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Educational Technology Goes Mobile:
Why? A Case Study of Finland
Antti Pirhonen, University of Jyväskylä, Jyväskylä, Finland

Rebekah Rousi, University of Jyväskylä, Jyväskylä, Finland

ABSTRACT

Recentdecadeshaverevealedthatthedigitaleducationaltechnologythatisexpectedtorevolutionise
schoolingforgenerationstocome,isfraughtwithchallenges.Onemajorchallengeisthateducational
systemsvastlyvarybetweenculturesandcountries.Thedifferencesstartfromtheconceptualisation
ofeducationandschool.Itis,therefore,quiteinaccuratetohandleeducationasauniversalconcept.
Inthisarticletheauthorsevadegeneralisationbydiscussingtheuseofmobiletechnologyinthe
schoolsofonesingle,relativelyhomogenousnation:Finland.Thebackboneoftheiranalysisisthe
corenationalcurriculumofbasiceducation.Theappropriatenessofmobiletechnologyintheschool
contextisreflecteduponthroughtheobjectivesandethosofbasiceducation.Theconclusionsare
discussedintermsoftheircontributiontotheunderstandingoftheusecultureofmobiletechnology.

KEyWoRdS
Basic Education, Educational Technology, Mobile Computing, Mobile Technology

INTRodUCTIoN

Usingtechnologyineducationtoenhancelearningisanancientidea.Everyschoolismadeupofa
myriadoftechnologicalconstructions,manyofwhichmaybeclassifiedaseducationaltechnology.
Recently,however,therehasbeenanexceptionalamountofpublicityandresearchactivityaround
educationaltechnology,ascharacterisedbyinformationtechnology(IT)–thatis,artefactsandsystems
substantiatedbyITanddesignedwiththeintentionofbeingutilisedinthecontextoflearning.Inthis
articleweanalysetherelationshipbetweenschoolandtechnology,focusingonthelatestphenomena
inthedomain,andtrytounderstandwhythereissomuchtalkaboutthistopicrightnow.Whatis
intendedtobeemphasisedinthisarticle,isthatmosttechnologies,eveneducationaltechnologies,
arenotnecessarilydigitalorinformationtechnologybynature.Rather,language,writingandprint
technologies,electricityandeventhearchitectureofschoolsaretechnologies.Moreover,schools
canbeinterpretedasinstitutionsforconveyingtheseconventions,andindeedareintheirownright
technologicalconstructions-so,then,whynowtheemphasisoneducationaltechnology?

Beforegoingdeeperintoeducationaltechnology,weneedtoclarifytheconceptofeducational
technology.Atfirstsight,definingeducationaltechnologyappearsatrivialtaskbutbotheducation
andtechnologyasconceptscan,infact,benon-trivial.

Tobuildonwhatwaspreviouslydescribed,letusstartwithtechnology.Technologyisnotsimply
ameansofaidingcomputationalprocesses,buthasalwaysbeenacentralphenomenoninhumanlife.
Thisbringstolighttheimportanceoftheterm‘technology’asreferringtoanythingthathasbeen
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devisedbyhumanbeings,throughtheirintellectandintention,inordertosolveproblemsandimprove
circumstances(Buchanan,2017), inotherwords, technologiesare tools.Language is technology
(Mufwene,2013),asarecavepaintingsandsticksthataredeliberatelyselectedtodrawmarkings
intheearththroughwhichtocommunicatestories(d’Erricoetal.,2016).Thisviewoftechnology
canbelikenedtothatofobservingtechnologyasthedesignofsymbolically-mediatedbehaviour–
thebasicpremiseofinformationtechnology.Furthermore,whendefiningwhattechnologyis,we
mayrefertoMacKenzieandWajcman(1985)whostatethattechnologyischaracterisedbythree
distinctcomposites:1)itcomprisesartefactsandtechnicalsystems;2)theknowledgeofthese(i.e.,
recognisingandunderstandingthetoolsandsystems);and3)behaviourthatoccursinconjunction
withthetechnology–usage,culture,economics,politicsetc.(Bijker,2010).

