even for children of kindergarten age, it still does not constitute a for-
mal part of teacher-training programs (cf. Friedrichs-Liesenkötter/Meister 
2016). Even in other vocational professions such as the therapeutic pro-
fessions (social care work, geriatric nursing, social therapy or occupational 
therapy), mediapedagogical knowledge might constitute a useful part of 
any training and degree program. However, there is still no indication that 
it is likely to be included in the education and training curricula of these 
professions at any point in the near future. 

Because Mediapedagogy has yet to be truly embedded in teacher-train-
ing and other education-related programs, considerable hope is being 
placed in further education and continuing education. However, reality sug-
gests that whilst some mediapedagogical further and continuing education 
programs are being offered by public as well as private institutions – for 
example by the state media authorities (“Landesmedienanstalten“) and the 
GMK (The Association for Media Education and Communication Culture 
| Gesellschaft für Medienpädagogik und Kommunikationskultur) – those 
programs that are available are still a long way from covering all relevant 
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needs and requirements. Furthermore, there is still no generally accepted 
method of certification and no hallmark of quality; there is neither a system-
atic approach to advancing the development of ideas, nor to evaluating or 
disseminating them (cf. Meister 2017).

Added to all of the above is the problem that previous attempts to 
provide a coordinated approach to Mediapedagogy training and education 
have assumed that it was sufficient to “teach” mediapedagogical knowl-
edge, skills and abilities and that these could be more or less immediately 
transferred into practice. Experience has revealed assumptions of this na-
ture to be overly optimistic. Overall, these approaches have focused too 
little on professional practice, something which enables students to de-
velop their own professional competence, to gain a long-term perspective 
on their profession, and to participate in the debate on the role of theory 
versus practice.

Thesis 4: In order to meet the different demands of research and practice, 

existing efforts to enhance the qualification process with a mind to profes-

sionalizing the field should be continued. Professional competence means 

that practitioners are ready and able to engage appropriately, responsibly, 

and with a theoretical grounding, in their professional lives. 

Professional competence means (a) that practitioners are equipped with 
a theoretical background in mediapedagogical practice, (b) that they are 
able to bring academic principles to bear in practice, (c) that their work is 
based on research and (d) they possess additional personality traits that are 
required to perform their professional tasks.

Professional competence should encompass academic principles and 
precepts, theoretical approaches and empirical findings, and a knowledge 
of methodological procedures for conducting research. A framework of 
pedagogical practice should play a central role in practitioners’ ability to 
apply theoretical knowledge to practical situations on a case-by-case ba-
sis. Structurally speaking, research-based pedagogical practice is essentially 
the interplay between situational circumstances and broadly formulated 
guidelines. Both of these aspects must be accessed in combination to meet 
the demands of specific pedagogical situations on a case-by-case basis, cul-
minating in pedagogically responsible decision-making (cf. Combe/Helsper 
1996). The important personality traits referred to above can be summa-
rized under the heading of professional ethics, which implies a sense of 
respect and a feeling of responsibility on the part of the practitioner for 
children and adolescents and even adult learners. Furthermore, educators 
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should also be free to express their own experiences with media (cf. i. a. 
Kommer 2016). Broadly speaking, it is simply not possible to equip prac-
titioners with such a broad range of skills and attitudes in naturally limited 
courses and programs of study; this must take place over a much longer 
time period. 

Thesis 5: The process of professionalization must be conceived of as a long-
term biographical process consisting of several developmental stages. 

Findings from expertise research describe a practitioner’s process of profes-
sionalization as their development from novice to expert. During this pro-
cess, the practitioner passes through the intermediate phases of being an 
advanced beginner before reaching competence and attaining proficiency 
before ultimately reaching the status of expert (cf. Berliner 1994; Neuweg 
1999). The main challenge for novices is that whilst they do possess knowl-
edge, it is largely context-less and they have virtually no free cognitive ca-
pacity while engaging in pedagogical practice to undertake analyses in real 
occupational situations and use them as a basis for their decision-finding. 
They only acquire this skill through experience; this in turn allows them to 
achieve competence (although the term is used in a narrower sense here 
than in our discussion above). Practitioners achieving proficiency (accord-
ing to the development model) are able to react to situational events and 
take appropriate action in response – deviating from their planning where 
necessary. They will also develop situationally appropriate routines. As they 
become more proficient, they become better at organizing their knowledge 
to suit situations as they arise, and are increasingly capable of and skilled 
at accessing it. As experts, they are able to carry out analyses and take de-
cisions in many diverse situations which are both responsible and relevant 
to each case – both before and during a situation, and then afterwards in a 
period of reflection and review.

