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About CCERC

The Center for Connecticut Education Research Collaboration (CCERC) is a research partnership between
the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) and institutions of higher education across
Connecticut. CSDE sets the agenda, identifies projects, and allocates funding for CCERC. The University
of Connecticut manages funding and provides an administrative team. A Steering Committee composed
of researchers from various Connecticut institutions guides the administrative team in developing

and approving research projects and reports. Researchers from Connecticut universities and colleges
constitute the research teams. The mission of CCERC is to address pressing issues in the state’s public
schools through high quality evaluation and research that leverages the expertise of researchers from
different institutions possessing varied methodological expertise and content knowledge.

CCERC was formed initially using federal relief funds to investigate the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic

on learning and well-being and recovery efforts in the state’s schools. The partnership was subsequently

institutionalized to respond to ongoing evaluation and research needs of the CSDE, provide research
opportunities for Connecticut researchers, and foster collaboration across the state’s institutions of
higher education.
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Executive Summary

Digital media (e.g. social media, gaming) use is integral to K-12
students’ lives—at school, home, and other settings (Dennen

et al., 2020). Adolescents gain access cellphones at early ages
and use them almost constantly (Anderson et al., 2023). As is
articulated in the Connecticut State Board of Education (CSBE;
2024) position statement and guidelines, there are benefits
associated with digital media, and specifically social media use,
including identity development, self-exploration, and resource
accessibility as well as negative effects through cyberbullying,
negative social comparison, and exposure to misinformation
(O’Reilly et al., 2019; Seabrook et al., 2016; Vogel et al.,

2014). The American Psychological Association (2023) and

the U.S. Office of the Surgeon General ([APA], 2023) have
urged researchers to identify effective and scalable educational
interventions to investigate and address this relationship
between digital media use and mental health.

We examined and explored the efficacy of two interventions used
within middle schools related to student digital media use and
digital literacy: cellphone prohibitions (using Yondr pouches to
secure cellphones) and a digital literacy curriculum (an adapted
Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum). Our research
questions were:

1. What is the efficacy of in-school cellphone prohibitions on
seventh grade students’ well-being, school attendance and
academic achievement?

a. What are the differences in well-being, school attendance
and academic achievement between seventh grade
students in schools using Yondr pouches and those in
schools not using Yondr pouches?

2. How do seventh grade students and teachers experience the
Yondr pouch vs. Non-Yondr pouch cellphone interventions
for upholding cellphone prohibitions in school?

3. How do teacher and student perspectives provide insight into
the influence of these interventions on students’ reported
mental health and well-being and engagement?

4. What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense
Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’
digital literacy?

5. What are the perceived benefits and challenges of
implementing a 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship
curriculum?

Methods

To respond to our research questions, we relied on a convergent
mixed methods research design to collect quantitative and
qualitative data (Creswell, 2015). Data for our quantitative
analyses we collected through surveys collected from 236
seventh grade students across four Connecticut middle

schools during the 2024 - 2025 school year and demographic,
attendance and academic achievement data provided by school
leaders. Our qualitative data included observations at the four
schools in October 2024 and focus groups with 37 seventh grade
teachers in May 2025.

Each school in our study implemented different personal
cellphone policies and digital citizenship interventions during
the school year (see Table 1). All schools in this study followed
policies prohibiting students’ use of cellphones during school
hours. Students in School A served as a control group and

did not receive additional interventions related to upholding
cellphone bans or teaching digital literacy. Students in School B
did not receive targeted interventions related to their cellphone
policy but received a fourteen-week digital literacy curriculum
adapted from Common Sense Media (Common Sense Media,
2019) which was embedded in their advisory period. School

C required students to secure their cellphones in Yondr
pouches throughout the school day. The Common Sense Media
curriculum was not used in School C. School D implemented
both interventions, requiring students to secure their cellphone
in Yondr pouches and participate in the adapted Common Sense
Media curriculum.

For our quantitative analyses, we used students’ survey
responses collected at the start of the school year (Time 1) and
the end of the school year (Time 3). We used regression analyses
to examine the relationships of the interventions in Schools B, C
and D to students’ subjective well-being, absences and academic
achievement.

To account for the differences across the four schools, we elected
to use inverse probability weights in our models. Even with

this weighting, we found it difficult to adjust for differences

at baseline between School D and the remaining schools. To
bolster the robustness of our design in light of this unexpected
difference, we ran two sets of models. One set of models included
students across all four schools, and the other excluded students
from School D because differences at baseline could not be fully
accounted for statistically.

To understand teachers’ perspectives on the two interventions,
we conducted nine online focus groups with 37 seventh grade
teachers using WebEx. We used Braun et al.’s (2019) reflexive
thematic analysis (TA) process to analyze these data. We also
collected and analyzed open responses submitted by students in
the Time 3 survey regarding their perceptions of the cellphone
intervention at their schools.

Key Findings
Yondr Pouch Interventions Relationship

with Subjective Well-being, Attendance
and Academic Achievement

«  Our survey findings suggest that a school’s use of Yondr
pouches to restrict student cellphone access instead
of a general cellphone-free policy was not generally
associated with student well-being, attendance or academic
achievement.

« Paradoxically, teachers in schools using the Yondr pouch
intervention were proponents of using these pouches to
improve student socialization, classroom management, and
student attention in class.




« Because of student access to other technology, including
school-issued devices, restricting cellphone use did not
resolve all in-school challenges of student technology use.

Digital Citizenship Curriculum and
Subjective Well-being and Digital
Literacy

« Our survey findings suggest that a school’s use of the
adapted Common Sense Media digital citizenship
curriculum was not associated with student well-being and
digital literacy.

» Despite teacher agreement about the value of educating
students about digital citizenship, a variety of factors
contributed to low investment among teachers and
students in the curriculum (e.g., lesson timing, inconsistent
instruction).

« Teachers’ digital literacy and perceptions of the effects of
digital media on adolescent development shaped how they
framed digital literacy lessons, including relying on deficit-
based perspectives that likely misaligned with students’
perspectives.