Fromasocialconstructionistperspective,wemayobservethattechnologyisnotonlyrepresented
byandwithinsocialdiscourse,butalsoisconstitutedthroughit(Bijker,2010).Thatis,viafollowing
MacKenzieandWajcman’s(1985)dimensionsofknowledgeandbehaviourwithintheconstituency
of technology, itmaybeobserved that socialdiscourseasknowledge, its representationand the
behaviourassociatedwiththis,arewhatmaketechnology,technology.

Itappearsthatincolloquiallanguage,often‘technology’isthoughtoforreferredtoasdigital
(information)technology.Thus,digitaltechnologycanbeconsideredthedominanttechnological
discourseinthepost-industrial(andarguablyindustrial)internationaleconomy.Theautomaticdefault
toITinspeechandmeaningcanbeviewedasaresultofbothpoliticalandcommercialaggression
(Kapitzke, 2000).Moreprecisely, the referent is notdigital technologyper se, butmostoften a
consumerproductwhichcontainsdigitaltechnologyinoneformoranother.Forsomereason,itis
digitaltechnologythatseemstohavemysticalvalueoverallotherkindsoftechnology.Thedigital
haloseemstopenetratetoeducationaldiscoursewithforce.Inothercontexts,educationalistshavea
highprofileinmaintainingtheacademicideals,likeaccuracyinthedefinitionofconcepts.Whenever
digitaltechnologyistouchedupon,however,thevocabularyisamishmashofmarketinglanguage
andeducationaljargon.Forinstance,thewidelyspreadconceptof“digitallearning”ishardtojustify.
Thereareatleastthreepossibleinterpretationsofthisconcept:

1. Literal Interpretation:Literallytaken,thereshouldbesomespecialkindoflearningwhich
isdigitalbynature.Digital,inturn,meansthepresentationofdatainexactnumbers–usually
inbinaryformat,inzerosandones;yesorno.Sodigitallearningwouldimply–what?That
learningeithertakesplaceornot?

2. Metaphor:Ascanbeseenabove,itishardlyappropriatetointerpretdigitallearningliterally.
Coulddigitallearningbeametaphoricalexpressionthen?Togiveananswer,wewillneedto
considerwhatitmeanstobemetaphorical.Aswepreviouslyargued(Pirhonen,2005),thepurpose
ofametaphoristosupporttheconceptualisationprocesswiththehelpofexistingconcepts.Tobe
appropriate,ametaphorhastodirectattentiontoessentialpropertiesofthenewconcept.Sowhat
isthatessentialpropertyoflearningwhichwouldjustifycallingitdigital?Learningislearning,
whethertheappliededucationaltechnologyutilisesdigitaloranyotherformoftechnology.

3. “Everybody Knows Anyway What We Are Talking About”: Could digital learning be
understoodasjustanotherlabelfortheapplicationofmodernICTineducationalcontexts?Inthe
learningcontext,whendigitaltechnologyisapplied,thedigitalnatureoftheappliedtechnology
isoftennotobservable.Actually, thequalityof theuser-interfaceof adigital application is
largelyassessedonthebasisofhowwellthedigitalityishiddenandhowstrongtheillusionis
ofanalogue-ness.Atypicalexampleisadigitalphoto–itimitatesarealscene,butinfactitis
onlyahugematrixofpixels.Ifwezoomthepicturetooclose,theillusiondisappearsandthe
pixelsarerevealed.Likewise,indigitalvideoimages,theonlycaseinwhichwerealisethat
itisaquestionofdigitaltechnologyiswhenthereissometechnicalfailureandthepictureis
pixelized.Inotherwords,inthelearningcontextonlytheprocessorlevelofbasictechnologyis
digital,buttheapplicationsaresupposedtoworkjustastheirreal-worldreferents.
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Inbrief,theabundantuseoftheword‘digital’intheeducationalcontextlackssubstance-derived
justification.Fromtheperspectiveoflearning,itwouldbewisertotalkaboutphenomenawiththeir
realnamesratherthanstrivingtohidetherealitybehindeuphemisms,clumsymetaphorsandmarketing
jargon.Especiallyintheuseofmobiledevicesineducation,itwouldbebeneficialtodescribehuman
behaviourinarealisticmanner,andtoadoptanapproachsuchasasocialconstructionistapproachto
technology,tocharacterisethenatureofmobileITinthecontextofeducation.Fromalinguisticand
metaphoricalperspective,forexample,iftheuserofamobiledeviceisabouttosignintoFacebook,
ratherthanreportingthathe/sheis“goinginto”Facebook,weshouldbeinterestedinknowingwhere
he/sheisreallygoing,andwhatelseishappeningwithinhis/her(physicalandembodied)surroundings.
Arelatedissueisthattheonlydevice-dependentphysicalactivityistheuseofoneortwofingers,
whereasallbodilyactivity–orlackthereof–woulddeserveourattentionasdesigners;thewhole,
embodiedhumanbeingisthere,interactingwiththeenvironmentinnumerousways.Thus,theuser,
standinginthemiddleoftheschoolyard,oblivioustothebreaktimenoisearoundhim/her,uses
his/herpointerfingertoswipethetouchscreen.His/hereyes,constantlyscanningthecontentsand
formspresentedonthescreen,arriveupontheFacebookiconthathe/sherecognisesandremembers
fromprevioususage.His/herattentionremainsontheiconashis/herpointerfingerpressesfirmlyon
itsplace.Thescreenviewchangesseveraltimesbeforethedesiredpageviewappearsinsight.The
user’sattentionremainsonthecontentsofthepages,continuallyprocessingtheinformationofhis/
herfriends’updates.His/hermindisoverwhelmedandracingat150wordsandpicturesperminute,
yethis/herbodyremainsstagnantinthemiddleoftheschoolyard.