In the context of these developments, different viewpoints on the way 
in which theory and practice interact play are key. 

Thesis 6: In the face of simplified assumptions regarding the application of 

research findings, efforts to increase the level of professionalism should not 

lose sight of the fact that the relationship between theory and practice 

should be conceived of as the case-by-case nexus between practitioners’ 

own conceptions, theoretical principles and empirical evidence.
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As noted in the opening remarks above, previous efforts to improve the 
qualification process in the profession are often based – with respect to 
the relationship between theory and practice – on simplified assumptions. 
Such simplifications exist both in the principle of transfer – the premise that 
it possible to simply transfer general theoretical principles into situational 
practice – as well as the principle of transformation – the premise that the-
oretical principles can be  transformed into rules and then simply applied. 
Both models fall short: Only when those involved in everyday practice un-
derstand the relationship between theory and practice (in accordance with 
thesis 4) as the case-by-case nexus between relevant theories and empiri-
cal evidence, and “workaday” theories and subjective interpretations, can 
simplified and inconsistent workaday theories be changed in the interests 
of promoting professionalism. Unifying these two approaches should form 
a constituent part of the reflective processes undertaken by practitioners 
when analyzing or designing practical situations (cf. i. a. Tulodziecki/Herzig/
Blömeke 2017).

At the very least, this requires a willingness on the part of scholarship 
and practice to engage and communicate with each other so that research 
findings can be discussed with practitioners in the field, and so that expe-
riences from the field can be tested using theoretical principles – theory 
and practice would both benefit from this process. At the same time, these 
considerations also underline the importance of giving current and future 
mediapedagogical practitioners the opportunity to work with scholarly ma-
terial in the course of their professional development.

Thesis 7: In light of the manifold challenges posed by mediatization and 

digitization and the need to professionalize mediapedagogical action, the 

research and teaching of Mediapedagogy for all educational professions 

must be better represented in vocational education and training, in higher 

education, in further education and continuing education.

If Mediapedagogy is to find its rightful place in society, then universities 
and colleges of applied science must do more to incorporate it into their 
academic curricula. This is important if it is to become established in ac-
ademic and educational policy discourse. At the same time, this also sets 
new standards for Mediapedagogy as a field of study to be researched and 
taught in its own right.



246 Quality Development – Professionalization – StandardsFuturelab Medienpädagogik

Standards of Research and Teaching in Mediapedagogy

Mediapedagogy requires a theoretical basis, empirical research and re-
search principles. Furthermore, mediapedagogical research and theory-for-
mation depend on experience from the field if the research and teaching 
of Mediapedagogy are to be conceived of as emanating from the reality of 
educational processes relevant to media, and also existing for this reality in 
return.

Since the 1960s, Mediapedagogy has become established as a sub-dis-
cipline of Educational Science. Here though, the core areas of focus have 
mostly been issues of teaching and learning with media and aspects of me-
dia socialization. Over time, however, Media Literacy and Media Education 
have become established as specialisms in their own right (cf. Tulodziecki 
2011). At the same time, research on Mediapedagogy has developed and 
become more specialized, so that there are now a number of research par-
adigms (e. g. empirical-analytical, hermeneutic-pragmatic and educational 
design research; ideological criticism), research approaches (quantitative 
and qualitative methods), procedures (experiments, surveys, evaluations 
and action research) and research techniques (e. g. interviews, observation, 
visual methods and content analysis). 

