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I. Executive Summary

Concerns about non-academic screen use in schools are compounded by screens’
seeming ubiquity. Students use their personal smart devices (e.g., smartphones and
smartwatches) along with now-common school-issued devices (e.g., laptops and tab-
lets). Most recently, debates have led to restrictions on smartphones and other per-
sonal smart-device use, with dramatic changes to the policy landscape in a remark-
ably short period of time. As recently as 2018, smartphone restrictions in US schools
were largely a matter of individual teacher discretion; by late 2025, 35 states and the
District of Columbia had enacted laws or policies addressing student cell phone use
in K-12 schools, with 22 of those passed during 2025 alone.

While a great deal of attention has focused on schools’ increasing use of ed tech, this
brief takes on an equally important issue, reviewing what is known about the effects
of non-academic screen use in schools and the emerging evidence on policies that
restrict it. The brief draws upon the broader literature on non-academic screen use
related to four areas: developmental neuroscience, adolescent mental health, class-
room behavior, and academic performance. Also included is initial evidence from
early evaluations of smartphone-restriction policies in the United States and abroad.

Several conclusions can be drawn with reasonable confidence. Adolescents spend
substantial time in school on smartphones and other personal devices (perhaps as
much as one-third of the school day), most often to access social media and enter-
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tainment platforms. Non-academic screen use on personal or school-issued devices
during class is associated with lower academic performance not only for the stu-
dent using the device but also for classmates seated nearby, a “secondhand” effect
that carries classroom-level implications. Adolescents’ neurodevelopmental profile,
marked by heightened social sensitivity paired with still-developing impulse control,
likely makes it especially difficult for youth to disengage voluntarily. Moreover, me-
ta-analyses concerning digital-detox studies suggests that even brief periods without
social media are associated with reductions in depression, anxiety, and loneliness.
Preliminary evidence also links heavy screen use with disrupted sleep and with dif-
ferences in adolescent brain structure and function, though these findings require
replication and long-term follow-up.

Evidence on the effects of smartphone restrictions themselves is more limited. Most
policies have been enacted only within the last two to three years, few studies use
rigorous designs, and no published study has evaluated a personal smart-device
restriction while also systematically limiting access to non-academic content on
school-issued devices. Available evidence nonetheless suggests small but meaning-
ful improvements in academic performance following restrictions, often appearing
one to two years after implementation, with effects concentrated in schools that,
prior to reform, had policies that were least restrictive. Disciplinary incidents tend
to spike in the short term as enforcement begins, then abate. Current evidence offers
little insight into the comparative effectiveness of different policy designs: bell-to-
bell versus instructional-time-only restrictions; storage in pouches versus classroom
caddies versus student-carried but powered off; and phone-only versus all-smart-
device bans. The effects of restrictions on students’ social and psychological func-
tioning are also largely unstudied.

The evidence reviewed here establishes that non-academic phone use in school is as-
sociated with a range of academic, cognitive, and psychological impacts. Where the
evidence of impact is substantial and the cost of inaction is borne by students, poli-
cymakers can reasonably act on the best available evidence while building the record
needed to evaluate their choices. The recommendations below are offered in that
spirit and can be taken individually, piecemeal, or collectively to improve outcomes.

State Legislators:

* Specify what the restriction is intended to accomplish—protecting instruction-
al time, reducing social conflict and disciplinary incidents, supporting student
mental health, or some combination—and select a design suited to those aims.
Restrictions limited to instructional time address learning-related harms; bell-
to-bell restrictions target a broader set of social, emotional, and behavioral
harms that extend beyond the classroom.
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e Include clearly defined policy exceptions for documented medical needs, learn-
ing accommodations under an IEP or Section 504 plan, emergencies, and veri-
fied family-communication needs.

e Authorize and fund independent evaluation of the policy’s effects, and require
that the evaluation address academic, psychological, social, and behavioral
outcomes.

State Education Agencies:

e Issue implementation guidance that anticipates predictable first-year enforce-
ment challenges, incorporates equity safeguards, and requires annual public
reporting of disciplinary actions taken under the policy, disaggregated by race,
gender, and disability status.

Support the collection of data on the academic, psychological, social, and be-
havioral effects of any restriction implemented, providing the information nec-
essary to evaluate policy choices going forward.

Partner with federal research agencies such as the Institute of Education Sci-
ences, the National Institutes of Health, and the National Science Foundation
to fund and coordinate research and to support cross-state sharing of de-iden-
tified implementation and outcome data, so that evidence accumulates faster
than any single state could achieve alone.

District Leaders:

* Extend any personal-device restriction to non-academic use of school-issued
laptops and tablets, including by blocking social media, gaming, entertainment,
and general-purpose Al platforms on school-provided networks and devices. A
restriction on phones alone leaves the same content available through a second
channel.

Choose storage and enforcement designs deliberately, recognizing that the
evidence does not yet identify an optimal approach and that designs leaving
phones on students’ persons—including lockable pouches—do not eliminate
the distraction associated with a device’s proximity.

Evaluate the effectiveness of any digital-literacy curriculum adopted alongside
a restriction, since no commercially available program has been tested for ef-
fects on student attitudes or behavior.
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School Leaders:

* Provide teachers and staff with training and ongoing support for consistent,
equitable enforcement; communicate policy clearly to families, including chan-
nels for legitimate midday contact.

Preserve documented individual accommodations and ensure due-process pro-
tections for disciplinary actions.

* Attend to the social climate of phone-free settings rather than assuming that
restriction alone will improve student connection or well-being. For example,
ensure that landline phones or email access is possible to ensure students have
contact with others when safe and appropriate.
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I1. Introduction

Jurisdictions around the world are grappling with how to understand the effects of
young people’s use of personal digital devices. Adolescents’ use of such devices, par-
ticularly smartphones, is nearly universal. In the United States, 95% of teens ages
13 to 17 report having access to a smartphone, and nearly half (46%) describe them-
selves as online “almost constantly”—a share that has roughly doubled in the past
decade.! This includes substantial phone use during the school day (approximate-
ly 1/6 to 1/3 of the day), with most time spent on social media and entertainment
platforms. In addition, roughly three-quarters of US teens report having used an Al
companion—a virtual friend—at least once, and more than half describe themselves
as regular users.? Comparable rates of smart-device and social media use have been
documented among youth in Europe, Asia, Australia, and the global south, though
specific country-level figures vary.3

Undoubtedly, this issue also was affected by the global COVID-19 pandemic as youth
increased non-academic screen time on personal devices while in isolation. Many
schools moved to remote learning and provided school-issued devices to their stu-
dents, not only increasing students’ academic screen time but also providing greater
access to social media, entertainment, and Al platforms throughout the school day.
Such extensive use has been assocated with drops in students’ academic achieve-
ment and increases in teachers’ stress.+
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How exactly the exponential amount of non-academic screen time has affected chil-
dren’s behavior and development has led to any number of opinions as well as a good
bit of research. Scientific findings on youths’ engagement with technology—broadly
defined—have been available for decades. However, studies on the effects of social
media began appearing only after the introduction of Facebook, and then the iPhone
(2004-2007). In the subsequent 20 years, a rapid proliferation of research on the
possible effects of screens on youths’ social, psychological, and cognitive develop-
ment has triggered a powerful grassroots response. Globally, the result has been a
striking number of federal, state/provincial, and local policies regarding smart-de-
vice, social media, and/or Al use.

This policy brief focuses specifically on evidence most relevant for policies address-
ing students’ use of personal smart devices in schools, with implications also for the
youths’ non-academic screen time on school-issued devices. Personal smart devices
may include smartwatches and earbuds, but both research and enacted policies pri-
marily concern smartphones. Most school technology policies have been implement-
ed only within the past two to three years, and reliable trials of their effectiveness
are not yet widely available. Nevertheless, a wide range of existing research on the
effects of technology use on youth well-being can inform contemporary global con-
versations and policies. For this reason, we report these varied findings in addition
to preliminary research on the effects of personal smart-device use and their restric-
tions in schools in particular.

A wide range of existing research In discussing the types of personal, stu-
on the effects of technology use dent-owned, smart devices (cell phones,
on youth well-being can inform smart watches, or other wearable devices) or
contemporary global policies. their possible personal uses (such as engaging

with social media, playing games, or watching
videos for entertainment or companionship), we will be as specific in our language
as a particular study or policy allows. For the sake of simplicity and because cell
phones are the most common type of personal, student-owned, smart digital devic-
es, however, we use “cell phones” or “phones” to refer to the overarching category
of these devices. In addition to such personal devices, most students now also have
school-issued “1:1” laptops or tablets. As we will see, these school-issued devices al-
low for personal as well as academic use, and complicate efforts to limit the effects
of phones in schools.

The sections that follow summarize and discuss literature on the associations be-
tween phone use and child development, as well as emerging findings regarding the
effects of phone use in classrooms, the effectiveness of policies restricting phones
in school, and the current policy context in the US and abroad. Our analysis of this
research feeds into a set of policy recommendations for state, district, and school
leaders regarding restrictions on phones in schools. Restrictions, often referred to as
“phone bans,” take a variety of different forms.
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II1. Review of the Literature

Challenges Finding Simple Answers

Does non-academic screen time among youth (e.g., social media usage, for instance)
cause cognitive delay, influence social behavior, predict academic deficits, and/or in-
crease risk for mental health difficulties? This deceptively simple question is critical
to a discussion of potential personal device restrictions but has been challenging to
answer for at least three reasons. First, most research from the past two decades has
focused on poorly operationalized variables that make it difficult to offer simple or
broad conclusions. For instance, until recently most investigations examining men-
tal health correlates of social media use have relied on broad assessments of “screen
time.” For example, the number of hours youth spent on any specific social media
platform (e.g., Instagram or TikTok) might have served as a predictor of later de-
pression, anxiety, or other mental health conditions. For years findings were mixed,
generating notable debate and rancor among scientists5 and fueling policy debates
about whether social media is (or is not) reliably linked to mental health outcomes.
But these early mixed findings are due in part to the ambiguous nature of screen
time as a predictor variable. In these studies, an hour of screen time might refer to
an hour of viewing an “infinite scroll” that youth struggled to turn away from, or an
hour of messaging with friends, or more recently, an hour of exposure to Al-rec-
ommended content promoting dangerous behavior. Each likely affects well-being
differently, but most studies in the late 2010s and early 2020s could not capture
such nuance. However, more recent research has isolated specific aspects of various
platforms’ content and features that are more clearly associated with risk—the influ-
ence of “likes,” for example, or notifications, autoplay, endless scroll, beauty filters,
and so on.b

A second issue pertains to questions regarding the “cause and effect” relationship
between screen or social media use and well-being, and the different ways that sci-
entists vs. policymakers conceptualize the concept of causality. Among investiga-
tors, causal conclusions typically are discussed only in the context of prospective,
randomized controlled trials,” particularly if theoretically-grounded mechanisms of
cause and effect can be identified. Yet, in studies on social media, these types of
experiments are ethically prohibited; in other words, it is not possible to randomly
compel some kids to use social media more than others and see if it may affect long-
term well-being. Note that this limitation has been addressed in more recent “digital
detox” designs (i.e., randomly selecting a subset of youth to refrain from screen or
social media use) or “digital delay” designs (i.e., randomly selecting a subset of youth
to wait before receiving their first device) and measuring later adjustment outcomes.
Recent meta-analyses of digital detox studies generally suggest that youth have low-
er depression, anxiety, and loneliness after only one to two weeks off social media.®
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These bodies of literature suggest that, based on the available evidence to date, it is
more likely than not that screen and social media use contributes to youths’ adjust-
ment difficulties.