Recommendations

Maintain Cellphone-Free Policies, But Consistently
Uphold, Monitor, and Re-Evaluate How These Policies
are Communicated, Prioritized, Implemented and
Enforced

Because of the enthusiasm of teachers for cellphone-free policies,
their perceptions of the benefits of these inventions, and existing
research that suggests that these prohibitions may improve
student academic achievement after two or more years (Figlio &
Ozek, 2025), we recommend that these interventions continue

in middle schools for the time being. School leaders should focus
their efforts on consistent enforcement and communication,
particularly related to communal or non-academic spaces used
by students during the school day (e.g., bathrooms).

Create and update school policies to provide clear,
developmentally appropriate guidance for new and
changing technologies and accessories in addition to
personal cellphones.

Students have access to other technology devices during the
school day, including school-issued computers, that require
oversight. School leaders must revise policies, provide educators
with resources to uphold technology policies (e.g., browser
restriction software like GoGuardian) and implement training
for administrators and teachers about new and evolving
technologies.

Assess individual school structures, contexts,
schedules, course curricula, teachers’ capacities, and
students’ needs to determine how to best implement
content on digital literacy.

School leaders and educators must move beyond treating digital
literacy as an ancillary aspect of students’ education. Leaders
should assess how they can best implement digital literacy
content to prepare students for success as they navigate digital
realms.

Design an adaptable, vertically aligned digital
citizenship curriculum for elementary, middle, and
high schools that include more project-based, real-
world, student-driven approaches to increase relevance

Our findings indicate that many students gain access to personal
electronic devices in or before elementary school. As is the case
in other countries (e.g., Australia, Finland), applied learning-
based digital literacy education should start earlier in childhood
than middle school and continue through high school.

Provide resources and collaborative learning
opportunities for adults (e.g. teacher, administrator,
counselor, and family) to understand youth’s digital
media usage and how to educate youth on digital
citizenship in a rapidly evolving technological world.

Teachers reported feeling underprepared to facilitate
conversations around digital media use and often framed
conversations solely around the risks and harms of social
media. Adults should be provided with professional learning on
how youth engage with digital media and how to teach digital
citizenship in ways that move beyond risk-focused approaches.

Future Research

Investigate the longer-term impact of cellphone-free
policies

Longitudinal research across multiple school years is needed to
better understand how, if at all, implementing cellphone-free
policies contribute to students’ subjective well-being, academic
achievement and other outcomes. In addition, scholars should
examine how these policies affect peer-to-peer and teacher-
student relationships, classroom behaviors and student
engagement.

Investigate how Yondr pouches support teacher well-
being and classroom behavior management

Our study focused on student outcomes related to the use of
Yondr pouches as means to foster cellphone-free spaces in
schools. Researchers should also examine how using these
pouches affects teachers’ well-being and their ability to manage
classroom behavior.

Continue to explore students’ perspectives of cellphone-
free policies and the effects of these interventions on
their well-being, relationships and success

Our study relied on survey data to investigate students’
perspectives of cell-phone free policies and the effects of these
policies on their well-being, relationships and success. We
encourage researchers to collect richer data from students
related to their perspectives about these policies and the related
outcomes.

Expand research and evaluation into elementary and
high schools to create and evaluate cellphone policies
based on grade level

Cellphone-free policies have proliferated over the past year. In
addition to our research on middle school students, research
is needed related to the development and efficacy of cellphone
policies on the outcomes of students in elementary and high
schools.
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Study Purpose

Digital media (e.g. social media, gaming) use is integral to

K-12 students’ lives—at school, home, and other settings
(Dennen et al., 2020). Adolescents gain access cellphones at
early ages and use them almost constantly (Anderson et al.,
2023). There are benefits associated with digital media, and
specifically social media use, including identity development,
self-exploration, and resource accessibility as well as negative
effects such as cyberbullying, negative social comparison, and
exposure to misinformation (O’Reilly et al., 2019; Seabrook et
al., 2016; Vogel et al., 2014). Although public narrative largely
claims that social media is inherently “bad” for adolescents,
emerging research indicates that the effects of social media use
on mental health issues (e.g. anxiety, depression) and well-
being are more complex than currently understood (Campbell
et al., 2024; Weinstein, 2018). The American Psychological
Association ([APA], 2023) and the U.S. Office of the Surgeon
General (2023) have urged researchers to identify effective and
scalable educational interventions to investigate and address this
relationship between digital media use and mental health.

According to Education Week, 36 states and the District of
Columbia have required cellphone restrictions or bans in schools
(Prothero et al., 2026). Mirroring these national trends, in
August 2024, the Connecticut State Department of Education
(CSDE) issued a recommendation for schools to adopt more
restrictive and developmentally scaffolded cellphone use policies
to meet the needs of elementary, middle, and high school
students. Policy recommendations include strict no-cellphone
policies in elementary school and middle school, with lesser
restrictions at the high school level to teach digital ownership
and responsibility. Recently, Yondr pouches — magnetically
locking pouches that students deposit their phones into at
arrival, carry with them through the day, and unlock on magnetic
bases at dismissal — have garnered media attention as potential
solutions nationwide (Murashima, 2024). In Connecticut,
multiple districts have implemented Yondr pouches to uphold
the CSDE’s recommendation for restrictive cellphone policies
(Chen, 2025). However, research examining and exploring the
relationships between a school’s implementation of a cellphone-
free policy and students’ mental health, digital habits, behavior,
and academic achievement is limited (Gazmararian et al., 2025)
and has occurred primarily outside of the United States (e.g.,
Abrahamsson, 2024).

In conjunction with interest in cellphone bans in schools, many
researchers argue that healthy digital engagement is essential

to students’ socialization, learning, and career preparation
(American Psychological Association [APA], 2023; Berger et

al., 2022). Teaching digital literacy—the ability to navigate
technology with knowledge and critical thinking—could be a tool
to shape the direction and power of this relationship (Weinstein
& James, 2022).