Despite the significant increase in research on Mediapedagogy, it is still 
highly desirable and necessary for this trend to continue – especially in the 
face of the social upheavals which technological innovation has left in its 
wake. The effects of Mediapedagogy research and its desiderata are visible 
for example in the publication project by the Qualitative Research Section 
(Qualitative Forschung) of the GMK, which set itself the task of collecting 
innovative approaches and methods for conducting mediapedagogical re-
search by writing reports about recent studies and providing open access 
to first-hand experience, thereby stimulating debate (cf. A Mediapedagogy 
Research Workshop | Forschungswerkstatt Medienpädagogik 2017; Knaus 
2017; Knaus 2018). 

In the light of the above, Mediapedagogy – as a scholarly discipline in 
need of professionalization, as outlined above – is obliged to explain how it 
can transfer its ideas and conceptions into practice. 

Thesis 8: Mediapedagogy as a scholarly discipline should, in addition to ad-

vancing research insights, also make available dispositional and orientational 

knowledge that might help mediapedagogical practitioners to reflect upon 
and design educational settings.
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The dispositional and orientational knowledge that mediapedagogical prac-
titioners need should encompass both theoretical and conceptual ideas as 
well as empirical evidence (see thesis 4). In order for them to be able to 
gauge the value of empirical evidence and theoretical conceptions, it is also 
necessary for the practitioners themselves to become proficient in research 
methodologies. Indeed, these skills could and should help them acquire a 
research-oriented approach to their work. This kind of approach means that 
practitioners can critically examine and evaluate their conditions of action as 
well as their own actions. From the viewpoint of professionalization, it is 
therefore desirable that Mediapedagogy sees itself as a discipline of practice 
and reflection. 

However, Mediapedagogy does actually have at its disposal a number 
of theoretical approaches to practice and reflection, albeit without any one 
“standard theory” or any one broadly accepted theory achieving promi-
nence. Similarly, the state of research is also characterized by methodo-
logical diversity (see above and cf. Hartung/Schorb 2014: 7 and 9f.; A Me-
diapedagogy Research Workshop | Forschungswerkstatt Medienpädagogik 
2017). Within this diversity, several approaches with different core theories 
and research paradigms compete with each other so that Mediapedagogy 
as a scholarly discipline – mirroring other action-oriented disciplines – has a 
multi-paradigmatic structure (cf. Kornmesser/Schurz 2014). Whilst having 
competing approaches within a discipline can be productive and contribute 
to advances in the field, it does make it harder for practitioners to access 
research findings which are practically useful. Indeed, it is a challenge to 
formulate educational theories and create ideas and conceptions in such a 
way that they can be applied to practical contexts. 

Thesis 9: One precondition for making educational theories relevant to prac-

tical contexts – despite the paradigmatic structure of Mediapedagogy – is 

that they are formulated in such a way so as to offer a point of contact with 

workaday theories and pedagogical practitioners’ subjective interpretations.

It is fair to assume that practitioners of Mediapedagogy have certain – albeit 
subjective or rather workaday – ideas and concepts in mind when they en-
gage in the analysis and design of pedagogical situations, and that they use 
these to produce (intellectual) diagnoses and explanations, to identify their 
objectives, and develop individual strategies to achieve them (cf. König/
Volmer 2008). It is therefore helpful in trying to unite theory and practice 
if educational theories are formulated in such a way as to make them com-
patible with workaday and subjective concepts, diagnoses, explanations, 
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objectives and strategies. However, even in trying to identify points of con-
tact with workaday and subjective constructs, and ideas and conceptions, 
it remains necessary for practitioners to hone their independent ability to 
decide – in the interests of their professional development – what research 
findings are most relevant to which practical requirements and under what 
conditions. This presents a further challenge for Mediapedagogy.

Thesis 10: Mediapedagogy should intensify its efforts in educational design 

research, which places the development of practical and theory-based ide-
as and conceptions for mediapedagogical practice and its evaluation at the 

forefront of its activities.