Finally, technology and digital media use has become so infused into young people’s
lives that it becomes increasingly difficult to determine how any single policy may
contribute to long-term trajectories of development. Youth often interact with multi-
ple screens at once, have various experiences within a platform in any given session
(for example, messaging friends while scrolling their feeds) and are highly skilled
at evading restrictions. Additionally, research on policies that limit personal device
use is typically undermined by students’ continued use of the laptops or tablets that
most of their schools provide to them. Students can continue to do many of the same
things on a school-issued device as they would have done on their smartphones.

Emerging Answers

Despite these methodological limitations, psychological research offers findings on
smartphone use in school, on brain development, and on the effects of non-aca-
demic screen use that can inform discussions of school technology policies. First,
as noted above, studies have consistently demonstrated that students use phones in
school remarkably frequently, with initial estimates ranging from one hour within
each school day to more recent estimates suggesting 20 minutes within each hour
of school (or one-third of the school day). Rather than for any academic purpose,
students most commonly use their phones to engage with social media, and for en-
tertainment (e.g. watching videos or gaming) and communication.®

Frequent screen use for non-academic purposes in school is not surprising in light
of what is known about brain development among youth. Most obtain their first per-
sonal smart device (perhaps following a period of intense pleading) when puberty
begins at the neural level'*>—notably one of the most important times of brain growth
and reorganization. At this time, preteens are hyperfocused on what peers think or
like; at the same time, they lack the impulse control of adults and so feel driven to
seek more and more social feedback. School schedules have aligned with this brain
anatomy in the past, offering high peer contact during the school day, satisfying the
need for interaction with others; having few peers nearby after school and evenings
has allowed for better focus on homework and other tasks. Now, this pattern has
changed dramatically: Personal smart devices and school-issued technology allow
students to remain attuned to peer feedback all day and night. This constitutes a
mismatch between adolescents’ biological predispositons and their current environ-
ment That is, adolescents’ neural development likely makes it very difficult for them
to refrain from using their devices for non-academic purposes during the school day.

Not surprisingly, then, recent data suggest that a remarkably high proportion of
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youth report excessive, uncontrolled social media use—what scientists refer to as
“problematic social media use.” In research using tools designed to measure clinical
dependency on illegal substances or gambling, samples from around the world sug-
gest that at least 50% of youth report excessive, uncontrolled use of social media;
withdrawal symptoms (such as irritability or sleeplessness) if exposure is limited;
and/or tolerance symptoms (such as a constant need for more and more exposure).
The addiction disrupts their ability to engage in normal daily roles and routines.*®
Recent research has focused specifically on problematic social media use as an area
of heightened clinical concern, with some recent data indicating that youth are ex-
periencing a clinical dependency on their devices, on social media, or perhaps on Al
chatbots, and possibly a greater risk for depression and suicide.’* We do not have a
history of assessing or treating clinical dependencies on technnology among youth,
but it is arguably an issue that makes access to social media in school a public health
issue.

Researchers have also begun exploring the ways that brain deveopment may be af-
fected. Although such research is preliminary and replication of findings is sorely
needed, initial evidence suggests that excessive use of screens, most commonly to
engage with social media platforms, may be affecting how adolescent brains develop
during a critical period of neural development. There is some evidence suggesting
that social media and other screen use may be related to both the size/structure of
the brain and its effectiveness over time, with perhaps the most robust findings re-
lated to the effects of screen use on sleep. Meta-analyses reveal that adolescents’ use
of screens at nighttime is affecting sleep duration, sleep quality, and the number of
wake-up events overnight'4; each of these outcomes in turn is associated with stunt-
ed growth of white matter in the adolescent brain during the pubertal transition.

Samples from around Recent studies also suggest that high levels of screen
the world suggest that at use (i.e., at home and in school) is associated with less
least 50% of youth report growth in the cerebral cortex during adolescent devel-
excessive, uncontrolled ~ opment, perhaps particularly in areas associated with
use of social media. behavioral inhibition.*® Other studies further suggest

that adolescents’ habitual use of their cell phones is
likely associated with differences in how the brain responds to social feedback. In
simplest terms, while most adolescents show a gradual decrease in social sensitivi-
ty over time," those who use their phones excessively show the opposite pattern of
brain response, suggesting that phone use may be linked with growing hypersensi-
tivity to social cues.’® While these studies are preliminary, requiring replication and
long-term follow-up, they collectively offer initial evidence that heavy phone use
may be associated with changes in both brain structure and function—negatively
affecting both the physical growth of the brain and normal brain activity.

In addition to associations with neural development, data suggest that non-academ-
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ic screen time also may be associated with at least two changes in youths’ class-
room behavior and academic performance. First, it is probably not surprising that
research has revealed that students who are scrolling non-academic material on a
phone or computer screen during class time demonstrate poor academic competence
and lower school grades than their peers. What may be more surprising is that sim-
ilar outcomes are revealed for classmates sitting behind a student who is using their
screen for non-academic purposes.’ These “bystander” or “secondhand screen ef-
fects“ suggest classroom level implications of screen use on academic performance;
one student’s use of screens for non-academic purposes may affect many other stu-
dents’ development. Second, some of this effect may be due to the misperception
that it is possible to “multitask” by effectively attending to two separate sources of
information simultaneously. Research reveals that multitasking is more accurately
rapid task shifting, a process that is more challenging for children and adolescents
than for adults.?°

Several recent studies additionally suggest that phone use in school is frequent and
may have implications for learning and for cognitive development more broadly.
Based on tracking data measured within phones themselves, a recent investigation
suggested that youth spend an average of 20 minutes of each hour during the school
day on their phones. The majority of this time is spent on apps categorized as social
media or entertainment, which includes social media platforms as well as streaming
entertainment platforms.* Social media use during class time may be higher among
students from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds.2? Higher levels of phone use
during the school day are associated cross-sectionally with lower levels of cognitive
control23—for example, the ability to ignore distractions.?* Recent analysis of data
from a large multi-site national study of adolescent cognitive development revealed
that as compared to their peers, children and adolescents with high levels of social
media use demonstrated significant deficits in a wide range of cognitive and academ-
ic tasks years later, including lower sustained attention, poor memory, vocabulary,
and reading comprehension.2s

Students are not alone in experiencing potential negative effects of their pervasive
non-academic online activity. Recent research suggests that teachers’ well-being
may also be a concern. A Canadian study found that teachers perceived significant
reductions in their stress, and significant increases in their desire to remain in the
classroom, following the removal of K-12 student cell phones.2°

Research on School Phone Restrictions

Given the aforementioned research suggesting non-academic screen use may have
negative social, behavioral, academic, and psychological effects, it is not surprising
that many communities began restricting smartphone use in various ways. Because
many such policies were enacted in only the last two to three years, however, long-
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term data revealing their outcomes is scant. Moreover, communities have used a
variety of strategies. For example, policies differ in the devices they cover. Some
include the full range of personal smart devices, including smartwatches and ear-
buds, as in Walla Walla, Washington, and St. Paul, Minnesota,?” while others restrict
phones alone. They differ, too, in scope across the school day. “Bell-to-bell” policies
prohibit use from arrival to dismissal, as in New York’s statewide K-12 restriction,?®
whereas other jurisdictions, such as Florida, limit use only during instructional time
and leave passing periods and lunch to local discretion.?® Many policies additionally
designate phone-free zones such as restrooms and locker rooms.3° Finally, commu-
nities vary in how devices are stored: Some encourage students to leave phones at
home or require storage in a hallway locker (as in Racine, Wisconsin)3'; some collect
devices in classroom bins or cubbies kept out of reach (as in Jamesville-DeWitt,
New York)3?; some require phones to be powered off and stowed in a backpack (as
in Arlington, Virginia’s “Away for the Day” policy)3?; and—currently the most wide-
ly adopted enforcement tool—a growing number seal phones in magnetic pouches
carried by the student (as in Los Angeles Unified and Yonkers, New York).34 These
considerable differences have introduced methodological challenges in scientifically
measuring the efficacy of phone-free policies.

This is an emerging literature with find-
ings often involving small samples, some-

of smartphone restrictions while also times using only subjective data, and/or
systematically considering access to sometimes lacking comparative or control
school-issued devices. samples. Most studies have examined the

impacts of phone restrictions on academ-
ic outcomes; few have robustly examined the effects of phone restrictions on other
measures of social or psychological functioning.3s Most examine school-wide effects
without examining individual student variability within schools to determine wheth-
er subgroups of students may have heightened risks or benefits. Unfortunately, no
known studies have rigorously examined the impact of smartphone restrictions while
also systematically considering access to school-issued devices. This is a critical flaw
in prior research: The effects of smartphone restrictions on child development out-
comes are difficult to determine unless considered in the context of students’ easy
access to non-academic activities on school-issued devices, including watching vid-
eos, playing games, and chatting with friends or AI chatbots.

Unfortunately, no known studies
have rigorously examined the impact

The available literature suggests that phone restrictions likely have small yet mean-
ingful effects on test scores and academic achievement. Initial studies (most with
smaller samples) were conducted in Europe where bans were generally implemented
earlier than in the US. Most, if not all, of these studies report increases in test scores
and school achievement following phone bans. These findings have been replicated
in several countries outside of Europe as well. 3¢

In the US, several larger-scale studies have been published. For example, a highly
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referenced large-scale study®” examined the efficacy of lockable smartphone pouch-
es. Pouch use in US schools has notably increased. While students carry the pouches,
they can’t access their devices; pouches are then unlocked at the end of the day.3®
However, prior research suggests that students who have their phones near them—
even if they can’t use them—are significantly distracted by the smartphones’ mere
presence.3® This suggests that perhaps a policy allowing students to keep smart-
phones with them may be less effective than one requiring greater distance between
students and their devices.

Nevertheless, this study compared over 1,700 schools using lockable pouches in
2023-2025 to over 42,000 schools that did not. Findings from this study revealed
that pouch use was associated with short-term increases in discipline issues, per-
haps in part due to the violation of smartphone use policies. Neither school-wide
attendance nor school-wide well-being scores improved. Schools that used pouches
did have slight increases in high school math scores, particularly among schools that
were recent adoptors or that had greater levels of poverty—and especially in compar-
ison to control schools with less stringent phone-free policies. However, pouch use
was associated with small decreases in middle school math scores.

A second large-scale study examined statewide effects of a Florida device and social
media restriction policy enacted in 2023.4° The bill restricted students’ use of any
devices with wireless capabilities (phones, headphones, earbuds, watches) during
instructional time, with several urban school districts enacting “bell-to-bell” restric-
tions—from admission to dismissal. It mandated blocking access to social media
platforms on school-provided internet service and further prohibited all access to
TikTok as well as its use for any school-related activity. The study used location-spe-
cific data on internet access and usage (which has the benefit of capturing data even
as students may have evaded policy restrictions) to compare high- and low-usage
districts. Not surprisingly, usage fell after the restrictions were implemented. But
in addition, district-wide data collected by the school and from standardized test-
ing revealed three patterns: First, as in the pouch study, discipline issues resulting
from the restriction itself spiked first spiked, but later abated. Second, attendance
improved. Third, about one to two years after restriction implementation, test scores
improved for students, particularly within schools that had especially high phone
use prior to the policy implementation. Although access to school-issued devices was
not systematically varied in the study, this analysis provides some opportunity to
understand a more comprehensive restriction of non-academic platforms that typi-
cally capture students’ attention.