Therefore, we, a team of researchers at the University of
Connecticut and Sacred Heart University, report findings from
the Social Media and Digital Literacy Study that examined the

efficacy of these two popular interventions across four middle
schools and three school districts in the state of Connecticut.
Utilizing a quasi-experimental mixed-methods approach,

we investigated whether and how cellphone prohibitions
(using Yondr pouches to secure cellphones) and a digital
literacy curriculum (Common Sense digital citizenship
curriculum) influenced seventh grade students’ reported
well-being, academic achievement, and attendance. Findings
can help support school districts and educators in making
informed decisions regarding resource investment and policy
implementation related to cellphone policies and digital literacy
education for middle school students. Our research questions
were:

1. What is the efficacy of in-school cellphone prohibitions on
seventh grade students’ well-being, school attendance and
academic achievement?

a. What are the differences in well-being, school attendance
and academic achievement between seventh grade
students in schools using Yondr pouches and those in
schools not using Yondr pouches?

2. How do seventh grade students and teachers experience the
Yondr pouch vs. Non-Yondr pouch cellphone interventions
for upholding cellphone prohibitions in school?

3. How do teacher and student perspectives provide insight into
the influence of these interventions on students’ reported
mental health and well-being and engagement?

4. What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense
Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’
digital literacy?

5. What are the perceived benefits and challenges of
implementing a 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship
curriculum?

Literature Review

A growing number of schools worldwide have implemented
policies restricting or prohibiting student cellphone use during
school hours (Langreo & Prothero, 2025). These policies

have gained traction amid growing concerns about classroom
distraction, social media exposure, and student well-being
(Twenge et al., 2018). Recent research has begun to empirically
examine the consequences of cellphone prohibitions in schools,
though the evidence remains mixed. For example, using student-
level data from Florida schools suggests that reductions in
phone access can coincide with improved test performance

and attendance once students adapt to new behavioral
expectations (Figlio & Ozek, 2025). These patterns align with
broader arguments that minimizing digital distraction may help
students maintain focus and reduce unexcused absences during
instructional hours (Langreo & Prothero, 2025). However,

such outcomes appear contingent on implementation fidelity
and equity in enforcement, as early phases of policy adoption
have been linked to temporary increases in disciplinary actions,
especially among marginalized student groups (Figlio & Ozek,
2025).




At the same time, other research highlights significant variation
in outcomes depending on the metrics examined. Studies
conducted in the United Kingdom and Sweden have found

little to no association between restrictive cellphone policies
and measures of mental health, sleep, or overall well-being
(Kessel et al., 2020; Weiss & Bonell, 2025). While such policies
may modestly reduce phone use during the school day, they
often fail to affect students’ total screen time or underlying
technology habits. Moreover, brief or partial restrictions, such
as limiting access only during school hours, may contribute

to short-term stress or irritability. Others have argued that
social media reductions and abstinence does not affect mental
health outcomes (Ferguson, 2025), or that social media use has
negligible effect on adolescent well-being (Odgers & Jenson,
2020). Thrul et al. (2025) found that social media abstinence of
less than one week was associated with declines in mental well-
being, whereas benefits emerged only after sustained periods
of reduction lasting at least a week. This pattern suggests that
students asked to separate from their phones for part of the day
may initially experience withdrawal-like discomfort, helping

to explain why such policies can provoke anxiety or resistance,
especially when devices are returned after school hours. These
findings suggest that simply banning phones at school might not
be enough to change how teens use technology or deal with the
emotional and social issues tied to it.

While research on cellphone prohibitions highlights ongoing
uncertainty about their long-term educational and development
effects, these debates also raise broader questions about how
schools should address students’ relationships with technology.
One promising direction involves integrating digital literacy
instruction into the school curriculum (Weinstein & James,
2022). These digital literacy programs aim to increase students’
capacity to use technology productively and ethically, habits that
are integral components of navigating an increasingly digital
society (Palfrey et al., 2010).

Recent scholarship conceptualizes such initiatives not merely

as tools for managing student device use, but as comprehensive
educational strategies that foster critical thinking, empathy

and responsible participation in digital environments. Effective
digital citizenship education extends beyond rule-based
messages about online safety to also encompass ethics, media
and information literacy, critical resistance, and participation
and engagement (Choi, 2016; Ribble, 2004). Scholars emphasize
the need for a whole-school approach in which teachers,
administrators, and families collaboratively model ethical
digital engagement (Weinstein & James, 2022). This framework
reframes technology not merely as potential risk but as a
developmental context where adolescents form identity, exercise
empathy, and build reflective judgement.

Current empirical evidence regarding the efficacy of digital
citizenship curricula in diverse school contexts is limited
(Brandau et al., 2022; Jones et al., 2024). However, emerging
studies have examined the conditions under which digital
literacy initiatives are most effective. Research across

various programs suggests that outcomes are strongest when
implemented with fidelity and support for students, educators,
and parents (Brandau et al., 2022; Jones et al., 2024). Rather
than relying solely on restrictive measures such as phone bans,

schools may produce more digital responsibility in students
through embedding digital literacy and citizenship instruction as
integral components of the curriculum.

Methods

Our study focused on seventh grade students at four middle
schools in Connecticut during the 2024 — 2025 school year. To
measure whether and how interventions influenced students’
well-being, academic achievement, and attendance, we used

a convergent mixed methods research design to collect both
quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2015). We collected
quantitative data through surveys that students took three
times during the school year. Additionally, schools provided

us with individual students’ Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium* (SBAC) test scores, attendance, in-school and out-
of-school suspensions, free and reduced-priced lunch (FPRL)
status, special education status, English Language Learning
(ELL) status, racial and ethnic identities and gender identities.
Qualitative data included school observations in October 2024
to build a thick description of the schools (Merriam, 1998) and
focus groups with 37 seventh-grade teachers in May 2025.

School and Intervention Description

The four middle schools in our study are demographically
diverse. We classified the participating school districts’

locale using the National Center for Education Statistics’
classifications, which contains four types (city, suburban, town,
and rural). Schools A and B are in the same urban school district
(District 1). School Cis in a suburban school district in the
Capital Region. School D is in a town school district in Eastern
Connecticut. See Table 1 for school-level data.