Abovewediscussedtheconceptoftechnology,withoutaclearconclusionordefinition.Rather,
thereistheacknowledgementthattechnologyitselfisasocialdiscursiveconstruction,throughwhich
itsrealityandmaterialityarerealised.ITbynaturefocusesoninformation;informationisamasswith
pluralisticinterpretationsbothlinguisticandbehaviouralwhich,fromthisperspective,endowsIT
withtechnologicalsuperiority,inthatnooneeverhasaconciseunderstandingofwhatitis,andmore
importantly,whatitcando.Thepointis,however,thattechnologyintheeducationalcontextcannot
bevaluedonthebasisofthetypeoftechnologyitis,butrather,itscontributiontotheeducational
objectives.Wenowthereforeturnthefocusontheotherproblematicconcept:education.

PhilosopherJohnDewey(1944)describededucationasaprocessinwhichlearningisfacilitated,
andwithinthisprocess,skills,knowledge,beliefs,valuesandevenhabitsareacquired.Education
isnotboundtoinstitutionorcontextyetisoften,throughsocietaldiscourse,connectedtoschools
andother official organisations throughwhich learning systems are implemented andmediated.
Educationalsystems,culturesandpracticesvaryacrosscultures.Commontothemisthattheyhave
apoliticaldimension.Theyarealwayscreatedandfosteredwithinthecontextofapoliticalsystem
and itsassociatedpolitical ideologies (Bijker,2010;Dewey,1944;Kapitzke,2000).Educational
systemsareintendedtoinstillthesepoliticalideologiesthroughouttheframeworkofthesociety.
Forinstance,whenobservingtheNordicwelfaremodel,educationcanbeseenasthekeyoperant
involvedinnotonlyincreasingliteracythroughouttheNordiccountriesbut,indoingso,alsoincreasing
livingandculturalstandardsbyenablingcitizenstobothengageinhigherskilledprofessionsand
modesofhigherculture(Esping-Andersen,2005).Subsequently,thenextgenerationissupposed
tobeeducatedbythecurrentadults,inordertoassurethecontinuanceoftheculture.Asalogical
consequenceitcanbearguedthateducationis–bydefinition–aculture-dependentandinstilling
phenomenon.Yet,ironicallyassuch,inevitablythereareculturalchangesfromonegenerationtothe
nextthatarecontingentuponpolitical,technologicalandeconomicdevelopmentsandsubstructures
(Gans,2012).Wedonot,therefore,trytoabstracteducationtoauniversallevel,butsimplychoose
asamplenationinouranalysis.Forus,thenaturalchoiceisFinland,notleastbecauseofitspositive
andwidelyspreadreputationineducation.
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SoME PECULIARITIES oF EdUCATIoN IN FINLANd