Overall, these early data suggest that phone restrictions may be associated with small
but perhaps meaningful improvements in academic achievement, although this may
depend greatly on the nature and enforcement of the policies adopted. Findings also
suggest that results often lag, evolving more than one year after implementation.
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More data are needed to confirm if restrictions are more powerful when students are
physically separated from devices, and whether findings depend on the removal of
students’ access to social media platforms not only on their smartphones, but more
comprehensively during the school day. Far more research is needed to understand
whether restrictions are associated with other changes in youths’ social and psycho-
logical functioning.

IV. Recent Developments

Between 2018 and 2024, smartphone restrictions in schools became a defining fea-
ture of education policy debates around the world, with new laws, executive orders,
ministerial directives, and district-level rules emerging on a near-monthly basis.
What follows is a summary of this rapidly evolving context, beginning with the inter-
national and federal developments that helped catalyze the policy shift, followed by
a review of state and district activity within the United States.

The Federal and International Context

A series of high-profile reports in 2023 marked an inflection point in the public
and policy conversation about youth screen use. In May 2023, the American Psy-
chological Association issued its first Health Advisory on Social Media Use in Ad-
olescence, summarizing the available evidence on harms and benefits and offering
10 recommendations to parents, policymakers, and platforms.4 Two weeks later,
US Surgeon General Vivek Murthy released an advisory on social media and youth
mental health, characterizing the issue as a significant public health challenge and
noting that the great majority of adolescents reported using social media, with a
substantial minority doing so nearly constantly.4? In July of the same year, UNES-
CO released its 2023 Global Education Monitoring Report arguing that classroom
technology should be used only when it demonstrably supports learning and recom-
mending that countries reconsider permissive policies on smartphones in schools.43
None of these documents introduced new empirical findings on classroom phone use
specifically. Their near-simultaneous release, however, together with public atten-
tion generated by Jonathan Haidt’s The Anxious Generation the following spring,+
appears to have substantially shifted the political feasibility of restrictive policies in
many jurisdictions.

International precedents predated this discursive shift by several years. France
passed legislation in August 2018 prohibiting cell phone use in kindergartens, ele-
mentary schools, and middle schools, extending a more limited 2010 class hours re-
striction to a comprehensive ban covering breaks and mealtimes for students under
15.% Italy extended its phone restrictions, originally adopted in 2007 before smart-
phones, during the 2023-2024 school year. The Netherlands implemented a phased
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restriction beginning January 2024 for secondary schools, expanding to all school
levels by the 2024—2025 academic year.4® Notably, the Dutch policy operates as an
agreement among the Ministry of Education, schools, teachers, parents, and stu-
dents rather than as a statutory mandate, with the government reserving the option
to enact legislation if compliance proves inadequate.4” England issued non-statutory
guidance in February 2024, with revised guidance released in January 2026 direct-
ing the Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills to assess
school phone policies during inspections.*® Every Australian state and territory re-
stricts student personal phone use in public schools, though the rules vary by juris-
diction and grade level, and only some extend the restriction to smartwatches and
other wearables. In December 2024, Australia became the first country to enact stat-
utory age limits on social media accounts, restricting use for those under 16. Ontario
implemented classroom restrictions for Grades 7—12 in November 2019, strength-
ened them in 2024, and as of April 2026 was actively considering an outright ban on
personal phones anywhere on school property.4

These examples also illustrate markedly different enforcement models. Some juris-
dictions, such as France, rely on statutory mandates imposed at the national level,
others, such as the Netherlands, work through negotiated agreements among minis-
tries, schools, parents, and students, holding legislation in reserve only if voluntary
compliance falters; and England links enforcement to its school-inspection regime.
These differences reflect broader variation in governance culture and in the rela-
tionship between central authorities and local schools. They caution against reading
a policy’s presence on the books as evidence of uniform implementation, or against
transferring conclusions from one national context directly to another. Several of
these jurisdictions have been operating under restrictions for years, but rigorous
evaluation of effects remains sparse; most available evidence consists of teacher and
administrator reports, with formal impact assessments still pending in most cases.

State and District Policy Activity in the United States

Within the United States, the pace of policy change has accelerated rapidly since
2023. In May of that year, Florida became the first US state to legislatively enact
a statewide cell phone restriction when Governor Ron DeSantis signed House Bill
379 prohibiting student use of personal communication devices during instruction-
al time.5* California followed in September 2024 with the Phone-Free Schools Act,
requiring every district to develop and adopt a policy limiting or prohibiting smart-
phone use by July 2026. New York’s FY 2026 state budget incorporated a bell-to-bell
K-12 restriction in April 2025. As of late 2025, 35 states and the District of Columbia
had enacted laws or policies regarding student phone use in K-12 schools, with 22
laws passed during 2025 alone—more cell phone restriction legislation in a single
year than during the entire previous decade.53
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The justifications embedded in these statutes echo the arguments introduced above,
most commonly the protection of instructional time and concern for student mental
health. The concern that some students have legitimate needs for personal commu-
nication has been addressed through specific carve-outs described below and have
not impeded implementation. As evidenced above, state policies vary considerably in
stringency and design. The most restrictive frameworks are bell-to-bell restrictions,
as in New York, Virginia, Louisiana, Alabama, and Nebraska. A second category re-
stricts use only during instructional time, leaving lunch periods and passing periods
to local discretion, as in Arizona, California, and Ohio. A third category includes
states that provide only resolutions or guidance encouraging local districts to adopt
policies without mandating a particular design, as in Idaho, Kansas, Connecticut,
Maine, Minnesota, New Mexico, and Washington.® Common design features across
statutes include exceptions for medical needs and learning accommodations covered
by an IEP or 504 plan; emergency carve-outs; tiered restrictions by grade level; and,
in some cases, parental notification requirements.” Public and teacher support for
such measures has continued to grow. A Pew Research Center survey conducted in
June 2025 found that 74% of US adults supported banning middle and high school
students from using their phones during class, up from 68% in fall 2024.1°° A Na-
tional Education Association report indicated that a majority of public school teach-
ers cited social media use in class as a serious concern, and 79% report that personal
devices are very disruptive when used during classtime.'

Enforcement mechanisms vary widely in cost and in the burden they place on teach-
ers and administrative staff. As discussed above, some districts have adopted lock-
able magnetic pouches. One major vendor reports that approximately 2.5 million
students currently use such pouches in schools across all 50 states, with per-pouch
costs of roughly $30 and district contracts ranging from approximately $26,000
to over $5 million, depending on enrollment."3 Other districts rely on classroom
storage caddies, signage and progressive discipline schedules, school-day lockers,
or “keep with student but powered off” approaches. It is important to note that new
policies still vary widely in how well policy is enforced and in whether policies ad-
dress school-issued devices as well as personal devices.

V. Discussion and Analysis

The literature reviewed above, considered alongside the rapid policy diffusion de-
scribed in Section IV, supports several reasonable conclusions pertinent to non-ac-
ademic screen use in schools. Each of these is discussed below, followed by several
areas that require more consideration before firm conclusions can be offered.

1. Device use distracts students in school, deleteriously affecting not
only youth who use devices in class, but also bystanders who wit-
ness others engaged in non-academic use. Importantly, this is relevant
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not only to personal devices, such as smartphones and smartwatches, but also
for school-issued devices when used for noninstructional purposes. Literature
also indicates biological vulnerabilities resulting from asynchronous develop-
ment of brain regions across puberty—leading to immature impulse control yet
heightened sensitivity to others—that likely make it especially challenging for
youth to resist social interactions on their screens. In addition, teens are less
capable than adults of rapid task-shifting between academic and personal/en-
tertainment tasks. Perhaps therefore unsurprisingly, data indicate that youth
are spending up to a third of the school day using their personal smart devices
on social media and entertainment platforms, and often covertly using their
school-issued devices for non-academic purposes.'2324 Policies to restrict ac-
cess to screens during the school day are warranted and needed.

Phone restrictions are unlikely to achieve their full effect while
school-issued devices remain unrestricted. Most students now carry or
have access to a school-issued laptop, and much of what they would otherwise
do on a phone, such as messaging, streaming, gaming, and chatting with Al
companions, remains available on that device. No known studies have exam-
ined the effects of smartphone restrictions while also limiting school-issued
devices that afford many of the same distractions. The published effect sizes
should therefore be read as estimates of what phone restrictions accomplish
in the presence of an unaddressed second channel, not as estimates of what
restricting non-academic screen use in school would accomplish overall.

Nevertheless, several insights are nevertheless clear from extant studies. Re-
moving personal devices from instructional time is associated with improved
academic performance, though benefits may take a year or more to appear.
These gains accrue not only to students who would otherwise have been on
their phones but also to classmates who experienced “secondhand” distraction.

Enforcement of phone restrictions is challenging, uneven, and likely
leads to increases in disciplinary issues within the short-term. It is
important to ensure that policies are enforced equitably.'3® Legislative policies
likely require implementation decisions among superintendents and principals
that may vary within communities and add additional stress for teachers who
enforce new restrictions at the local level. Data suggest that students are likely
to challenge phone restrictions and require additional disciplinary actions for
several months or even a year after the policy is enacted before new habits are
formed. Substantial coordination is needed to ensure that phone restrictions
are enforced consistently, with teamwork among school administrators, educa-
tors, and families.4°

Important individual differences must be considered as not all
youth are likely to react the same way to the presence of a phone or
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to phone restrictions. Although potential benefits of personal smart-device
use in classrooms rarely have been examined, anecdotal reports suggest possi-
ble issues to include in future policies. For example, policy exceptions may be
warranted for students who rely on personal device apps that are required for
monitoring medical conditions, or for providing assistance to student students
with special educational or emotional needs.!+* Several states have written cor-
responding exceptions into their statutes, but the clarity and consistency of
implementation guidance varies considerably across jurisdictions.

Unresolved Issues

Several additional issues deserve urgent attention, but likely will require more research
investment to successfully guide policy. First, phone use in schools likely displaces so-
cial, face-to-face, emotionally intimate interactions with peers at school, and this dis-
placement may subsequently be associated with increased risk of school disconnection,
loneliness, or other symptoms of psychological distress. Some students, however, may
use their phones to seek and receive social support or companionship from peers out-
side of school. And while getting that support by phone during the school day may help
students who don’t fit in socially in their schools, it may also foreclose opportunities for
them to discover possible friends. These are complex questions that have not been ade-
quately tested within the school environment specifically.

Second, it is unclear which restriction designs are most effective, and the debate is
complicated by the conflation of two separate questions: when during the day a re-
striction is in force, and how that restriction is implemented. These are independent
choices, and evidence bearing on one does not settle the other.

The “when” question distinguishes restrictions limited to instructional time from
bell-to-bell policies covering the full school day. The two reflect different theories
of harm. Instructional-time restrictions treat the problem as primarily cognitive:
Phones divide attention during learning, and removing them during class recovers
instructional time. Bell-to-bell policies rest on a broader set of concerns. Proponents
argue that phone use during lunch and passing periods displaces the face-to-face in-
teraction through which peer relationships are built, that social conflict originating
on phones during the school day migrates into classrooms, and that partial restric-
tions are harder to enforce than complete ones because they require staff to adju-
dicate boundaries throughout the day. Advocates also cite the enforcement burden
that partial policies place on teachers, and the associated staffing cost, as a reason to
prefer a single clear rule.’#” The available evidence does not adjudicate between these
positions, but the theories are distinct and lead to different designs.