Each school in our study implemented different
personal cellphone policies and digital citizenship interventions
during the school year (see Table 2). All schools in this study
followed policies prohibiting students’ use of cellphones during
school hours. School A served as a control group and did not
receive additional interventions related to upholding cellphone
bans or teaching digital literacy. Per school policy, students
were expected to not use their cellphones and keep them in
their locker or backpack throughout each school day. School B
did not receive targeted interventions related to their cellphone
policy but received a fourteen-week digital literacy curriculum
adapted from Common Sense Media which was embedded in
their advisory period (see Appendix A for a description of lessons
and topics). When adapting the curriculum, we did not change
any content from what was published by Common Sense Media.
However, because schools decided to implement these lessons
in their advisory or advisory-like periods that were typically
30-minutes long, we divided each 50-60 minute lesson into
two parts. Like School A, students were expected to not use
their cellphones and keep them in their locker or backpack.
School C required students to secure their cellphones in Yondr
pouches throughout the school day. The Common Sense Media
curriculum was not used in School C. School D implemented
both interventions, requiring students to secure their cellphone
in Yondr pouches and teaching students the 14-week digital
citizenship curriculum adapted from Common Sense Media.




TABLE 1: DEMOGRAPHICS OF STUDENTS AT MIDDLE SCHOOLS

School District Enrollment % of students | % Free or Student Racial NCES Locale
with Reduced- Composition of School
disabilities Price Lunch

A 1 600 20 60 60% Hispanic, 20% City, mid-size
White, 10% Black or
African American, <5%
Two or More Races, <5%
Asian

B 1 600 20 50 60% Hispanic, 20% City, mid-size
White, 10% Black or
African American, 5%
Asian

C 2 800 20 60 30% Hispanic, 30% Black | Suburban,
or African American, 30% | large
White, 10% Asian, <5%
Two or More Races

D 3 400 20 30 80% White, 10% Town, fringe
Hispanic, 10% Two or
More Races, <5% Asian

Note. Data are masked to preserve confidentiality.
TABLE 2: INTERVENTION BY SCHOOL
School Policy: No personal Yondr Pouches Common Sense Digital
cellphones during the day Curriculum

A °

B ° °

C ° °

D ° ° °

Participants

Across the four schools, the study sample included 762 seventh grade students and 53 educators. Our response rate among students to
our survey was 81.0% in Time 1, and 236 students (31.0%) participated across all three time points (see Table 3). See Table 4 to review
the demographic information of participants included in our analyses. The majority of our student sample identified as female (52.6%)
and most of our participants identified as minoritized racial or ethnic identities (52.1%), with 30.8% identifying as Hispanic.

TABLE 3: STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES

Survey School A School B School C School D Total
Participants

Time 1 (October 2024) 114 153 268 82 617

Time 2 (February — April 2025) 108 118 260 82 568

Time 3 (June 2025) 102 101 105 52 360

Responses across all 3 timepoints 49 77 73 37 236




TABLE 5: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TEACHER
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS (N = 37)

TABLE 4; DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF
PARTICIPANTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN TIME 1

AND TIME 3 SURVEYS

Years of Teaching

Total % (N)

Demographic Information Total % (N) 1-5 years 43.2 (16)
Sex Assigned at Birth 6-10 years 18.9 (7)
Male 47.4 (100) 11-15 years 16.2 (6)
Female 52.6 (111) 16-20 years 2.7 (1)
Racial and Ethnic Identity 21+ years 18.9 (7)
Asian 5.2 (11)
Black 13.3 (28) Subjects Taught Total % (N)
Hispanic 30.8 (65) English Language Arts 24.3(9)
Multiracial or other 2.8 (6) Math 21.6 (8)
White 47.9 (101) Science 13.5 (5)
Other Demographic Information Social Studies 24.3 (9)
English language learner 4.3 (9) Special Education 10.8 (4)
Free or reduced lunch recipient 37.4 (79) Technology 5.4 (2)
Special education student 11.4 (24) Gender Identity Total % (N)
Of 53 eligible teachers, 37 participa}ted in the focus group Man 40.5 (15)
component of our study, representing approximately 69.8% of
the population (see Table 5). Most teachers in our study had Woman 54.1(20)
more than 6 years of teaching experience (56.8%) and identified Non-Binary 2.7 (1)

as women (54.1%) and white (86.5%). In addition, most reported
actively using social media in the previous seven days prior

to completing our intake survey (e.g., 70.3% reported using
Instagram in the past seven days).

Racial or Ethnic Identity
(participants could select
more than one)

Total % (N)

Hispanic 10.8 (4)
Non-Hispanic 89.2(33)
African American or Black 10.8 (4)
White 86.5(32)
Asian 2.7 (1)

Social media used in last

Total % (N)

7 days

YouTube 70.3 (26)
Instagram 70.3 (26)
Facebook 56.8 (21)
TikTok 29.7 (11)
Pinterest 21.6 (8)
Snapchat 18.9 (7)
WhatsApp 18.9 (7)
Reddit 10.8 (4)
Dating Apps (e.g., Tinder/ 5.4 (2)
Hinge)

X/ Twitter 5.4 (2)

Social media use (hours/
day)

Total % (N)

0 5.4 (2)
1-2 70.3 (26)
3-4 10.8 (4)
5+ 10.8 (4)




Data Collection and Analysis
Surveys (Collection and Analyses)

Participating students from the four middle schools were

asked to complete a 15-minute, web-based Qualtrics survey at
three time points during the school year. For this report, we
utilize data collected within the first three weeks of the start

of the school year (Time 1) and data collected within the last
three weeks of the end of the school year (Time 3). Students

and parents were given the opportunity to opt out of the

survey. Cases were matched with unique, randomly generated
identifiers. The survey included measures related to students’
well-being, social media use, and digital literacy. Measures of
well-being included the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire
(Goodman et al., 1998) and subjective well-being (Diener et al.,
1985). To understand students’ social media use, we adapted
Vogel and colleagues’ (2015) social media use measure to
examine the frequency of use on Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat,
TikTok, and YouTube. In addition, the survey included the
Social Media Disorder Scale (van den Eijden et al., 2016) to
measure problematic social media use. To examine students’
digital literacy on social media, we used the Youth Social Media
Literacy Scale and Subjective Social Media Literacy Scale
(Purington Drake et al., 2023). Additionally, in the Time 3
survey, we included items to examine students’ perceptions of
their school’s cellphone policy, their possession of smartphones,
tablets, smartwatches, personal computers and access to a family
computer, and if they possessed one of these devices, the length
of time they have had each of the devices.