Whendiscussingeducationinaninternationalcontext,Finnshaveapeculiarproblemwhichisseldom
spokenabout.InFinnishlanguage,therearetwowordswhichareusedasatranslationoftheEnglish
word‘education.’Firstly,thereisaformalwordwhichcanbetranslatedintoEnglishwithasimilar
connotationtoschooling.Intheresearchcontext,however,forinstanceineducationalscience,the
literaltranslationwouldbesomethinglike“thescienceofupbringing”(kasvatustiede).Wordsareoften
seentobefundamentallymetaphoricalbynature,soitisworthwhilecontemplatingthedifference
betweentheEnglishwordanditsFinnishequivalent–ortoquestionthatequivalence.Inotherwords,
theFinnishtranslationofeducationhasverydifferentconnotationstotheword‘education’utilised
intheEnglish-speakingworld.

AstheFinnishequivalentofthetermeducationreflects,educationhastraditionallyplayeda
pivotalroleinsociety.ThisrelatestotheNordicwelfaremodel,andhowschoolsandschoolingwere
instrumentallydevelopedtoincreasenotsimplythequalityoflifeinNordiccountries,butthequality,
orclass,ofcitizens(Antikainen,2006;Bourdieu&Passeron,1990;Esping-Andersen,2005).The
centralroleofschoolinthelifeofyoungpeopleinFinlandmaybebothastrengthandchallenge.Its
strengthrestsinthesensethattheobjectivesofschooleducationareextremelyambitiousandall-
embracing.Itembracesthelearnerasaholisticbeingandindoingsoincorporatesmattersofouter-
schoollife,lifestyle,nutrition(stateprovidedschoolmeals)andfitness(health)withinitsnational
curriculum(FinnishNationalBoardofEducation,2016).Itcreatesachallenge,though,inthatthere
arecaseswhereparentsevadetheirfundamentalresponsibilityofupbringing,andinstead,handthis
responsibilityentirelyovertotheschool.

Theambitiousobjectives,principles,contentsandotherconstituentsofschooleducationcan
befoundinadocumentcalledtheCoreCurriculumofBasicEducation(FinnishNationalBoardof
Education,2014),whichismorethan500pagesinlength.Thecorecurriculumistheframeworkwithin
whichmunicipalcurriculaaredeveloped.IntheFinnishsystem,individualteachershaveconsiderable
leewaytousetheirexpertiseintheimplementationofschoollife.Thisfreedomissupportedbythe
highlevelandqualityofteachereducation.Teacherqualificationsinbasiceducationhaveentailed
amaster’sdegree(MA)since1979.Foraprimaryschoolteacher,forinstance,thisimpliesanMA
inEducationalScience.Theprofessionishighlyvalued.Ateacher’scareerisamongthehighest
publiclyrankedcareers.Amongsecondaryschoolgraduates,thedepartmentsofteachereducation
intheFinnishuniversitieshavetheprivilegeofcreamingoffthehighesthighschoolachieversfrom
theapplicants–theentrancepercentagebeingtypicallynearerto5%than10%.

AfterthiscondensedintroductiontotheworldofFinnisheducation,wenowwilltakealookat
thecontentoftheCoreCurriculumfromthepoint-of-viewofmobiletechnology.

Asanintegralpartofsociety,theeducationalsystemhastointegrateintoothersocietalstructures.
Inadditiontobeingatechnologicaldiscourseinandofitself,italsoneedstosupporttheindividual’s
learningofcompetencesinrelationtoothertechnologicalsocietalspheres,bothinlife(e.g.,healthcare
andcommerce structures) aswell asprofessional spheres (professionalpathways representedby
prevalentindustriesofthetimes).Itis,therefore,interestingandimportanttoanalysetherelationship
betweenschoollifeandsocietysincesocietydoesnotmerelyjustframeschoolsandtheirassociated
technologiesthroughdiscourse,butalsovalidatestheirfunctionandoperations.

