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In a way, concepts are like friends. Tell me whatiryconcepts are and | can tell what you
are. Modifying freely the way Wittgenstein (192 Xpeessed this important Kantian (1781)
point on the limiting power of concepts on one’snking, the concepts that human—
technology interaction designers of different stifenbackgrounds use differ from each
other and, consequently, they are apt to solvedhee tasks in different ways.

Theoretical concepts constrain the kinds of questapecialists can ask and what kinds of
things they are interested in. Thus programmers reawvdifferent view of users than do
psychologists or sociologists. Just as a lay pexsam understand little about ventricular
tachycardia and cannot ask meaningful questionsernimg this phenomenon, so an
interaction designer with little psychological krnedge cannot know deeply the relevance of
the Big 5 personality traits in interaction desighis way in which concepts function in critical
thinking has been known for a very long time, aathains important in interaction design
since the problems and innovations of this field ba approached by people who have very
different disciplinary and conceptual backgrounds.

While the power of concepts in shaping human thtsigas been known for centuries, |
have seldom seen its practical consequences coesida interaction design. In this
multidisciplinary field, the differences betweere tharious special design languages have not
often been addressed, even though concepts forniothr&ations for the various design
languages. All hypotheses and solutions are drasvn €oncepts either explicitly or implicitly;
thus, the contents of concepts define the contintme’s speaking and thinking. Of course,
concepts are not cut in stone but, rather, thegamamic and versatile. While concepts can be
formed on the spot, they grow from or respond tmesather system of concepts, that is,
perspectives needed to be able to formulate prijgasior thoughts (Wittgenstein, 1958).

The point of this editorial, however, is to ackneddie that many problems in design
and human-technology interaction arise when dessgaed programmers, among others,
attempt to solve specific problems using concepésleéquate for solving those particular
problems. One cannot program with only philosophtcacepts just as one cannot conduct a
user psychological investigation using only consdptm the information systems sciences.
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Therefore, one must critically look at which thedaypguages are appropriate in solving the
defined problems. All too often, however, one cheesve designers moving outside the limits
of their specialization and using what they constddoe common sense in solving problems,
solutions that would have been easily achieved waidbquate background knowledge in,
perhaps, a different conceptual system or dis@pliRor example, a designer with an
engineering background thinking about the emotiara artistic aspects of a design will
most probably miss many points that would be obwido a person with an in-depth
understanding of emotions and emotional design.

The field of human—technology interaction includeany different interaction design
languages, each with its respective conceptuagsysand its own scope and limitations. For
example, languages that address the physical onichkaspects of design provide us tools
to address one type of problem. What would be #s Wway of creating a touch screen which
can withstand 300 degrees? Which level of eletyrishould be used to make text on a
computer monitor visible in full sunlight? Withoatdoubt, this kind of discourse is vital in
developing interaction technologies in regard tecHc goals, but it is not the only one.

Somewhat different design languages are provideoh@#hematical machine concepts.
For example, Turing’s language describes the condsiamd the symbols manipulated by
the commands in computational devices. The langadsge may describe the controls and
related operations in traditional machines. Thigjleage, then, defines what a machine as a
system can do.

A different language, however, is applied when wedaiibe the people who interact with
computational machines, that is, the users, whae havbe able to tell the machine in its
unique language what the machine should do. Usaislel which instructions are important
in one situation and which in another. This medrat tlesigners have to define what is
relevant from a human point of view. The users’aan is to understand which button to
use, when and how, to get the machine to behatreegisvant. Therefore, we need a different
theory language, one that could be called ldreguage of use or usabilityThis distinct
language is as relevant a language as any moraitathlesign languages. For those who
doubt this assertion, they should think how considly more difficult it would be to
communicate with a machine in the machine language.

Art design is today recognized as a central elermetechnology design. Art designers
consider the diverse range of the users’ expergrar&d thus their work intends to facilitate
users liking what they do with the devices and paots they use. Of course, they normally
have to solve many issues in collaboration withbigg specialists. Nevertheless, the
language of art design, as do most other “techrydixgguages,” involves a great deal of tacit
rather than explicit knowledge, and opens its ovgoalrse in interaction design.

However, the language of usability or the languafart design is not the same as the
language of human-technology interaction. In thebilisy language, for example, users hold
goals for their interactions with machines. Thegctethose goals by pushing buttons that send
signals to sensors, using a microphone, touchisgyeen, or twisting a control knob—physical
actions that result in a reaction by the machiree basic point is that these operative actions
“tell” the machines what the human expects as tieome of his/her action. The machine cannot
“know” what is important to the user: Machines aranimate and thus without independent
goals and intentions. Therefore, designers neeshgulge of human intentions and actions in
order to direct machines to act and react in lifte human expectations.
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Furthermore, the analysis of actions and goals ®pemediately a need for another
language. On a general level, this language coeldodrceived as the language of life:
Human—technology interaction design is simply assireg what people can and want to do
with technology, but also includes the “why” behitlte use of a particular technology.
Designers have to seek out and consider the miatingator a human being to push a button,
to learn how to do it, and to like doing it. Thegvie to ponder the place and role of a
technology in a human’s life. These are essential & knowledge because technology
receives its justification for existence from huntié® The effort people invest in technology
is motivated by the expectation that it will make kasier.