This type of research puts educational design at the center of the research 
process. This includes reflecting upon the principles of pedagogical prac-
tice, combining theoretical development and empirical testing, and bring-
ing together various different methodological procedures for acquiring new 
knowledge. By doing this, it should be possible to intensify and strengthen 
the interplay between theory and practice (cf. Tulodziecki 2014). By assem-
bling a suitable body of materials documenting any relevant developments 
and evaluations, it should be possible to acquire context-sensitive knowl-
edge which practitioners themselves can choose to use or not depending 
on how this knowledge overlaps with their own practical experiences. In 
doing this, research on Mediapedagogy could make a significant contribu-
tion to professionalizing activities in the field and to promoting mediaped-
agogical practice itself.

The Question of Standards for Mediapedagogical Practice  
at School, Higher Education, Further Education  
and Continuing Education 

Following a number of comparative international studies, such as the Pro-
gram for International Student Assessment (PISA) studies, there have been 
growing calls for competency standards to be compiled, especially for 
schools. Since these studies were carried out, learning standards have been 
compiled for some school subjects – for example German, Math and En
glish. The purpose of these competency and learning standards is primarily 
to serve as a point of orientation and in so doing to provide the basis for 
evaluating learning “outcomes”. But at the same time, drawing up stand-
ards for these subjects also meant that they increased in importance. This 
implied that other topics at school might lose their importance in the eyes 
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of educational policy-makers or the general public – and by association, 
also in the minds of teachers and school managers.

With this in mind, it comes as no surprise that there were also calls for 
educational standards to be drawn up for Mediapedagogy. These demands 
were not only rooted in the concern that the field would be left behind in 
discussions at the policy level or inside schools themselves. Indeed, schools 
and administrators themselves also called for better targets to be formu-
lated setting out the educational aims of Mediapedagogy (cf. i. a. Assen-
macher 2006; Wagner/Peschke 2006). This resulted in the first efforts to 
formulate standards for Mediapedagogy (cf. i. a. Moser 2006; Tulodziecki 
2007). Overall, this process involved weighing up problems that might be 
associated with standards, and how standards might sensibly function. Such 
functions included supporting and encouraging the development of core 
curricula, conducting reforms, examining issues related to qualifications, 
and evaluating teaching and learning processes and support programs. 

Thesis 11: Standards can serve as a point of orientation and reflection for 

promoting quality development in mediapedagogical practice and profes-

sionalization in the context of education, further education and continuing 

education. 

By emphasizing orientation and reflection, our position on standards is at 
odds with other approaches, which see standards as a way of measuring 
and managing output. At the same time, however, we still believe that 
standards can and should be used as points of orientation and reflection in 
the diagnosis of attainment or objectives. One form of diagnosis is the use 
of evaluations. Diagnoses and evaluations should in our opinion be used 
primarily to stimulate and initiate (support) programs.

Any discussion of standards should bear in mind that they can be re-
lated to different areas, such as attainment targets, processes, institutions 
or the regulation of systems. As such, it is necessary to differentiate be-
tween educational standards, procedural standards, institutional standards 
and system standards: educational standards (sometimes also referred to as 
person-based standards) indicate a level of attainment that a person should 
have reached after a particular phase in their education. Procedural stand-
ards set out the specifications of teaching and learning processes which 
exist to ensure that educational standards are met, and include case-based 
and problem-based learning, and directed or self-directed learning. Institu-
tional standards set out the conditions that must be met by institutions in 
which education and training programs take place, and include stipulations 
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governing personnel or technical equipment, curricula and general organ-
izational matters. System standards cover regulations and support mecha-
nisms which are considered necessary to help the institutions reach their 
educational objectives (cf. Terhart 2002).

Educational standards are foremost among these standards because 
they serve as a point of orientation for all other standards – the primary 
aim is after all to ensure that each target group attains its intended educa-
tional standard. Put differently, procedural, institutional and system stand-
ards should ultimately contribute to creating favorable background condi-
tions to help people attain the targets that are set out in the educational 
standards. In this case, the Mediapedagogy debate centers on educational 
standards of Media Literacy (as the main objective for children, adolescents 
and adults) and educational standards of Mediapedagogical Competence (as 
the main objective for media educators and teachers at schools, in higher 
education and further and continuing education). 