TheCoreCurriculumofBasicEducationcontainsmanyreferences to theworldoutside the
school.Obviously,eventhepureexistenceofformaleducationcanonlybejustifiedbyitsroleinthe
nationalandinternationalsociety.Withoutgoinganydeeperintothesocialization-relatedobjectives
statedintheCoreCurriculum,weconcentrateonexpressionswhicharedirectlyrelatedtothestance
chosenforexaminingthechangingworldaroundus.Thisisbecauseourintentioninthisarticleis
todiscusstheroleofmobiletechnologyintheschoolcontext.

Averycommonclaimisthattheobjectiveofschooleducationistoprovidestudentswithskills
andknowledgethatarenecessaryforlivinginthefutureworld.Thereappearstobeconsiderable
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consensusregardingthisqualityand,whatismore,thisverycharacteristiciswhatsubstantiatesschool
educationasbeingcriticalfortheupbringingofanindividualinanysociety.Ifwehaveacloserlook
attheCoreCurriculum,however,thesettingisinverted.InChapter3.1,towardsthebeginningofthe
document,wherethegenerallevelobjectivesaredescribed,itisstated:

Changes in the world outside the school unavoidably affect the pupils’ development and well-being 
as well as the operation of the school. In basic education, the pupils learn to encounter pressures for 
change openly, to assess them critically and to assume responsibility for making choices that build 
our future. (Finnish National Board of Education, 2016, p. 18)

Thatisjustanotherstatementrepeatedinoneformoranotherelsewhereinthetext–which
reflectstheideathattheobjectiveofbasiceducationistoeducatecreative,knowledgeable,value
conscious,healthyandactiveconstructorsofthefuture.Theobjectiveisthusnottopreparethepupils
tosurviveorcopeintheworldthathasbeenconstructedbysomeoneelseoutthere,buttocontemplate
whatisrightandwhatiswrongandboldlymeetthechallengeofmakingtheworldabetterplace.

These idealistic objectives do not have much to do with the current reality among Finnish
schoolchildren.Especiallyamongcommercialmedia,theethosoftheCoreCurriculumhasbeen
ignored.TheCoreCurriculumhasbeenintheheadlinesmanytimes,buttheactualcontenthasbeen
quotedveryselectively.Concerninginformationandcommunicationtechnology(ICT),themedia
hasrepeatedlyremindeditspublicthataccordingtothenewcurriculum,computerprogrammingis
beingtaughtfromthefirstgradeonwards.Thisisprobablyseenasgreatnews:finallyschoolsare
joiningtheinformationsociety.Infact,programmingismentionedinthe508-pagelongdocument
14timesaltogether.Incontrast,forinstancesustainabilityhasbeenmentioned187times,without
anyreactiononbehalfofthemedia.

ThereferencestoICTintheCoreCurriculumaremanybut,aswehavepreviouslyanalysed
(Pirhonen,2016),thewayinwhichICTisembeddedinthetextispeculiar.ThetextoftheCore
Curriculummostlyreflectsambitionandexpertiseofschooleducation,whereasthereferencesto
ICTstandoutoftheotherwisecoherenttext.Forinstance,concerningtheteachingandlearningof
languages,itisstatedthat,“ICTprovidesanaturalopportunityforimplementinglanguageinstruction
basedonauthenticsituationsandthepupils’communicationneeds.”Thissoundssensibleatfirst
sight but the samephrasehasbeen– apparently– copied andpasted into sixdifferent chapters
word-by-word.Thesamephenomenoncanbeseeninforexamplemusiceducation:“Opportunities
forusinginformationandcommunicationtechnologyinmusicmakingarecreatedinteachingand
learning.”Thisphrasehasbeencopy-pastedthreetimestoobjectivesconcerninggrades1-2,3-6and
7-9.Commontothesekindsofphrasesisthattherearenoreasonsorjustificationsgivenforthese
decisions,neitherdetails.Thereaderofthedocumentmayinterpretthattheseunconnectedstatements
stemfrompoliticalambitionsratherthanpedagogicalexpertise;theyappearcompulsorystatements
whichhavebeenaddedtothetexttopleasethepoliticianswhoconsidertheschoolsystemtobeone
instrumenttopromotethedigitalizationofthecountry.