The “how” question concerns implementation: whether devices are left at home,
stored in hallway lockers, collected in classroom caddies, sealed in pouches carried
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by the student, or simply required to be powered off in a backpack. These designs
vary in the physical distance they place between student and device, and that dis-
tance may matter. Research suggests that mere proximity to a phone imposes a mea-
surable cognitive cost even when the device is not used. This raises a specific ques-
tion about lockable pouches: Because the pouch remains on the student’s person,
notifications may still be felt or heard and the device remains within reach in a way
that a hallway locker does not permit. This may help explain why the large pouch
study found smaller and less consistent effects than the Florida analysis, though the
two studies differ in enough other respects that the comparison is suggestive rather
than conclusive.

Third, and closely related, the field lacks any rigorous evaluation of a phone restric-
tion implemented alongside meaningful limits on non-academic use of school-issued
devices. This is arguably the largest single gap in the evidence base. So long as stu-
dents retain unrestricted access to a school-issued laptop, the measured effects of
any phone policy will understate what a comprehensive restriction on non-academic
screen use might achieve. Districts have generally treated these as separate policy
domains—phones as a matter of student discipline, laptops as a matter of instruc-
tional technology—and the research has largely followed suit.

Finally, digital media literacy programs may help students understand both the
benefits and risks of online interactions, and could serve as a useful supplement to

smartphone restriction policies. However, while numerous commercial curriculum
options are available, none has been adequately tested, and therefore it is unclear
whether they can change in fact impact students’ attitudes or behaviors. Since vol-
untary cooperation with restricted use seems highly desirable, identification of an
effective digital media literacy program is a critical need. Related, without attention
to the social climate of newly phone-free settings, restrictions by themselves may
not improve student connection or well-being. If bullying has been a problem over
social media, for example, addressing it likely requires specific attention in addition
to removing social media access. Schools can also provide landline phones or email
access for students to contact with others when safe and appropriate.

These gaps demonstrate a need for flexibility in specific design choices, but not in-
action. The evidence that non-academic phone use in school carries academic and
psychological costs is considerably stronger than the evidence identifying which re-
striction works best. The more defensible course is to act on the harms the evidence
does establish, to be explicit about what a given restriction is meant to accomplish,
and to build evaluation into the policy so that the design can be revised as the record
develops.
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VI. Recommendations

The evidence reviewed here establishes that non-academic phone use in school is
associated with a range of academic, cognitive, and psychological impacts. It does
not yet establish which restriction design works best. These are separate questions.
Where the evidence of impact is substantial and the cost of inaction is borne by stu-
dents, policymakers can reasonably act on the best available evidence while building
the record needed to evaluate their choices. The recommendations below are offered
in that spirit.

State Legislators:

Specify what the restriction is intended to accomplish—protecting instruction-
al time, reducing social conflict and disciplinary incidents, supporting student
mental health, or some combination—and select a design suited to those aims.
Restrictions limited to instructional time address learning-related harms; bell-
to-bell restrictions target a broader set of social, emotional, and behavioral
harms that extend beyond the classroom.

Include clearly defined policy exceptions for documented medical needs, learn-
ing accommodations under an IEP or Section 504 plan, emergencies, and veri-
fied family-communication needs.

Authorize and fund independent evaluation of the policy’s effects, and require
that the evaluation address academic, psychological, social, and behavioral
outcomes.

State Education Agencies:

Issue implementation guidance that anticipates predictable first-year enforce-
ment challenges, incorporates equity safeguards, and requires annual public
reporting of disciplinary actions taken under the policy, disaggregated by race,
gender, and disability status.

Support the collection of data on the academic, psychological, social, and be-
havioral effects of any restriction implemented, providing the information nec-
essary to evaluate policy choices going forward.

Partner with federal research agencies such as the Institute of Education Sci-
ences, the National Institutes of Health, and the National Science Foundation
to fund and coordinate research and to support cross-state sharing of de-iden-
tified implementation and outcome data, so that evidence accumulates faster
than any single state could achieve alone.
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District Leaders:

Extend any personal-device restriction to non-academic use of school-issued
laptops and tablets, including by blocking social media, gaming, entertainment,
and general-purpose Al platforms on school-provided networks and devices. A
restriction on phones alone leaves the same content available through a second
channel.

Choose storage and enforcement designs deliberately, recognizing that the
evidence does not yet identify an optimal approach and that designs leaving
phones on students’ persons—including lockable pouches—do not eliminate
the distraction associated with a device’s proximity.

Evaluate the effectiveness of any digital-literacy curriculum adopted alongside
a restriction, since no commercially available program has been tested for ef-
fects on student attitudes or behavior.

School Leaders:

Provide teachers and staff with training and ongoing support for consistent,
equitable enforcement; communicate policy clearly to families, including chan-
nels for legitimate midday contact.

Preserve documented individual accommodations and ensure due-process pro-
tections for disciplinary actions.

Attend to the social climate of phone-free settings rather than assuming that
restriction alone will improve student connection or well-being. For example,
ensure that landline phones or email access is possible to ensure students have
contact with others when safe and appropriate.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones




Notes and References

Faverio, M. & Sidoti, O. (2024, December 12). Teens, social media and technology 2024.
Washington, DC: Pew Research Center. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.pewresearch.
org/internet/2024/12/12/teens-social-media-and-technology-2024/

Common Sense Media (2025, July 16). Talk, trust, and trade-offs: How and why teens
use AI companions. Common Sense Media. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.
commonsensemedia.org/research/talk-trust-and-trade-offs-how-and-why-teens-use-ai-
companions

International Telecommunication Union. (2025). Measuring digital development: Facts and
figures 2025. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.itu.int/itu-d/reports/statistics/facts-
figures-2025/

Campbell, M., Edwards, E.J., Pennell, D., Poed, S., Lister, V., Gillett-Swan, J., Kelly, A., Zec, D.,
& Nguyen, T.-A. (2024). Evidence for and against banning mobile phones in schools: A scoping
review. Journal of Psychologists and Counsellors in Schools, 34(3), 242-265. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394

Kates, A.W., Wu, H., & Coryn, C.L.S. (2018). The effects of mobile phone use on academic
performance: A meta-analysis. Computers & Education, 127, 107-112. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.08.012

Burnell, K., Maheux, A.J., Shapiro, H., Flannery, J.E., Telzer, E.H., & Kollins, S.H. (2025).
Smartphone engagement during school hours among US youths. JAMA Network Open, 8(8),
e2523991. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2025.23991

Christakis, D.A., Mathew, G.M., Reichenberger, D.A., Rodriguez, I.R., Ren, B., & Hale, L. (2025).
Adolescent smartphone use during school hours. JAMA Pediatrics, 179(4), 475-478. Retrieved June
1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2024.6627

Odgers, C.L. & Jensen, M.R. (2020). Annual research review: Adolescent mental health in the
digital age — Facts, fears, and future directions. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
61(3), 336—348. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13190

Maheux, A.J., Burnell, K., Maza, M.T., Fox, K.A., Telzer, E.H., & Prinstein, M.J. (2024). Annual
research review: Adolescent social media use is not a monolith — Toward the study of specific social
media components and individual differences. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 65(8),
1014-1031. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.14085

Sherman, L.E., Hernandez, L.M., Greenfield, P.M., & Dapretto, M. (2018). What the brain
“likes”: Neural correlates of providing feedback on social media. Social Cognitive and Affective
Neuroscience, 13(7), 699-707.

Sherman, L.E., Greenfield, P.M., Hernandez, L.M., & Dapretto, M. (2018). Peer influence via
Instagram: Effects on brain and behavior in adolescence and young adulthood. Child Development,

89(1), 37-47.

American Psychological Association (2024). Potential risks of content, features, and functions:
The science of how social media affects youth. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.apa.org/

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 23 of 37



https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2024/12/12/teens-social-media-and-technology-2024/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2024/12/12/teens-social-media-and-technology-2024/
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/research/talk-trust-and-trade-offs-how-and-why-teens-use-ai-companions
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/research/talk-trust-and-trade-offs-how-and-why-teens-use-ai-companions
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/research/talk-trust-and-trade-offs-how-and-why-teens-use-ai-companions
https://www.itu.int/itu-d/reports/statistics/facts-figures-2025/
https://www.itu.int/itu-d/reports/statistics/facts-figures-2025/
https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2025.23991
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2024.6627
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13190
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.14085
https://www.apa.org/topics/social-media-internet/youth-social-media-2024

topics/social-media-internet/youth-social-media-2024

For example, this could involve the random assignment of some youth into experimental conditions
in which they are compelled to engage in high or low/no social media use, with follow-up
assessments of well-being determining whether group placement is associated with subsequent
differences in well-being.

Burnell, K., Meter, D.J., Andrade, F.C., Slocum, A.N., & George, M.J. (2025). The effects of
social media restriction: Meta-analytic evidence from randomized controlled trials. SSM-Mental
Health, 7,100459.

Campbell, M., Edwards, E.J., Pennell, D., Poed, S., Lister, V., Gillett-Swan, J., Kelly, A., Zec, D.,
& Nguyen, T.-A. (2024). Evidence for and against banning mobile phones in schools: A scoping
review. Journal of Psychologists and Counsellors in Schools, 34(3), 242-265. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394

Kates, AAW., Wu, H., & Coryn, C.L.S. (2018). The effects of mobile phone use on academic
performance: A meta-analysis. Computers & Education, 127, 107-112. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.08.012

Burnell, K., Maheux, A.J., Shapiro, H., Flannery, J.E., Telzer, E.H., & Kollins, S.H. (2025).
Smartphone engagement during school hours among US youths. JAMA Network Open, 8(8),
€2523991. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2025.23991

Nagata, J.M., Kim, K.E., Huang, O.H., Sportsman, D., Hale, L., Baker, F.C., & Christakis, D.A.
(2026). Smartphone use during school hours by US youth in the Adolescent Brain Cognitive
Development study. JAMA, 335(5), 453-456. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.
org/10.1001/jama.2025.23235

Christakis, D.A., Mathew, G.M., Reichenberger, D.A., Rodriguez, I.R., Ren, B., & Hale, L. (2025).
Adolescent smartphone use during school hours. JAMA Pediatrics, 179(4), 475-478. Retrieved June
1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2024.6627

Rideout, V., Peebles, A., Mann, S., & Robb, M.B. (2022). Common Sense census: Media use by
tweens and teens, 2021. Common Sense.

Approximately one to two years before observable signs of pubertal development are evident,
gonadal hormone circulation in the body triggers changes to neural structures and connections

one brain region at a time. Among mammals, one of the first regions of the brain to mature is
within the anterior cingulate cortex, evidenced by a rapid increase in the number of neuroreceptors
for oxytocin and dopamine, conjointly leading pre-teens to become hypersensitive to social cues
(who is popular?, who gets attention or positive feedback from peers?, etc.), particularly among
age-mates. In contrast, the last region of the brain to mature (i.e., the prefrontal cortex, not fully
developed until the mid-twenties) confers young adults with fully-developed abilities to exert
behavioral control, in other words, inhibit impulsive behavior, consider consequences, and regulate
their choices.