In addition to the data collected through the three web-based
surveys, we requested demographic data for each participant
from the school leaders (see Table 4). These data included
information about students’ identities and lived experiences
(e.g., racial identities), and in-school behaviors during the 2023
— 2024 and 2024 — 2025 school years (e.g., percentage of school
days missed, suspensions), and Smarter Balanced Assessment
Consortium (SBAC) scores for the 2023 — 2024 and 2024 —
2025 school years. Because of the infrequency of most school-
reported behavioral outcomes (e.g., student suspensions), our
analysis of school-reported behavioral outcomes was limited to
the percentage of school days absent.

We began our data analyses by first reviewing descriptive
statistics and conducting Chi-square analysis of data related

to the prevalence of student personal technology use and
perceptions of the in-school cellphone policies on seventh grade
students’ self-reported well-being, academic achievement, and
attendance. In addition to helping us identify the context of
students’ experiences related to their personal technology use,
these analyses allowed us to address aspects related to students’
perceptions of the in-school cellphone policies on their well-
being and engagement.

To account for the differences across the four schools, we
elected to use inverse probability weights in our models.
First, we estimated a multinomial logistic regression model
for intervention assignment for each outcome variable. We
then converted the predicted logits to probabilities. We took
those probabilities and created stabilized inverse probability

weights. This weight is the marginal probability of the observed
intervention divided by the predicted probability of the observed
intervention conditional on the selected time 1 covariates. Then,
we estimated a weighted outcome model with the stabilized
weights to obtain estimates of the average intervention for

each of the three intervention schools relative to School A (our
control).

Prior to our analysis, we examined if differences in the outcomes
existed across the four schools. Of note, we found that School

D students scored significantly higher on the SBAC English
language arts (ELA) and math evaluations than their peers at
the other schools. This gave us a concern regarding whether the
inverse probability weights we used would appropriately adjust
for differences at baseline between School D and the remaining
schools. To bolster the robustness of our design in light of this
unexpected difference, we ran two sets of models. One set of
models included students across all four schools, and the other
excluded students from School D because differences at baseline
could not be fully accounted for statistically.

Quantitative Analyses Related to
Student Well-Being

To examine the efficacy of the Yondr pouch intervention and the
adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum
on seventh grade student well-being, we used weighted linear
regression to analyze responses from 195 students across

the four schools, representing 25.6% of the population. Our
three-school model included responses from 160 students.

Our dependent variable was subjective well-being at Time

3. Our independent variables were subjective digital literacy

at Time 1, problematic social media use measured at Time 1,
reported use of at least one of four social media platforms,
Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat or X at Time 1 (Yes = 1, No =

0), and students’ identities and lived experiences (e.g., racial
and ethnic identities). To respond to our research question, we
also included binary variables related to each intervention, with
School B - Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum only
(Yes = 1, No = 0), School C - Yondr pouch intervention only (Yes
=1, No = 0) and School D - both interventions (Yes = 1, No =

0) included in the model. We controlled for students’ subjective
well-being at Time 1.

Quantitative Analyses Related to
Absences

We used weighted linear regression to analyze data from 197
students from all four schools to examine the efficacy of the
Yondr pouch intervention on seventh grade student attendance.
Our three-school model included responses from 161 students.
Our outcome variable was the percentage of school days

missed during the 2024 — 2025 school year. We controlled

for the percentage of school days missed in 2023 — 2024. We
also controlled for students’ identities and lived experiences
(e.g., racial and ethnic identities), social media use at Time 1,
subjective well-being at Time 1, and problematic social media
use measured at Time 1. To respond to our research question, we
also included binary variables related to each intervention in a
similar manner to our analysis related to student well-being.




Quantitative Analyses Related to
Student Academic Achievement

To respond to our first research question, we used weighted
logit regression to analyze data from 196 students from all four
schools to see if the use of Yondr pouches predict student SBAC
English language arts (ELA) and math scores. Our three-school
model included responses from 161 students. The outcomes

in our models were binary variables that aggregated students
that met or exceeded the standards on each assessment (coded
as “1”) or were approaching or not meeting standards on each
assessment (coded as “0”). We controlled for the corresponding
SBAC scores from the 2023 — 2024 school year coded like our
outcomes. To respond to our research question, we also included
the binary variables related to each intervention.

Quantitative Analyses Related to Digital
Literacy

To respond to our fourth research question, we used weighted
linear regression to examine if the Common Sense digital
citizenship curriculum predicted student subjective digital
literacy at Time 3. Our sample included data from 195 students.
Our dependent variable was subjective digital literacy measured
at Time 3. We controlled for students’ subjective digital literacy
at Time 1. We also controlled for students’ identities and lived
experiences (e.g., racial and ethnic identities), social media use
at Time 1, and problematic social media use measured at Time 1.
To respond to our research question, we also included the binary
variables related to each intervention.

Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis
Observations

To respond to our first research question, we conducted one full-
day in-person observation at all four middle schools in October
2024 to investigate how seventh grade students and educators
interacted with social media and technology platforms.
Following guidelines adapted from Creswell and Poth (2018) and
Merriam (2009), we observed all core seventh grade classrooms,
elective classrooms, digital citizenship lessons (Schools B and
D), advisory periods, hallways, common spaces, cafeterias,
Yondr pouch distribution (Schools C and D), and daily entry and
dismissal processes, to name a few. We observed each classroom
for at least 15 minutes, or until no new information emerged
from observations. Related to our research questions, we took
descriptive and interpretive fieldnotes describing the physical
setting, student and educator technology and social media
engagement, peer-to-peer and peer-to-educator interactions,
and researcher positionality to develop a thick description of
each case (Emerson et al., 2011). A limitation of our observations
is that they were conducted one time in October 2024. A

federal funding pause prevented us from conducting a second
observation in May 2025. Therefore, observations were not

the primary qualitative methods but allowed for triangulation
between data sources within cases and cross-case comparison
(Merriam, 1998). See Appendix B for observation protocol.