Ifwetaketechnologyasitiscommonlydefined,asatooltoenabletheperformanceofatask
(MacKenzie&Wajcman,1985),wecananalysewhatwouldbethecontributionofmobiletechnology
toreachtheambitiousobjectivesofCoreCurriculum.Infact,thereisonlyoneexactreferenceto
mobiletechnologyinthedocument:“Thepupilsutilisemobiledevicesincraftsandpractisecreating
three-dimensionalillustrationsandmodels.”

Thisoncemoreisaninterestingstatement.Whydoesitneedtobeamobiledevice?Forwhat
exactlyaremobiledevicessupposedtobeused?Dowehavetolistallpotentialtechnicalconstructions
intheschoolenvironmentinthecurriculumandstatethattheyareused?Providingalistofpreferred
technologiesisinclearconflictwiththeautonomyofaFinnishteacher.Also,thesekindsofbanal
statementsactuallyrotthestatusoftheCoreCurriculum,andthereputationoftheFinnishschool
systemintheworstcase.
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IftheauthorsoftheCoreCurriculumhavebeenunabletojustifytheabundantrepetitionof
ICTinthedocument,perhapsthehighlyeducatedandcreativeteachersare.Unfortunately,there
isnoconvincing indicationof that.There isacontroversialongoingdebateabout theroleof, in
particular,so-calledsmartphonesinschools.Usually,itisaquestionofthepupils’owndevices.
Someteachersargue that they interferewithschool lifeandthereforeactionsshouldbe takento
restricttheappearanceofthosedevicesatschool.Ontheotherhand,someteacherssaythatrather
thanbanthedevices,theyshouldbeeffectivelyutilisedinteachingandlearning(theso-calledbring
yourowndeviceapproach).Bothsideshaveconvincingaswellasnotsoconvincingarguments.In
theban-camp,therearemanywhorepresentageneralresistancetochange,whichisnotanidealbasis
forthedevelopmentofpedagogy.Then,fromthemoreenthusiasticside,theclichéthat“theworld
ischanging”isconstantlychimed,andasaconsequence,theschoolsystemhastochangeaswell.
Inotherwords,asdiscussedabove,inthisviewtheschoolsystemshouldadapttotheworldbuiltby
someoneelse,ratherthanbeinganactivecontributortoshapingtheworlditself.

Thelatterviewindicatesultimatepessimism.“Theworldischanging”wouldbe,inthespiritof
theCoreCurriculum,“theworldisbeingchanged”.Theworlddoesnotchangebyitself;someone
makesdecisionsandtakesactions.Ifoneisnotcontributingtoenablingchange,someoneelseis.

InthehistoryoftheFinnishcomprehensiveschool,thereareencouragingexamplesofthestrong
influenceofwisedecisionsinbasiceducation.Aprimeexampleisthatofschoolmeals,whichare
dealtwithevenintheCoreCurriculum.IntheearlydaysoftheFinnishcomprehensiveeducation
systeminthe1970s,thehealthauthoritieswereveryconcernedaboutthehighrateofcardiovascular
disease,especiallyinEasternFinland.TherewasafamouseffortcalledtheNorthCareliaProject,
inwhichthewholenationwastaughttochangetheirdiet,especiallyreducingsaltandhardfats.
Atthecoreofitsimplementationwasthethennewlydevelopedcomprehensiveschool,inwhich
luncheswere,andstillare,animportantpartoftheschoolday.Inthisway,thewholegeneration
adoptedahealthierlife-style.Inthecontextofmobileapplicationsatschool,itmightbeworthwhile
remembering the encouragingexperiencesof theNorthCareliaproject. If back then the system
wouldhavefollowedinschoolmealsasimilarkindofpolicythatiscurrentlyprevalenttomobile
technologyinschoolstoday,itwouldhavebeenstatedthatfattyandsaltyfoodiswhatiscommon
inallsociety,andthatschoolsneedtoadapttoit.Pupilslikesaltyfattyfoodbut,contrarytowhat
children,youthandmoreoverbusinessliked,thedecisionsmadebackinthe1970swerebasedon
theviewofnutritionscientists.Sincetheprojectconcernedthewholenation,graduallypupilsand
theirfamilieslearnedtolikethetasteofhealthierfood.