Boer, M., Stevens, G.W.J.M., Finkenauer, C., & Van Den Eijnden, R.J.J.M. (2022). The course
of problematic social media use in young adolescents: A latent class growth analysis. Child
Development, 93(2), e168-e187.

13 Xiao, Y., Meng, Y., Brown, T.T., Keyes, K.M., & Mann, J.J. (2025). Addictive screen use trajectories

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 24 of 37



https://www.apa.org/topics/social-media-internet/youth-social-media-2024
https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.08.012
https:/doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2025.23991
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.23235
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.23235
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2024.6627

and suicidal behaviors, suicidal ideation, and mental health in US youths. JAMA, 334(3), 219-228.

Perrault, A.A., Bayer, L., Peuvrier, M., Afyouni, A., Ghisletta, P., Brockmann, C., & Spiridon, M.
(2019). Reducing the use of screen electronic devices in the evening is associated with improved
sleep and daytime vigilance in adolescents. Sleep, 42(9), 1-10.

Telzer, E.H., Goldenberg, D., Fuligni, A.J., Lieberman, M.D., & Gélvan, A. (2015). Sleep
variability in adolescence is associated with altered brain development. Developmental Cognitive
Neuroscience, 14, 16-22.

Shou, Q., Yamashita, M., & Mizuno, Y. (2025). Association of screen time with attention-deficit/
hyperactivity disorder symptoms and their development: The mediating role of brain structure.
Translational Psychiatry, 15(1), 447.

(i.e., represented by decreasing activity within the ventral striatum in response to social stimuli as
youth get older)

Maza, M.T., Fox, K.A., Kwon, S.-J., Flannery, J.E., Lindquist, K.A., Prinstein, M.J., & Telzer, E.H.
(2023). Association of habitual checking behaviors on social media with longitudinal functional
brain development. JAMA Pediatrics, 177(2), 160-167.

Sana, F., Weston, T., & Cepeda, N.J. (2013). Laptop multitasking hinders classroom learning for
both users and nearby peers. Computers & Education, 62, 24-31. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.10.003

Ophir, E., Nass, C., & Wagner, A.D. (2009). Cognitive control in media multitaskers. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, 106(37), 15583-15587.

Ralph, B.C.W., Thomson, D.R., Cheyne, J.A., & Smilek, D. (2014). Media multitasking and failures
of attention in everyday life. Psychological Research, 78, 661-669.

Baumgartner, S.E., Weeda, W.D., van der Heijden, L.L., & Huizinga, M. (2014). The relationship
between media multitasking and executive function in early adolescents. The Journal of Early
Adolescence, 34(8), 1120-1144.

Baumgartner, S.E., van der Schuur, W.A., Lemmens, J.S., & te Poel, F. (2018). The relationship
between media multitasking and attention problems in adolescents: Results of two longitudinal
studies. Human Communication Research, 44(1), 3-30.

Telzer, E.H. & Burnell, K. (2026). Smartphone use during school hours and association with
cognitive control in youths aged 11 to 18 years. JAMA Network Open, 9(3), e261092.

Nagata, J.M., Wong, J.H., Kim, K.E., Richardson, R.A., Nayak, S., Potes, C., Rauschecker, A.M.,
Scheffler, A., Sugrue, L.P., Baker, F.C., & Testa, A. (2025). Social media use trajectories and
cognitive performance in adolescents. JAMA, 334(21), 1948-1950. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.16613

Telzer, E.H. & Burnell, K. (2026). Smartphone use during school hours and association with
cognitive control in youths aged 11 to 18 years. JAMA Network Open, 9(3), e261092. Retrieved
June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092

Telzer, E.H. & Burnell, K. (2026). Smartphone use during school hours and association with
cognitive control in youths aged 11 to 18 years. JAMA Network Open, 9(3), e261092. Retrieved
June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 25 of 37



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.16613
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092

Nagata, J.M., Wong, J.H., Kim, K.E., Richardson, R.A., Nayak, S., Potes, C., Rauschecker, A.M.,
Scheffler, A., Sugrue, L.P., Baker, F.C., & Testa, A. (2025). Social media use trajectories and
cognitive performance in adolescents. JAMA, 334(21), 1948-1950. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.16613

Telzer, E.H. & Burnell, K. (2026). Smartphone use during school hours and association with
cognitive control in youths aged 11 to 18 years. JAMA Network Open, 9(3), e261092. Retrieved
June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092

Burnell, K. and colleagues. Educator perceptions of a restrictive smart device school policy in
Alberta schools. Manuscript under review.

Walla Walla Public Schools (n.d.). Yondr phone-free schools. Retrieved August 3, 2026, from
https://www.wwps.org/departments/technology/yondr

Distraction-Free Schools, N.Y. Educ. Law § 2803 (2025).

New York State Office of the Governor (2025, May 6). Distraction-free schools: Governor Hochul
announces New York to become largest state in the nation to restrict smartphones throughout
the school day. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/distraction-free-
schools-governor-hochul-announces-new-york-become-largest-state-nation

Technology in K-12 Public Schools, H.B. 379, 2023 Leg., Reg. Sess. (Fla. 2023). Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2023/379

Cell phone policies in New York schools: Where does your district stand? (2025, August 6). WROC-
TV (Rochester First). Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.rochesterfirst.com/back-to-
school/cell-phone-policies-in-new-york-schools-where-does-your-district-stand/

Cellphone policy changes for RUSD students during the 2026—2027 school year. (2026, July 23).
Racine County Eye. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://racinecountyeye.com/2026/07/23/
racine-schools-new-limits-cellphone/

Schools are banning students from using cell phones. But where will they put them? (2025,
September 2). WSYR-TV (LocalSYR). Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.localsyr.com/
education/schools-are-banning-students-from-using-cell-phones-but-where-will-they-put-them/

Away for the Day (n.d.). Policies. Retrieved August 3, 2026, from https://www.awayfortheday.org/
policies

Miller, D. (2025, March 24). A magnetic pouch is key to enforcing school cellphone bans. Kids are
getting around it. Los Angeles Times. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.latimes.com/
california/story/2025-03-24/yondr-pouches-enforce-school-cell-phone-bans

Abrahamsson, S. (2024). Smartphone bans, student outcomes and mental health (Discussion
Paper No. SAM 01/24). Norwegian School of Economics, Department of Economics. Retrieved
June 1, 2026, from https://ssrn.com/abstract=4735240

Allcott, H., Baron, E.J., Dee, T., Duckworth, A.L., Gentzkow, M., & Jacob, B. (2026). The effects of
school phone bans: National evidence from lockable pouches (Working Paper No. 35132). National
Bureau of Economic Research. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.nber.org/papers/w35132

McKenzie, S. & Shaw, K. (2025, March 19). Arkansas’s phone-free school pilot: Mental health.
University of Arkansas, Office for Education Policy.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 26 of 37



https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2025.16613
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092
https://www.wwps.org/departments/technology/yondr
https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/distraction-free-schools-governor-hochul-announces-new-york-become-largest-state-nation
https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/distraction-free-schools-governor-hochul-announces-new-york-become-largest-state-nation
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2023/379
https://www.rochesterfirst.com/back-to-school/cell-phone-policies-in-new-york-schools-where-does-your-district-stand/
https://www.rochesterfirst.com/back-to-school/cell-phone-policies-in-new-york-schools-where-does-your-district-stand/
https://racinecountyeye.com/2026/07/23/racine-schools-new-limits-cellphone
https://racinecountyeye.com/2026/07/23/racine-schools-new-limits-cellphone
https://www.localsyr.com/education/schools-are-banning-students-from-using-cell-phones-but-where-will-they-put-them/
https://www.localsyr.com/education/schools-are-banning-students-from-using-cell-phones-but-where-will-they-put-them/
https://www.awayfortheday.org/policies
https://www.awayfortheday.org/policies
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2025-03-24/yondr-pouches-enforce-school-cell-phone-bans
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2025-03-24/yondr-pouches-enforce-school-cell-phone-bans
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4735240
https://www.nber.org/papers/w35132

Shaw, K. (2025, October). Implementing phone-free schools: Insights from Arkansas
administrators (Policy Brief Vol. 22, Issue 6). University of Arkansas, Office for Education Policy.

Bar, E., Radunz, M., Galanis, C.R., Quinney, B., Wade, T.D., & King, D.L. (2025). Student
perspectives on banning mobile phones in South Australian secondary schools: A large-scale
qualitative analysis. Computers in Human Behavior, 167, Article 108603. Retrieved June 1, 2026,
from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2025.108603

Beland, L.-P. & Murphy, R. (2016). Ill communication: Technology, distraction & student
performance. Labour Economics, 41, 61-76. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004

Beneito, P. & Vicente-Chirivella, O. (2022). Banning mobile phones in schools: Evidence from
regional-level policies in Spain. Applied Economic Analysis, 30(90), 153-175. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1108/AEA-05-2021-0112

Bottger, T. & Zierer, K. (2024). To ban or not to ban? A rapid review on the impact of smartphone
bans in schools on social well-being and academic performance. Education Sciences, 14(8), Article
906. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.3390/educscii4080906

Campbell, M., Edwards, E.J., Pennell, D., Poed, S., Lister, V., Gillett-Swan, J., Kelly, A., Zec, D.,
& Nguyen, T.-A. (2024). Evidence for and against banning mobile phones in schools: A scoping
review. Journal of Psychologists and Counsellors in Schools, 34(3), 242-265. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394

Figlio, D. & Ozek, U. (2025). The impact of cellphone bans in schools on student outcomes:
Evidence from Florida (EdWorkingPaper No. 25-1315). Annenberg Institute at Brown University.
Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.26300/9y5r-yx11

Goodyear, V.A., James, C., Orben, A., Quennerstedt, M., Schwartz, G., & Pallan, M. (2025).
Approaches to children’s smartphone and social media use must go beyond bans. BMJ, 388, Article
€082569. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-082569

Goodyear, V.A., Randhawa, A., Adab, P., Al-Janabi, H., Fenton, S., Jones, K., Michail, M.,
Morrison, B., Patterson, P., Quinlan, J., Sitch, A., Twardochleb, R., Wade, M., & Pallan, M. (2025).
School phone policies and their association with mental wellbeing, phone use, and social media use
(SMART Schools): A cross-sectional observational study. The Lancet Regional Health — Europe,
50, Article 101211. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1anepe.2025.101211

Kessel, D., Hardardottir, H.L., & Tyrefors, B. (2020). The impact of banning mobile phones in
Swedish secondary schools. Economics of Education Review, 77, Article 102009. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2020.102009

Beland, L.-P. & Murphy, R. (2016). Ill communication: Technology, distraction & student
performance. Labour Economics, 41, 61-76. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004

Beneito, P. & Vicente-Chirivella, O. (2022). Banning mobile phones in schools: Evidence from
regional-level policies in Spain. Applied Economic Analysis, 30(90), 153-175. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1108/AEA-05-2021-0112

Kessel, D., Hardardottir, H.L., & Tyrefors, B. (2020). The impact of banning mobile phones in

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 27 of 37



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2025.108603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/AEA-05-2021-0112
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14080906
https://doi.org/10.1177/20556365241270394
https://doi.org/10.26300/9y5r-yx11
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2024-082569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lanepe.2025.101211
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2020.102009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2016.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/AEA-05-2021-0112

Swedish secondary schools. Economics of Education Review, 77, Article 102009. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2020.102009

Sungu, A., Choudhury, P.K., & Bjerre-Nielsen, A. (2025). Removing phones from classrooms
improves academic performance. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://ssrn.com/
abstract=5217837

Abrahamsson, S. (2026, September). Smartphone bans, student outcomes and mental health.
Retrieved October 4, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.0224-13403R2

Lichand, G., Moreno-Louzada, L., da Costa, T., & Gentzkow, M. (2026). The educational impacts of
school phone bans: Evidence from Brazil [Working paper].