Focus Groups

To understand teachers’ perspectives on the two interventions,
we conducted nine online focus groups with 37 seventh

grade teachers using WebEx. One criterion for all qualitative
participation was that participants must work full-time at one
of the middle schools in this study and teach seventh grade
students. Focus groups were homogenous, meaning they
included teachers from the same school to ensure saturation
(Guest et al., 2017). We utilized a purposeful criterion sampling
approach to identify educators who met specific attributes for
this study based on the intervention implemented (Merriam,
2009). To protect the identities of participants in focus groups,
we do not include demographic information or quotes that could
directly identify participants (see Table 5). The focus group
protocol included common questions across all schools and
school-specific questions based on the type of intervention their
school implemented.

To analyze focus group data, a team of three coders utilized a
qualitative data analysis software, NVivo. We followed Braun

et al.’s (2019) reflexive thematic analysis (TA) process, which
provides a flexible approach to identify key themes derived

by shared understandings. Reflexive TA follows a cyclical,
recursive, six-step process including: familiarization, generating
codes, constructing themes, revising and defining themes, and
producing the report. First, we cleaned the WebEx transcripts.
Following, to familiarize ourselves with the data, each coder read
through each transcript and made initial jottings, responses, and
emerging codes in relation to our research questions. Second,
we generated a codebook using a combination of deductive

and inductive codes. Deductive codes were descriptive and
created based on existing literature and our codebook from our
exploratory qualitative focus groups with 71 parents, teachers,
school counselors, and administrators conducted as part of the
first phase of this study in 2023 (McCready & Rohn, 2025). For
example, “digital citizenship lesson content,” “cellphone policy,”
“definitions of digital literacy,” and “anxiety.” Inductive codes
emerged from the participants’ voices themselves (Saldana,
2009) and highlighted participants’ experiences with the
phenomena under study. Codes related to cellphone policies
included “decreases distraction,” “changes in implementation,”
“Yondr paradox,” and “teacher discretion.” Codes related to

the digital citizenship curriculum included “student-directed
learning” and “competing priorities.” Our coding process was
iterative, meaning, coders independently coded transcripts, but
came together to discuss any agreement or disagreement in their
coding decisions. Following, we iteratively developed themes,
which are reported below. Throughout the analysis process,

we engaged in a collaboratively reflexive process, engaging in
weekly discussion and writing analytic memos and audit trails to
enhance trustworthiness (Merriam, 2009).

Key Findings

First, we provide an overview of students’ personal technology
device ownership and social media usage to contextualize our
findings. Second, we summarize quantitative and qualitative
findings for our research questions related to the efficacy of in-
school cellphone policy interventions (Yondr Schools-Schools
C and D and Non-Yondr Schools-Schools A and B). Then, we
summarize findings for our research questions related to the
efficacy of the 14-week digital citizenship curriculum adapted
from Common Sense Media (Schools B and D).




Student Personal Technology Device
Ownership and Social Media Use

As part of our preliminary analysis, we conducted descriptive
statistics analyses and Chi-square tests on students’ self-
reported ownership of personal technology devices. We found
that 87.2% of seventh grade students in our study reported
owning cellphones by the end of the school year, with 57.8%
owning these devices before they started 6th grade. Only 17.5%
reported owning a cellphone before 4th grade. These findings
indicate that most students are provided devices that give access
to social media, gaming, and other connected activities late in
their elementary school experiences and into their middle school
experiences.

We also asked participants to report their ownership of tablets.
Although just over half of students (53.8%) reported owning
tablets, 63.5% reported owning tablets before they entered

4th grade. This finding suggests that tablets serve as the initial
gateway into digital spaces for many students.

Most students reported not owning smartwatches (69.2%),
personal computers (50.5%) or family computers (58.1%).
However, 82.6% of students owning smartwatches reported
receiving them in 5th, 6th or seventh grades. Smartwatches may
be accessories for smartphone owners.

In-School Cellphone Policies and Yondr
Pouch Intervention

Research Question 1: What is the efficacy
of in-school cellphone prohibitions on
seventh grade students’ well-being,
academic achievement, and school
attendance?

The full findings from our models examining the relationship
of in-school cellphone prohibitions relying on Yondr pouches
on seventh grade students’ well-being can be found in Table
6. Controlling for other variables in our four-school model,
participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b =
0.131, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship
curriculum interventions (b = 0.692, p > .05) were not
statistically significant predictors of subjective well-being

at Time 3. In addition, participation in the Yondr pouch
intervention alone (b = -0.065, p > .05) was not a statistically
significant predictor of subjective well-being at Time 3 in our
three-school model. These findings suggest that attending a
school that implements the Yondr pouch intervention does not
improve students’ well-being.

In addition to subjective well-being at Time 1, the only other
statistically significant predictor of subjective well-being at Time
3 in our four-school model was problematic social media use

(b =-1.869, p < .05). However, this finding was not replicated
in our three-school model (b = -0.665, p > .05). Routine social
media use was not statistically significantly related to subjective
well-being in either model. Our four-school model finding
indicates that problematic social media use may be detrimental
to subjective well-being, but this finding could be attributed to
the baseline differences in School D and should be interpreted
with caution.

We also examined the relationship between the Yondr pouch
intervention and students’ absences from school (see Table

7). Controlling for other variables in our four-school model,
participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b =

-0.064, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship
curriculum interventions (b = 0.174, p > .05) were not
statistically significant predictors of the percentage of school
days missed by students. In addition, participation in the

Yondr pouch intervention alone (b = 0.173, p > .05) was not a
statistically significant predictor of the percentage of school days
missed by students in our three-school model. These findings
suggest that attending a school that implements the Yondr pouch
intervention does not reduce the time students miss from school.
No other predictors besides the percentage of school days missed
by students the prior school year were statistically significantly
related to the outcome.

