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Educational Technology as a Learning Path
in the Era of Risk Management: Dilemma and Breakthrough

WU Gang

(Institute for Advanced Studies in Education East China Normal University Shanghai 200062 China)

Abstract: Through a thorough review of research studies this article suggests that although educational tech—
nology has made significant achievements in terms of product development and platform construction in the past 20
years the effectiveness of its application in k42 especially during the COVID-9 pandemic is far from satisfactory.
The practical dilemma of online education applications will make the subsequent development of educational technology
more challenging which shows that its communication paradigm has been degraded. However in the era of global
risks educational activities must rely on the ubiquitous learning environment the historical mission of educational
technology is vet to be fulfilled. Challenges and opportunities coexist and theoretical transformation is imperative. We
propose to shift from a communication paradigm to a sociocultural one in order to promote the physical and mental
development of learners through the construction of open learning space and mixed learning by relying on the theories
of social interaction and embodied cognition. The nature of educational technology is to serve as a roadmap that
guides learners to explore participate and share in the world.

Keywords:online education technical crisis  sociocultural paradigm social interaction
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