Allcott, H., Baron, E.J., Dee, T., Duckworth, A.L., Gentzkow, M., & Jacob, B. (2026). The effects of
school phone bans: National evidence from lockable pouches (Working Paper No. 35132). National
Bureau of Economic Research. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.nber.org/papers/w35132

Notably, schools that elected to implement the use of pouches were not random; data indicated
significantly lower socioeconomic status and lower test scores among schools that used pouches
than the control sample; the comparison group was reduced by approximately 3000 schools to
statistically adjust for these initial differences. Data regarding adoption of pouches within schools
also was incomplete; not all schools had records to determine when pouches initiated and whether
they were used consistently and continuously. Comparison schools used a range of alternate
policies regarding phone use in school; a small proportion of these policies were as stringent as the
use of pouches. School-level data regarding adoption of these pouches were combined with several
available large national datasets to capture school demographics, average standardized test scores,
phone “ping” statistics from GPS tracking, and school-wide measures of subjective well-being.

Parry, D.A. (2024). Does the mere presence of a smartphone impact cognitive performance? A
meta-analysis of the “brain drain effect.” Media Psychology, 27(5), 737-762. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2023.2286647

Figlio, D.N. & Ozek, U. (2025). The impact of cellphone bans in schools on student outcomes:
Evidence from Florida (Working Paper No. 34388). National Bureau of Economic Research.
Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.nber.org/papers/w34388

American Psychological Association (2023, May). Health advisory on social media use in
adolescence. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.apa.org/topics/social-media-internet/
health-advisory-adolescent-social-media-use

Office of the Surgeon General (2023). Social media and youth mental health: The U.S. Surgeon
General’s advisory. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/sg-youth-mental-health-social-media-advisory.pdf

UNESCO (2023). Global education monitoring report 2023: Technology in education — A tool on
whose terms? UNESCO Publishing. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.unesco.org/gem-
report/en/publication/technology

Haidt, J. (2024). The anxious generation: How the great rewiring of childhood is causing an
epidemic of mental illness. Penguin Press.

Loi n° 2018-698 du 3 aoiit 2018 relative a 'encadrement de I'utilisation du téléphone portable dans
les établissements d’enseignement scolaire [Law No. 2018-698 of August 3, 2018, regarding the use

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 28 of 37



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2020.102009
https://ssrn.com/abstract=5217837
https://ssrn.com/abstract=5217837
https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.0224-13403R2
https://www.nber.org/papers/w35132
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2023.2286647
https://www.nber.org/papers/w34388
https://www.apa.org/topics/social-media-internet/health-advisory-adolescent-social-media-use
https://www.apa.org/topics/social-media-internet/health-advisory-adolescent-social-media-use
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/sg-youth-mental-health-social-media-advisory.pdf
https://www.unesco.org/gem-report/en/publication/technology
https://www.unesco.org/gem-report/en/publication/technology

of cell phones in schools]. (2018). Journal Officiel de la République Francaise. Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr

Boring, N. (2018, October 30). France: Government adopts law banning cell phone use at school.
Library of Congress Global Legal Monitor. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.loc.gov/
item/global-legal-monitor/2018-10-30/france-government-adopts-law-banning-cell-phone-use-at-
school/

European Commission (2025, June 26). Netherlands: A ban on mobile phones in the classroom.
Brussels, Belgium: Eurydice. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/
news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom

European Commission (2025, June 26). Netherlands: A ban on mobile phones in the classroom.
Brussels, Belgium: Eurydice. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/
news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom

Long, R. (2026). Mobile phones in schools (England) (Briefing Paper No. CBP-10241). House of
Commons Library. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-
briefings/cbp-10241/

Ontario considering social media, cellphone ban on school properties. (2026, April 28). CBC News.
Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/ontario-full-cellphone-
ban-schools-9.7180241

Domina, T., Penner, A., & Penner, E. (2023). Schooled and sorted. University of North Carolina
Press.

Technology in K-12 Public Schools, H.B. 379, 2023 Leg., Reg. Sess. (Fla. 2023). Retrieved June 1,
2026, from https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2023/379

Vaeth, M. (2025, January 27). Memorandum on temporary pause of agency grant, loan, and
other financial assistance programs. Washington, DC: Executive Office of the President, Office of
Management and Budget. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2025/03/M-25-13-Temporary-Pause-to-Review-Agency-Grant-Loan-and-Other-
Financial-Assistance-Programs.pdf

Twenty-two states enacted K-12 cellphone bans so far in 2025. (2025, August 8). Ballotpedia
News. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://news.ballotpedia.org/2025/08/08/twenty-two-states-
enacted-k-12-cellphone-bans-so-far-in-2025

Prothero, A., Langreo, L., & Klein, A. (2024, June 28). Which states ban or restrict cellphones in
schools? Education Week. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.edweek.org/technology/
which-states-ban-or-restrict-cellphones-in-schools/2024/06

President’s Committee on Civil Rights. (1947). To secure these rights. Independence, MO: Harry
S. Truman Library, U.S. National Archives and Records Administration. Retrieved December 19,
2025, from https://www.trumanlibrary.gov/library/to-secure-these-rights#58

Murakawa, N. (2014). The first civil right. Oxford University Press.

Wolfe, A. (2013). Competing with the Soviets: Science, technology, and the state in Cold War
America. Johns Hopkins University Press.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones



https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/
https://www.loc.gov/item/global-legal-monitor/2018-10-30/france-government-adopts-law-banning-cell-phone-use-at-school/
https://www.loc.gov/item/global-legal-monitor/2018-10-30/france-government-adopts-law-banning-cell-phone-use-at-school/
https://www.loc.gov/item/global-legal-monitor/2018-10-30/france-government-adopts-law-banning-cell-phone-use-at-school/
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom
https://eurydice.eacea.ec.europa.eu/news/netherlands-ban-mobile-phones-classroom
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-10241/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-10241/
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/ontario-full-cellphone-ban-schools-9.7180241
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/ontario-full-cellphone-ban-schools-9.7180241
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2023/379
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/M-25-13-Temporary-Pause-to-Review-Agency-Grant-Loan-and-Other-Financial-Assistance-Programs.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/M-25-13-Temporary-Pause-to-Review-Agency-Grant-Loan-and-Other-Financial-Assistance-Programs.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/M-25-13-Temporary-Pause-to-Review-Agency-Grant-Loan-and-Other-Financial-Assistance-Programs.pdf
https://news.ballotpedia.org/2025/08/08/twenty-two-states-enacted-k-12-cellphone-bans-so-far-in-2025
https://news.ballotpedia.org/2025/08/08/twenty-two-states-enacted-k-12-cellphone-bans-so-far-in-2025
https://www.edweek.org/technology/which-states-ban-or-restrict-cellphones-in-schools/2024/06
https://www.edweek.org/technology/which-states-ban-or-restrict-cellphones-in-schools/2024/06

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for
educational reform. U.S. Government Printing Office. Retrieved February 27, 2026, from https://
files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED226006.pdf

Gottlieb, D. (2020). A democratic theory of educational accountability. Routledge.
Gottlieb, D. (2014). Education reform and the concept of good teaching. Routledge.
Lilla, M. (2018). The once and future liberal. HarperCollins.

Gerstle, G. (2022). The rise and fall of neoliberal order. Oxford University Press.
Melnick, R.S. (2023). The crucible of desegregation. University of Chicago Press.
Schneider, J. (2014). Excellence for all. Vanderbilt University Press.

Chubb, J., & Moe, T. (1990). Politics, markets, and America’s schools. Brookings Institution.
Cowen, J. (2024). The privateers. Harvard Education Press.

Knight Abowitz, K. (2014). Publics for public schools. Paradigm Publishers.

Rooks, N. (2017). Cutting school. The New Press.

Backer, D. As public as possible. The New Press.

Dougherty, J. (2003). More than one struggle. University of North Carolina Press.
Brown v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954).

Green v. New Kent, 391 U.S. 430 (1968).

Melnick, R.S. (2023). Crucible of desegregation. University of Chicago Press.

By “law-making and law-breaking,” I mean to invoke the twin strategies of pursuing end runs
around desegregation orders; e.g., through the creation of first-generation vouchers that Kruse
covers in his 2007 book, White Flight, and various campaigns of official and semiofficial extralegal
opposition to desegregation orders, captured under the heading of “massive resistance.”

Kruse, K. (2007). White flight. Princeton University Press.

Prothero, A. (2026, January 30). How strong are states’ student cellphone restrictions? New
analysis grades them. Education Week. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.edweek.
org/technology/how-strong-are-states-student-cellphone-restrictions-new-analysis-grades-
them/2026/01

Saunders, H., Panchal, N., & Cervantes, S. (2025, September). A look at state efforts to ban
cellphones in schools and implications for youth mental health. KFF. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://www kff.org/affordable-care-act/a-look-at-state-efforts-to-ban-cellphones-in-schools-and-
implications-for-youth-mental-health/

Wallace, G. (1963, January). Inaugural address. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from http://digital.
archives.alabama.gov/cdm/singleitem/collection/voices/id/2952/rec/5

Black, D. (2019) Schoolhouse burning. Hachette Books.
Kelly, M.G. (2023). Dividing the public. Cornell University Press.

Groen, M. (2024). The emergence of a curriculum of assimilation. American Educational History

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 30 of 37



https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED226006.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED226006.pdf
https://www.edweek.org/technology/how-strong-are-states-student-cellphone-restrictions-new-analysis-grades-them/2026/01
https://www.edweek.org/technology/how-strong-are-states-student-cellphone-restrictions-new-analysis-grades-them/2026/01
https://www.edweek.org/technology/how-strong-are-states-student-cellphone-restrictions-new-analysis-grades-them/2026/01
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/a-look-at-state-efforts-to-ban-cellphones-in-schools-and-implications-for-youth-mental-health/
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/a-look-at-state-efforts-to-ban-cellphones-in-schools-and-implications-for-youth-mental-health/
http://digital.archives.alabama.gov/cdm/singleitem/collection/voices/id/2952/rec/5
http://digital.archives.alabama.gov/cdm/singleitem/collection/voices/id/2952/rec/5

Journal, 51(1/2), 63—-76.

Hinton, E. (2017). From the war on poverty to the war on crime. Harvard University Press.
Bell, D. (2004). Silent covenants. Oxford University Press.

Rosa, J. (2019). Looking like a language, sounding like a race. Oxford University Press.

Moran, R. (2023). Personhood, property, and public education: The case of Pyler v. Doe. Columbia
Law Review 123, 1271

Brizuela, G. (2010). Making an idea a reality: providing a free and appropriate public education for
children with disabilities under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Val. UL Rev. 45,

595.
Aron, L. & Loprest, P. (2012). Disability and the education system. The Future of Children, 97-122.

McNamarah, C. (2018). On the basis of sex(ual orientation or gender identity): Bringing queer
equity to school with Title IX. Cornell Law Review 104, 745.