Finally, we examined the relationships between the Yondr

pouch intervention and whether students met or exceeded

the standards on their SBAC ELA (see Table 8) and math
assessments (see Table 9). Controlling for other variables in our
four-school model, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention
alone (b = 0.423, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital
citizenship curriculum interventions (b = 1.317, p > .05) were not
statistically significant predictors of the log odds of meeting or
exceeding the standards for SBAC ELA assessment. In addition,
participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b = 0.573, p
> .05) was not a statistically significant predictor of the log odds
of meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC ELA assessment
in our three-school model. These findings suggest that a school’s
implementation of the Yondr pouch intervention does not
improve a student’s ELA achievement.

In addition to meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC ELA
assessment the prior school year, there were two statistically
significant predictors of the log odds of meeting or exceeding the
standards for SBAC ELA assessment in our four-school model.
While beyond the scope of our study, we found that being a

free and reduced lunch student was negatively associated with
the log odds of the outcome in both our four-school and three-
school models (see Table 8), indicating that free or reduced
lunch students in our schools are less likely to meet or exceed
expectations on the assessment. We found that subjective

digital literacy was positively associated with the log odds of the
outcome (b = 1.000, p < .05). This finding was not replicated

in our three-school model (b = 1.035, p > .05). This finding
indicates that increased digital literacy may be associated with
meeting or exceeding the SBAC ELA standards, but this finding
could be attributed to the baseline differences in School D and
should be interpreted with caution.

Controlling for other variables in our four-school model,
participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone was not

a statistically significant predictor of the log odds of meeting

or exceeding the standards for SBAC math assessment in our
four-school model (b = .131, p > .05) or three-school model (b =
-0.064, p > .05). However, we found that participation in both
the Yondr pouch and digital literacy curriculum interventions

(b =1.919, p < .05) was a statistically significant predictor of
meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC math assessment
in the four-school model. However, since baseline differences for




SBAC math assessment during the 2023 - 2024 school year could not be completely controlled for statistically using propensity weights
in the four-school model, these results should be interpreted with caution.

TABLE 6: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SUBJECTIVE WELL-

BEING

Model Four School Model | Four School Model | Three School Model | Three School Model

b SE b SE
Intercept 6.763 3.208 9.175 2.818
Digital citizenship curriculum | -0.527 0.795 -0.795 0.632
alone
Yondr pouch intervention 0.131 0.772 -0.064 0.621
alone
Both interventions 0.692 0.780
Subjective well-being at Time 1 | 0.495* 0.098 0.495% 0.091
Subjective social media literacy | 0.335 0.505 -0.403 0.491
Female student -0.427 0.474 -1.219% 0.447
White-identifying student 0.617 0.380 1.052* 0.410
Free and reduced lunch student | -0.308 0.433 0.027 0.389
Special education student 0.859 0.549 0.509 0.530
Social media use 0.373 0.486 0.273 0.537
Problematic social media use -1.869* 0.812 -0.665 0.807

*p<.05
TABLE 7: COEFFICIENTS

FOR FINAL MODEL

S FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SCHOOL ABSENCES

Model Four School Model | Four School Model | Three School Model | Three School Model
b SH b SH
Intercept 1.329 1.891 1.486 1.585
Digital citizenship curriculum | 0.006 0.672 -0.039 0.608
alone
Yondr pouch intervention -0.064 0.693 0.173 0.649
alone
Both interventions 0.174 1.022
Subjective well-being at Time 1 | -0.011 0.091 -0.026 0.082
Absences at Time 1 0.826* 0.080 0.758* 0.091
Female student -0.322 0.576 -0.193 0.505
White-identifying student 0.702 0.560 0.373 0.546
Free and reduced lunch student | -0.916 0.513 -0.441 0.574
Special education student -1.099 0.981 -0.526 1.011
Social media use 0.294 0.563 0.198 0.551
Problematic social media use 1.314 1.190 1.944 1.404

*p<.05
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TABLE 8: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING MEETING OR
EXCEEDING SBAC ELA STANDARDS

Model Four School Model | Four School Model | Three School Model | Three School Model
b SE b SE
Intercept -3.462 2.190 -4.292 2.400
Digital citizenship curriculum | -1.045 0.592 -0.939 0.609
alone
Yondr pouch intervention 0.423 0.574 0.573 0.585
alone
Both interventions 1.317 0.862
Met or Exceeded ELA at Time 1 | 3.134% 0.507 3.163% 0.577
Subjective well-being at Time 1 | 0.029 0.095 0.069 0.098
Subjective social media literacy | 1.000* 0.507 1.035 0.562
Female student 0.233 0.470 0.592 0.469
White-identifying student -0.182 0.499 -0.219 0.557
Free and reduced lunch student | -1.277* 0.426 -1.370* 0.457
Special education student -0.363 0.712 -0.164 0.726
Social media use -0.681 0.499 -0.813 0.533
Problematic social media use -1.721 1.025 -1.932 1.152

*p<.05

TABLE 9: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING MEETING OR
EXCEEDING SBAC MATH STANDARDS

Model Four School Model | Four School Model | Three School Model | Three School Model
b SE b SE
Intercept -5.394 3.050 -4.984 2.931
Digital citizenship curriculum | -1.224 0.810 -1.003 0.793
alone
Yondr pouch intervention -0.053 0.714 -0.172 0.677
alone
Both interventions 1.919* 0.854
Met or Exceeded Math at Time | 3.840* 0.681 3.643* 0.560
1
Subjective well-being at Time 1 | 0.186 0.105 0.182 0.101
Subjective social media literacy | 0.554 0.568 0.348 0.550
Female student -1.368 0.738 -0.938 0.640
White-identifying student -0.041 0.585 0.227 0.603
Free and reduced lunch student | -1.133 0.656 -0.697 0.592
Special education student -0.067 0.818 -0.173 0.801
Social media use 0.117 0.594 -0.033 0.640
Problematic social media use -0.577 1.038 -0.332 1.147