Thesis 12: Educational standards should be based on explicit competence 
models which are both thoroughly researched and practically relevant.

The development of competence models as the basis for educational stand-
ards is worth pursuing not least because existing approaches more or less 
use strings of associative sequences to compile educational standards with-
out a satisfactory level of theoretical grounding – as in a recent strategy pa-
per by The Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural 
Affairs of the Länder in the Federal Republic of Germany (KMK – Kultus-
ministerkonferenz) entitled Education in the Digital World (“Bildung in der 
digitalen Welt“, cf. KMK 2016). Similar problems occur outside the context 
of Mediapedagogy, such as in the compilation of educational standards 
for particular subjects (cf. i. a. Keiner 2010; Niesyto 2016). This is why the 
Mediapedagogy division of the GERA (DGfE) is currently developing – with 
particular focus on the issue of professionalization – a theoretical and prac-
tical competency model as a reference for future Mediapedagogy course 
components and entire degree programs. 

Thesis 13: In principle, it can and should be the case that standards – as 

desirable “states” or situations and instruments of orientation and reflection 

which support quality development and quality assurance – should be com-
piled at all levels: for people, processes, institutions and systems. Here, Me-

diapedagogy – as a practical and scholarly discipline – has a key role to play.
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There are already a number of promising ideas regarding educational stand-
ards in Mediapedagogy (see above). These also extend to process char-
acteristics, institutional conditions and system regulation. However, they 
have only received little attention thus far from educational policy-makers 
and administrators (cf. i. a. KMK 2016). This is at least to some degree due 
to the multiparadigmatic structure of Mediapedagogy, which on the one 
hand makes it more difficult for practitioners to access theoretical knowl-
edge (see discussion on this topic in thesis 8), and on the other hand makes 
it appear to people outside the community that Mediapedagogy is incon-
sistent in the positions it takes. This means that there is a high risk that 
complex debates and the apparently inconsistent multiplicity of positions 
which they generate might be (politically or administratively) misunderstood 
or functionalized (cf. i. a. Niesyto 2016). Nevertheless, it is not up to the 
policy-makers or administrators in the education system to adapt Media-
pedagogy’s multiparadigmatic discourse to socially relevant issues. Medi-
apedagogy itself is confronted with the task – despite all of the pressures 
within the discipline from competing approaches – of finding suitable ways 
of establishing common positions at least on its core issues, and communi-
cating them clearly outside the community. 

However, this is made all the harder by the fact that it is no longer 
possible to view current technological developments exclusively from the 
perspective of Educational Research. 

Thesis 14: The complexity of social change – largely brought about by tech-

nological and technical innovations – means that future mediapedagogical 

work should be more interdisciplinary and located within (international) 

networks. 

In order to be able to properly analyze, assess and evaluate the changes 
which are taking place, it would be helpful and worthwhile to borrow inspi-
ration and approaches from Psychology, Sociology, Law, Philosophy, Infor-
matics, Media Studies and Communication Studies and from subject-spe-
cific teaching methodologies. The current challenges confronting education 
and culture can only be addressed – in our opinion – if there is constructive 
cooperation with other disciplines in an international discourse.

From the perspective of mediapedagogical practice, it is not only neces-
sary to network within the scholarly community and with other mediaped-
agogical institutions, it is also necessary to collaborate and network with 
colleagues from other educational environments.
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Follow up

In view of current and anticipated developments, the theses and observa-
tions outlined above reveal how important it is for Mediapedagogy, and 
therefore also for the Society for Mediapedagogy and Communication 
Culture (Gesellschaft für Medienpädagogik und Kommunikationskultur – 
GMK) – as the professional association and nexus between scholarship and 
practice – to speak up in defense of the positions its represents. The work in 
progress in the forum’s workshops, in the specialist groups, and the discus-
sions taking place across the forum as a whole should result in a common 
and durable position which clarifies where Mediapedagogy stands on ques-
tions of quality development and professionalization in the field. 
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