Melnick, R.S. (2018). The transformation of Title IX: Regulating gender equality in
education. Brookings Institution Press.

Meyer, E. & Quantz, M. (2021). Who is (not) protected by Title IX? A critical review of 45 years of
research. Teachers College Record 123(2), 1-42.

Gross, A. & De la Fuente, A. (2020). Becoming free, becoming Black. Oxford University Press.
Woodson, C.G. (2023) The Mis-education of the Negro. Penguin Press.

Rooks, N. (2017). Cutting school. The New Press.

Kahrl, A. (2024). The Black tax. University of Chicago Press.

Tani, K. (2015). States of dependency. Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, K-Y. (2019). Race for profit. University of North Carolina Press.

Berman, E. (2022). Thinking like an economist. Princeton University Press.

Glazer, N. & Moynihan, D.P. (1963). Beyond the melting pot. Harvard University Press.
Geary, D. (2015). Beyond civil rights. University of Pennsylvania Press.

Bush, G.W. (2003). Public papers of the presidents of the United States: George W. Bush, 2001,
Bk. 1, January 20 to June 30, 2001. Government Printing Office.

Obama, B. (2012). Remarks by the president in State of the Union address (Washington, D.C.:
National Archives and Records Administration). Retrieved November 1, 2023, from https://
obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-
address

Hartney, M. (2022). How policies create interest groups. University of Chicago Press.

Phillips, K. Larsen, E. & Hausman, C. (2015). School choice and social stratification. Social Science
Research 51, 30-50.

Shedd, C. (2015) Unequal city. Russell Sage Foundation.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones



https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-address
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-address
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-address

Schneider, J. & Berkshire, J. (2020). Wolf at the schoolhouse door. The New Press.

Ravitch, D. (2016). The death and life of the great American school system. Basic Books.
Kruse, K. (2005). White flight. Princeton University Press.

Chubb, J. & Moe, T. (1990). Politics, markets, and America’s schools. Brookings Institution.
Schneider, J. & Berkshire, J. Wolf at the schoolhouse door. The New Press.

Ravitch, D. (2014). Reign of error. Vintage Books.

Cowen, J. (2024). The privateers. Harvard Education Press.

U.S. Department of Education. (2025, December 18). President Trump’s first year: Education in
America. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-
trumps-first-year-education-america

Executive Order. No. 14,242, 3 C.F.R. 13,679 (2025).

Samuels, C. (2025, October 17). Parents, advocates alarmed as Trump leverages shutdown to
gut special education office. Hechinger Report. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://
hechingerreport.org/parents-advocates-alarmed-as-trump-leverages-shutdown-to-gut-special-
education-department/

Barshay, J. (2025, March 14). Chaos and confusion as the statistics arm of the Education
Department is reduced to a skeletal staff of 3. Hechinger Report. Retrieved December 19, 2025,
from https://hechingerreport.org/proof-points-chaos-confusion-statistics-education/

Meltzer, E. (2025, November 18). K-12 moving to labor as Trump administration accelerates bid
to dismantle Education Department. Chalkbeat. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.
chalkbeat.org/2025/11/18 /is-trump-dismantling-department-of-education/

U.S. Department of Education (2025, July 29). Dear Colleague letter on ESEA flexibility and
watvers. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-
colleague-letter-esea-flexibility-and-waivers-july-29-2025-110440.pdf

U.S. Department of Education (2025, September 17). Dear Colleague letter providing information
about educational flexibility. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/media/
document/dear-colleague-letter-information-about-educational-flexibility-program-ed-flex-
september-17-2025-112273.pdf

Schneider, J. & Berkshire, J. (2020). Wolf at the schoolhouse door. The New Press.

Moran, N. (2025, August 1). 10 things to know about Trump’s school voucher program. Hechinger
Report. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://hechingerreport.org/whats-a-tax-credit-
scholarship-the-details-behind-the-first-national-school-voucher-program/

U.S. Department of Education. (2025, September 24). U.S. Department of Education announces
release of record $500 million for charter school programs. Retrieved December 19, 2025,

from https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-announces-
release-of-record-500-million-charter-schools-programs. These grant programs are (1) Expanding
Opportunities through Quality CSP Grants to States, (2) Replication and Expansion of High-Quality
Charter Schools, (3) Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities Program, (4) National
Dissemination Grants, (5) State Charter School Facilities Grants, (6) CSP Grants to Charter School

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 32 of 37



https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-trumps-first-year-education-america
https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-trumps-first-year-education-america
https://hechingerreport.org/parents-advocates-alarmed-as-trump-leverages-shutdown-to-gut-special-education-department/
https://hechingerreport.org/parents-advocates-alarmed-as-trump-leverages-shutdown-to-gut-special-education-department/
https://hechingerreport.org/parents-advocates-alarmed-as-trump-leverages-shutdown-to-gut-special-education-department/
https://hechingerreport.org/proof-points-chaos-confusion-statistics-education/
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2025/11/18/is-trump-dismantling-department-of-education/
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2025/11/18/is-trump-dismantling-department-of-education/
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-esea-flexibility-and-waivers-july-29-2025-110440.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-esea-flexibility-and-waivers-july-29-2025-110440.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-information-about-educational-flexibility-program-ed-flex-september-17-2025-112273.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-information-about-educational-flexibility-program-ed-flex-september-17-2025-112273.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-information-about-educational-flexibility-program-ed-flex-september-17-2025-112273.pdf
https://hechingerreport.org/whats-a-tax-credit-scholarship-the-details-behind-the-first-national-school-voucher-program/
https://hechingerreport.org/whats-a-tax-credit-scholarship-the-details-behind-the-first-national-school-voucher-program/
https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-announces-release-of-record-500-million-charter-schools-programs
https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-announces-release-of-record-500-million-charter-schools-programs

Developers, and (7) Model Development and Dissemination Grants. Descriptions of each program
are available here: https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/charter-
school-programs

99 Executive Order No. 14,191, 3 C.F.R. 8859 (2025).

100 U.S. Department of Education (2025, June 26). Dear Colleague letter on parental choice in
schools needing improvement. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/media/
document/dear-colleague-letter-parental-choice-schools-identified-support-and-improvement-
june-26-2025-110290.pdf

101 U.S. Department of Education (2025, March 31). Dear Colleague letter on Title I guidance.
Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/media/document/oese-letter-state-chiefs-
title-1-part-guidance-march-31-2025-109686.pdf

102 U.S. Department of Education (2025, May 7). Dear Colleague letter on unsafe schools choice
option. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-
letter-unsafe-school-choice-option-may-7-2025-109969.pdf

103 Executive Order No. 14,190, 3 C.F.R. 8853 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf

104 Executive Order No. 14,281, 3. C.F.R. 17537 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28 /pdf/2025-07378.pdf

105 U.S. Department of Education (2026, March 5). U.S. Department of Education initiates Title IX
investigation into Wisconsin school district over alleged use of women’s restrooms by biological
men. Retrieved March 26, 2026, from https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-
department-of-education-initiates-title-ix-investigation-wisconsin-school-district-over-alleged-
use-of-womens-restrooms-biological-men

106 Executive Order No. 14,190, 3 C.F.R. 8853 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf

107 Executive Order No. 14,281, 3. C.F.R. 17537 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07378.pdf
108 Bonilla-Silva, E. (2014). Racism without racists. Roman and Littlefield.

Murakawa, N. (2014). The first civil right. Oxford University Press.

109 Pew Research Center (2025, July 16). Americans’ support for school cellphone bans has
ticked up since last year. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.pewresearch.org/short-
reads/2025/07/16/americans-support-for-school-cellphone-bans-has-ticked-up-since-last-year

110 Singh, M. (2025, August 25). Trump administration to restore $6.8bn in education funds after
multi-state suit. The Guardian. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.theguardian.com/
us-news/2025/aug/25/trump-administration-education-funding

111 National Education Association. (2024, August 12). Impact of social media and personal devices
on mental health. Retrieved October 4, 2026, from https://www.nea.org/resource-library/impact-
social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health

112 Ma, A. (2025, December 18). Rural schools hit by Trump’s grant cuts have few options for making

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 33 of 37



https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/charter-school-programs
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/charter-school-programs
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-parental-choice-schools-identified-support-and-improvement-june-26-2025-110290.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-parental-choice-schools-identified-support-and-improvement-june-26-2025-110290.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-parental-choice-schools-identified-support-and-improvement-june-26-2025-110290.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/oese-letter-state-chiefs-title-1-part-guidance-march-31-2025-109686.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/oese-letter-state-chiefs-title-1-part-guidance-march-31-2025-109686.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-unsafe-school-choice-option-may-7-2025-109969.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/dear-colleague-letter-unsafe-school-choice-option-may-7-2025-109969.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07378.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07378.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-initiates-title-ix-investigation-wisconsin-school-district-over-alleged-use-of-womens-restrooms-biological-men
https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-initiates-title-ix-investigation-wisconsin-school-district-over-alleged-use-of-womens-restrooms-biological-men
https://www.ed.gov/about/news/press-release/us-department-of-education-initiates-title-ix-investigation-wisconsin-school-district-over-alleged-use-of-womens-restrooms-biological-men
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-02-03/pdf/2025-02232.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07378.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07378.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/07/16/americans-support-for-school-cellphone-bans-has-ticked-up-since-last-year
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/07/16/americans-support-for-school-cellphone-bans-has-ticked-up-since-last-year
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/aug/25/trump-administration-education-funding
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/aug/25/trump-administration-education-funding
https://www.nea.org/resource-library/impact-social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health
https://www.nea.org/resource-library/impact-social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health

up for the lost money. AP News. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://apnews.com/article/
trump-education-grants-rural-schools-mental-health-oa2c368ddbc9o58babf3o4eef5534b13

113 Schools across U.S. turn to a locked magnetic pouch as a cellphone ban solution. Here’s what to
know. (2025, September 7). CBS News. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.cbsnews.com/
news/yondr-pouches-school-cell-phone-ban/

114 Mintz, B. (2021). Neoliberalism and the crisis in higher education: The cost of ideology. American
Journal of Economics and Sociology, 80(1), 79-112.

Mitchell, M, Leachman, M & Saenz, M. (2019). State higher education funding cuts have pushed
costs to students, worsened inequality. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 24, 9-15.

115 Vaeth, M. (2025, January 27). Memorandum on temporary pause of agency grant, loan, and other
financial assistance programs. Office of Management and Budget. Retrieved December 19, 2025,
from https://www.aamc.org/media/81396/download?attachment

116 Executive Order No. 14,279, 3 C.F.R. 17529 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07376.pdf

117 The White House (2025, February 21). America First investment strategy. Retrieved December 19,
2025, from https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/america-first-investment-

policy/

118 U.S. Department of Education. (2025, December 18). President Trump’s first year: Education in
America. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-
trumps-first-year-education-america

119 Shaw, J. (2025, December 19). Trump administration appeals order restoring $2.7 billion in
funding to Harvard. Harvard Magazine. Retrieved December 20, 2025, from https://www.
harvardmagazine.com/university-news/trump-admin-appeals-funding-restoration

120 Much of this is based on the Trump administration’s expansive reading of Students for Fair
Admissions, Inc. v. President and Fellows of Harvard College, 600 U.S. 181 (2023), which found
that Harvard had violated the Civil Rights Act (and the University of North Carolina had violated
the Equal Protection Clause) by using racial preferences in the particular way that they had for the
purposes of college admissions. The Supreme Court’s finding itself is significantly more narrow
than the administration’s sweeping assertions that all Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) efforts
are “illegal.”