For this reason, the field of human—technology gtesieeds new theory languages that
will help designers and researchers to positiomrtelogy within the diverse tapestry of
human life. These languages would provide the dipabo analyze human life and to
position technologies in a way that advances Ifaey would facilitate designers in
determining the worth of a technology for peopldatsrethical value (Cockton, 2008). They
also would provide the possibility for designinghaologically supported action before the
technology exists to realize the goal (Leikas, 3009

The last condition might seem a bit impracticalstone people: How is it possible to
design technologies before they have been enguieéfet Jules Verne and Leonardo da Vinci
did precisely that long before it was possible hggically create their technologies. Verne set
the concept of a submarine within its place in dlexades before anyone could construct such
technology. In the Zicentury, a good theory-language could make siniésign concepts,
but based on more solid scientific grounds thasdteaotists from centuries past.

Concepts are ubiquitous. A person can remove hisélfdrom friends for a time, when
needed, but concepts accompany us everywhere. Tthgsessential to consider seriously
their role in one’s life and worthwhile to investig the limits these conceptual systems bring
to one’s perspectives on and decisions in living aneracting. The goal, of course, is to
extend them, to find new ways of seeing peoplecgdaand things, and new ways of
experiencing one’s own actions. It is worthwhilesessing critically the limits one’s
conceptual systems places on the ability to crest@ concepts and theory languages
(Saariluoma, 1997) and innovative solutions to eororary technical challenges.

Concepts and their respective theory-languageskar¢ools, as Wittgenstein (1958) so
clearly understood. We use saw to cut a tree betl mehammer to hit nails into the tree’s
wood. With appropriate and diverse tools, it isgioie to work in a very holistic manner in
solving the challenges of interaction design. Hosvedesigners today, for lack of suitable
languages, have to hammer nails with a saw. Sudasa is even more likely when
programmers are more or less forced think and m®dthased solely on their own intuitions,
when in fact their products should be placed ie &mid complex issues such as individual
preferences and capabilities, and cultural diffeesn

It is easy to forget that in solving design probderthe designer must explicitly or
implicitly resolve all the task-necessary problembether or not the designer is a specialist
in all aspects of the design challenge or possetisesequired theory-language. Ever since
the Stone Age, problems in the levels of interactiesign languages have existed. A hand
stone used to carve animal woodwork was designedake the task easier. The stone tool
had its ergonomic aspect, its place in life, itdemal, and its forms. Sometimes it even had
its artistic design. Nevertheless, the cavemandfabe basic challenges of tool design that
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arose from amid the nature of human life and acfidmat reality remains these millennia

later, and, like our ancestors, we have to solwgdeproblems on each conceptual level. To
do this, we either draw on our everyday intuitiamrswe develop our conceptual systems.
These are the options available to us in addressrige basic problems of interaction design
that will always be around.

When a designer realizes that design presupposassthof various conceptual systems,
with their associated languages, and that a gosidni@ractice unifies these into a whole that
eventually solves the challenge at hand, he onglhéhen logically ask, “How do | unify the
different conceptual levels?” This simple questiserves as the first step toward the
realization that people with different theoretite@ckgrounds speak differently but equally
about unavoidable things.

In the field of human-technology interaction, thertan end of the spectrum has been central.
The papers published so far have very clearly shirtomplexity of the systems of theory-
languages people use in investigating ICTs todag. Jame is true for the papers included in
this issue of Human Technology: An Interdisciplinary Journal onurdlans in ICT
Environments These papers have been written from differentigpeations. In our first
paper, Lamminen, Leppanen, Heikkinen, Kamarainen, and Joksuu bring in the
information systems scientists’ point of view tae thnalysis of usability. They introduce a
new semiautomated quantitative evaluation methodoimating Website usability problems
through the criteria of search time and searchessOinas-Kukkonen and Kurki explore
the perceptions, practices, and experiences oflrelmls use of the Internet, a different
sociological perspective and language than compaittdthe questions approached from an
adult user’s conceptions. The authors find thaerehten children are regular users of the
Internet, but Internet use differs by gender, vgitths using the Internet for social interaction
and boys for game playing.

Short and McMurray address to the important problem of harassmenwdy of the
mobile phone texting, involving a psychological awatiological viewpoint. In a study that
presented vignettes to students taking on, separéite role of sender and receiver, these
researchers find that harassment, as definednmstef frequency and time, is more prevalent
via texting than by other technologies or off-libehaviors, but appears also to be more
accepted, despite reports of its distressing natleat, Olatokun and Adeboyejo explored
technology use by reproductive health workers (RH¥fsa university hospital in Nigeria,
drawing on concepts of medical care and informatsystems sciences, usability, and
sociology. They find that while progress has beadenover the last decade in some areas
regarding the implementation of various ICTs in therk, research, teaching and
professional development of RHWs, much still need$e done to increase access to and
application of ICTs in the daily responsibilitie$ the RHWs and to eliminate the digital
divide among developed and developing countriezali, Dolezal considers the function of
phenomenological theory-languages in interactioalyais and design from a philosophical
perspective. She explores the concept of the badyt aelates to telepresence and re-
embodiment, particularly in the growing practicetelesurgery, in which the patient and the
surgeon are geographically separated. Each ofdperg illustrates how different specialists
can shed light onto very different aspects of tlelenn problems in the field of interaction
between people and technology.
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