WhatwouldbeaNorthCareliaprojectofICTconsumption?Justlikeinthenutritionprogram,
thestartingpointshouldbecredibleresearch.Ratherthanrepeatingclichésabouttheroleofschool
tofollowsocietaltrends,theeducationalistsshouldbebraveenoughtoarticulatethefindingsand
conclusions:WhatistherealvalueofICTinthelightofcurricula?And,evenmore,whatisthe
impactofICTuseonchildrenandyoungpeople’slearningandwell-being?

Theprevailingzeitgeistdoesnotfavournormativestatements–weratherhidebehindrelativism
andpluralism.Ifwedaretoweedoutpracticeswhichappeartoleantowardsthewrongdirection,
however,wedoafavourtothedistributionofgoodqualityschooling.That,inturn,maywellinclude
theapplicationofmobiletechnology,wheneverthatrevealstobeappropriate.Thereexistsconvincing
evidencefromresearchspanningbacktothe1970sabouttheharmthatcanfollowwhenchildren
interactheavilywithscreen-baseddevicesanddonotinteractenoughwiththeworldaroundthem.
Notonlyistheirabilityforspatial-temporaljudgment,andoverallmotor-sensoryabilitiesimpaired,
buttheirabilitytomeetchallengeswhenbeingpresentedwiththemisalsodamaged(Fuchs,2017).
Thispsycho-physiologicalharmcausedbyazeitgeistoftechnology(foodinthe1970sandinformation
technologyinthe21stcentury)needstobecarefullyconsidered,researchedandaddressed,inorder
tomaximisethepotentialforlearningfromthe21stCenturyonwards.
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SoME CoNCLUSIoNS

Inthisarticlewehavedealtwiththerelationshipbetweenmobiletechnologyandeducationand,more
precisely,betweenmobileapplicationsandtheCoreCurriculumofFinnishBasicEducation.The
market-drivenworldofmobiletechnologyisaverydifferentonetothehighlyidealistic,optimistic
ethosofthereputableFinnishschoolsystem.Ifthesearetwoincommensurableworlds,whydid
wechoosethetopicforthisopinionpiece?Thatisagoodquestionindeed.Theobjectiveofschool
education is tobringuphighlycivilised,knowledgeable,valueconscious,persistentandhealthy
citizens;inotherwords,schoolsshouldprovidetheconstituentsofagoodlife.Inpractice,thisimplies
hardwork,joyandsorrow.Themarketingofconsumerelectronicsonlypromisesjoyandhappiness
inresponsetoeverdecreasingeffort.InHCIrhetoric,itiseasytointerpretease-of-useandsimilar
kindsofqualitiesastheguidingprinciplesofdigitaltechnology.Becauseofthiscontradiction,the
applicationofmobiledeviceswhichhaveprimarilybeendesignedtosell,noteducate,hastobe
consideredwithcare.

WhatdoesthisallhavetodowithmobileHCI?MobileHCI,ifanything,isafuture-oriented
areaofresearch.Aswehavepreviouslyargued(Pirhonen,Maksimainen&Sillence,2012),design
oftechnologyshouldbeseenasdesignofthefutureworld.Theschoolasaninstitutionalsohasa
strongorientationtothefuture.Assuch,weconcludethat,intheschoolcontext,itishighlyrelevant
toconsiderdesignconceptsintermsofthelongterm.

InHCIstudies,itiswidelyacceptedthat,forinstance,whendesigningwitholderadultsinmind,
allusersbenefitfromtheoutcome.Ithasbeenfoundthattypicallytheguidelinesfordesigningfor
olderadultsjustmakegoodgeneralHCIpracticesconcrete(seee.g.,Zajicek,2004).Thisphenomenon
isrelatedtothepersonaapproach(Cooper,2004):satisfyingtheneedsofgiven,realusers,typically
benefitsallusers.Ontheotherhand,whengeneralizingtheobjectivesofdesign,tryingtoplease
everyone,itmayhappenthattheresultdoesnotworkwithanybody(Eccher,Hunley,&Simmons,
2005).WethuschallengemobileHCIresearcherstoconsiderchildrenintheschoolcontextwhen
introducing new technology. The proposed approach would force us to consider the long-term
consequencesofgivenmobileapplicationsandtherelatedusecultures–forallofus.
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