121 Hallas, E. (2025, October 2). White House offers funding advantage to colleges that sign ‘Compact
for Academic Excellence.” Washington Examiner. Retrieved December 19, 2025, from https://
www.washingtonexaminer.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Compact-for-Academic-Excellence-
in-Higher-Education-10.1.pdf

122 “Professional” degrees are eligible for $200,000 in total federal loans, and $50,000 per year.
“Graduate” degrees are capped at lower limits—$100,000 total and $20,500 per year. By shifting
nursing, social work, and so on from “Professional” to “Graduate” degree status, the administration
is either forcing prospective nurses and social workers to cover more of the program cost
themselves up front (if they still want to pursue it) or the administration will force higher education
institutions to radically cut tuition costs for those programs, eating into their own financial health.
Whichever way it goes, the administration’s priorities win.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones



https://apnews.com/article/trump-education-grants-rural-schools-mental-health-0a2c368ddbc9058babf304eef5534b13
https://apnews.com/article/trump-education-grants-rural-schools-mental-health-0a2c368ddbc9058babf304eef5534b13
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/yondr-pouches-school-cell-phone-ban/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/yondr-pouches-school-cell-phone-ban/
https://www.aamc.org/media/81396/download?attachment
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07376.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-04-28/pdf/2025-07376.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/america-first-investment-policy/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/america-first-investment-policy/
https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-trumps-first-year-education-america
https://www.ed.gov/about/initiatives/president-trumps-first-year-education-america
https://www.harvardmagazine.com/university-news/trump-admin-appeals-funding-restoration
https://www.harvardmagazine.com/university-news/trump-admin-appeals-funding-restoration
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/600/20-1199/
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Compact-for-Academic-Excellence-in-Higher-Education-10.1.pdf
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Compact-for-Academic-Excellence-in-Higher-Education-10.1.pdf
https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Compact-for-Academic-Excellence-in-Higher-Education-10.1.pdf

Executive Order No. 14,235, 3 C.F.R. 11885 (2025). Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://www.
govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-03-12/pdf/2025-04103.pdf

123 Telzer, E.H. & Burnell, K. (2026). Smartphone use during school hours and association with
cognitive control in youths aged 11 to 18 years. JAMA Network Open, 9(3), e261092. Retrieved
June 1, 2026, from https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092

124 North Carolina General Assembly (2026, March 31). Joint Legislative Education Ouversight
Committee documents. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.ncleg.gov/Documents/19/23236

125 Vaeth, M. (2025, January 27). Memorandum on temporary pause of agency grant, loan, and other
financial assistance programs. Office of Management and Budget. Retrieved December 19, 2025,
from https://www.aamc.org/media/81396/download?attachment

126 Witte, J. (2000). The market approach to education. Princeton University Press.
Schneider, J. & Berkshire, J. (2021). Wolf at the schoolhouse door. The New Press.
Golann, J. (2021). Scripting the moves. Princeton University Press.

127 Figlio, D.N. & Ozek, U. (2025). The effects of immigration enforcement on student outcomes in a
new era of immigration policy in the United States. No. w34452. National Bureau of Economic
Research.

128 Edmondson, G. & Mladek, K. (Eds.) (2017). Sovereignty in ruins: A politics of crisis. Duke
University Press.

129 Rodriguez, R. (2025, December 29). U.S. Department of Education denies appeal to save $30m
grant funds for Idaho rural schools. KTVB7 News. Retrieved December 30, 2025, from https://
www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-3om-grant-idaho-rural-
schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864cao

130 Shumpert, A. (2025, December 23). Idaho rural schools face loss of $30 million grant funds
supporting critical services, resources to rural schools. KTVB7 News. Retrieved December 30,
2025, from https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/idaho-rural-schools-face-loss-of-30-million-
grant-funds/277-d4aagef8-229b-4c3a-a525-bdsc50ca6059

131 December 31 was the day the appeal was denied, and therefore the day the grant was actually
terminated.

Rodriguez, R. (2025, December 29). U.S. Department of Education denies appeal to save $30m
grant funds for Idaho rural schools. KTVB7 News. Retrieved December 30, 2025, from https://
www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-
schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864cao

132 Martin, J. & Burns, A. (2023). This will not pass. Simon and Schuster.

133 I owe this formulation to Jessica Calarco. Calarco, J. & Gottlieb, D. (Hosts). (2026, January 16).
Complicity is no protection (No. 6) [Audio podcast episode]. In Control Room. Retrieved April 7,
2026, from https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/control-room/id1849502217

134 Heesch, J. (2026, January 22). The Mauston story: Third time’s the charm. Wisconsin Association
of School Boards Convention.

135 Gottlieb, D. (2025, May 27). “It’s all relationships: How to build career academies, with Eric Burke

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 350f 37



https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-03-12/pdf/2025-04103.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2025-03-12/pdf/2025-04103.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2026.1092
https://www.ncleg.gov/Documents/19/23236
https://www.aamc.org/media/81396/download?attachment
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/idaho-rural-schools-face-loss-of-30-million-grant-funds/277-d4aa9ef8-229b-4c3a-a525-bd5c50ca6059
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/idaho-rural-schools-face-loss-of-30-million-grant-funds/277-d4aa9ef8-229b-4c3a-a525-bd5c50ca6059
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://www.ktvb.com/article/news/local/us-dept-education-denies-appeal-save-30m-grant-idaho-rural-schools/277-5cdadbda-d298-49f6-a85a-0c80a6864ca0
https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/control-room/id1849502217

and Lexi Allen,” in The School Perceptions Podcast. Retrieved April 6, 2026, from https://podcasts.
apple.com/us/podcast/the-school-perceptions-podcast/id1798680246?i=1000710113835

136 Yes to Tosa Kids (n.d.). Posts [Facebook page]. Facebook. Retrieved April 3, 2026, from https://
www.facebook.com/yestotosakids/

137 Wisconsin Public Education Network (n.d.) Home. Retrieved April 3, 2026, from https://www.
wisconsinnetwork.org/

138 Welsh, R.0. & McGraw, K.J. (2025). Stuck between a rock and a hard place? Disentangling the
intersections of student behavior, school discipline, and school safety in the post-COVID era.
National Education Policy Center. Retrieved June 30, 2026, from http://nepc.colorado.edu/
publication/safety

139 Chapman, A. (2024, December). School referendums are sending a clear message. WASBO
Newsletter. Retrieved April 3, 2026, from https://wasbo.com/images/wasbo/documents/6/
newsletter/2024/TCOBDec2024-Referenda.pdf

140 National Education Association (2024). Social media in education. NEA Health and Safety
Program. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from https://www.nea.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/social-
media-in-education-final-copy-2-2024.pdf

141 Medina, M.A., Grim, J., Cosby, G., & Brodnax, R. (2020). The power of community school councils
in urban schools. Peabody Journal of Education, 95(1), 73-89.

Pharis, T., Bass, R.V., & Pate, J.L. (2005). School council member perceptions and actual practice
of school councils in rural schools. Rural Educator, 26(2), 33-38.

Stein, L.B. (2009). The influence of parent and community involvement on local school councils in
Massachusetts. University of Massachusetts Amherst.

Alpert, D., Alquist, E., & Strom-Martin, V. (2002). The California master plan for eeducation.
The California Legislature.

142 Texas School for the Blind and Visually Impaired (2026, Spring). Guidance for teachers: Personal
device law and special education/504 exceptions. TX SenseAbilities. Retrieved June 1, 2026, from
https://www.tsbvi.edu/tx-senseabilities/issues/tx-senseabilities-spring-2026/personal-device-law-
exceptions

143 Aaronson, D., Borgschulte, M., Liu, X., & Mazumder, B. (2024, February 15). Schooling and
political activism in the early civil rights era. FRB of Chicago Working Paper No. 2024-06.
Retrieved April 3, 2026, from https://ssrn.com/abstract=4745541 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/
SSI'M.4745541

Wasow, O. & Grumbach, J (2026). “Veiled power: How Rosenwald teachers quietly shaped the
civil rights movement. Working Paper. Retrieved April 2, 2026, from http://omarwasow.com/
wasow_ grumbach_ veiled_ power.pdf

144 Vining, R. (2025, December 10). Rep. Robyn Vining introduces Save Our Schools legislation.
Retrieved January 5, 2026, from https://legis.wisconsin.gov/assembly/13/vining/media/hlpblq3i/
rep-robyn-vining-introduces-save-our-schools-legislation.pdf

145 Spears, B. & Gunn, E. (2026, March 6). Department of Education launches investigation over

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones 36 of 37



https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/the-school-perceptions-podcast/id1798680246?i=1000710113835
https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/the-school-perceptions-podcast/id1798680246?i=1000710113835
https://www.facebook.com/yestotosakids/
https://www.facebook.com/yestotosakids/
https://www.wisconsinnetwork.org/
https://www.wisconsinnetwork.org/
http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/safety
http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/safety
https://wasbo.com/images/wasbo/documents/6/newsletter/2024/TCOBDec2024-Referenda.pdf
https://wasbo.com/images/wasbo/documents/6/newsletter/2024/TCOBDec2024-Referenda.pdf
https://www.nea.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/social-media-in-education-final-copy-2-2024.pdf
https://www.nea.org/sites/default/files/2024-03/social-media-in-education-final-copy-2-2024.pdf
https://www.tsbvi.edu/tx-senseabilities/issues/tx-senseabilities-spring-2026/personal-device-law-exceptions
https://www.tsbvi.edu/tx-senseabilities/issues/tx-senseabilities-spring-2026/personal-device-law-exceptions
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4745541
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4745541
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4745541
http://omarwasow.com/wasow_grumbach_veiled_power.pdf
http://omarwasow.com/wasow_grumbach_veiled_power.pdf
https://legis.wisconsin.gov/assembly/13/vining/media/hlpblq3i/rep-robyn-vining-introduces-save-our-schools-legislation.pdf
https://legis.wisconsin.gov/assembly/13/vining/media/hlpblq3i/rep-robyn-vining-introduces-save-our-schools-legislation.pdf

Wisconsin school district’s bathroom policies. Wisconsin Examiner. Retrieved April 6, 2026, from
https://wisconsinexaminer.com/2026/03/06/department-of-education-launches-investigation-
over-wisconsin-school-district-bathroom-policies/

In an earlier note, I cited the Department of Education’s Title IX investigation into a Wisconsin
school district over their bathroom policies. Media reports on the investigation note that local
groups worked to elevate the district’s policy to national attention.

146 Su, C. (2025). Budget justice. Princeton University Press.
Backer, D. (2025). As public as possible. The New Press.

147 See, for example: National Education Association (2024, August 12). Impact of social media and
personal devices on mental health. Retrieved September 28, 2026, from https://www.nea.org/
resource-library/impact-social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health

http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/cell-phones



https://wisconsinexaminer.com/2026/03/06/department-of-education-launches-investigation-over-wisconsin-school-district-bathroom-policies/
https://wisconsinexaminer.com/2026/03/06/department-of-education-launches-investigation-over-wisconsin-school-district-bathroom-policies/
https://www.nea.org/resource-library/impact-social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health
https://www.nea.org/resource-library/impact-social-media-and-personal-devices-mental-health