*p<.05

Additionally, for the Time 3 survey, students had the opportunity to share their experiences with their schools’ smartphone policies on
various in-school outcomes (see Table 10). Over two-thirds (68.9%) of student participants agreed or strongly agreed that their schools’
smartphone policies helped them to focus on their schoolwork, which aligns with teacher observations. Similarly, 68.3% reported that
they agreed or strongly agreed that these policies helped them avoid doing things that could get them in trouble. Most students also
reported that they agreed or strongly agreed that school smartphone policies helped them avoid being distracted by things outside of
school (57.3%) and made them feel safer during the school day (51.0%), which aligned with teachers’ perceptions shared during focus
groups. We found no statistically significant differences in the perceptions of students in schools using Yondr pouches compared to the
responses of their peers in non-Yondr schools. Our findings indicate that a majority of students have positive perceptions related to the
efficacy of their schools’ cellphone policies, though these perspectives are not shared by all students.




TABLE 10: STUDENTS SELF-REPORTED PERCEPTIONS OF THE EFFICACY OF SCHOOL CELLPHONE
POLICIES AT TIME 3 (IN RESPONSE TO THE PROMPT: MY SCHOOL RULES ON SMARTPHONES HELP ME

TO...)
Focus on my schoolwork Total % (N) Yondr % (N) Non-Yondr % (N)
Strongly agree 28.3(84) 30.2 (39) 26.8 (45)
Agree 40.7 (121) 34-9 (45) 45.2 (76)
Disagree 19.2 (57) 18.6 (24) 19.6 (33)
Strongly disagree 11.8 (35) 16.3 (21) 8.3 (14)
Avoid being distracted by Total % (N) Yondr % (N) Non-Yondr % (N)
things outside of school
Strongly agree 22.3 (66) 24.8 (32) 20.4 (34)
Agree 35.1(104) 28.7 (37) 40.1 (67)
Disagree 27.9 (83) 27.1(35) 28.7(48)
Strongly disagree 14.5 (43) 19.4 (25) 10.8 (18)
Feel safer during the Total % (N) Yondr % (N) Non-Yondr % (N)
school day
Strongly agree 20.8 (60) 25.6 (33) 17.0 (27)
Agree 30.2(87) 23.3 (30) 35.8 (57)
Disagree 25.0 (72) 24.0 (31) 25.8 (41
Strongly disagree 24.0 (69) 27.1(35) 21.4 (34)
Avoid doing things that Total % (N) Yondr % (N) Non-Yondr % (N)
could get me into trouble
Strongly agree 30.2 (88) 33.3 (43) 27.8 (45)
Agree 37.9 (111) 30.2 (39) 44.4 (72)
Disagree 15.4 (45) 16.3 (21) 14.8 (24)
Strongly disagree 16.4 (47) 20.2 (26) 13.0 (21)
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Research Question 2: How do seventh
grade students and teachers perceive
the efficacy of Yondr pouch vs. Non-
Yondr pouch cellphone interventions for
upholding cellphone prohibitions?

All schools in our study prohibited cellphone usage during the
school day, but Schools C and D used Yondr pouches to uphold
this expectation while Schools A and B did not require use of a
physical tool. Regardless of the method, teachers across all four
participating schools supported the prohibition of cellphones
during the school day for seventh grade students. Despite
observations indicating there were no sizable differences in
student cellphone usage between Yondr and Non-Yondr schools
and quantitative results indicating no significant relationship
between Yondr pouches and subjective well-being, academic
achievement, or attendance, teachers in Schools C and D,

both Yondr schools, articulated overwhelming support for
Yondr pouches as tools for upholding existing no-cellphone
policies. Our qualitative data highlights paradoxes associated
with implementing Yondr pouches that shed light on teacher
perceptions and inconsistencies in policy implementation.

Yondr Pouch Schools
The Paradox of Yondr Pouches: Needed
but Not Needed

At Schools C and D, teachers perceived that investing in Yondr
pouches communicated a clear and consistent message about the
school’s commitment to cellphone-free spaces, unifying teachers

and administrators around existing cellphone prohibition policies.

According to teachers, this messaging helped address the uneven
enforcement of the no-cellphones used or visible during the
school day policy that had characterized previous years. Teachers
speculated that the existence of a physical mechanism, in addition
to the existing rule, may have created a psychological effect on
teachers and students that promoted increased adherence to the
no-cellphone rule. A teacher at School C summarized,

@I think the Yondr pouch is a great idea. Just the thought of
the kids think that they have to put it in the Yondr pouch and
that, I think that alone kind of sets the tone, you know, whether
they put it in there or not, but it sets the tone. These are the
expectations and then having a school wide like consistency on
it, it does help with the thing and I'm all in support of it. Can a
strict phone policy alone do it? Probably, you know, without
the Yondr pouch. But, I think that they knowing that, ok, if my
phone I have it out and it’s supposed to be a Yondr pouch, I find
like it’s more psychological for the kids to know that it has to be
in a Yondr pouch. So it does help.”

However, when assessing how Yondr pouches were actually
implemented in their schools, a paradox emerged. As indicated by
this quote, teachers broadly supported the use of Yondr pouches
as tools to uphold no-cellphone policies, while acknowledging the
conflicting reality that the majority of students did not actually
lock their phones in Yondr pouches on a regular basis, which

was confirmed from our in-school observations. Many students
bypassed the Yondr pouch station each morning, stating that

they did not have a cellphone with them or slotting their phones
in pouches without locking them on site. Teachers admitted that
many students did not put their phones in pouches each day, but
overlooked students violating the Yondr pouch rule because they
did not observe students actively using their cellphones in class. A
teacher at School C shared,

@< definitely notice students will have them in their pockets
but as long as it’s not—I feel like for most of the school—which
is not the policy, but I feel like [for] most of the teachers in the
school, if we don't see it being used—so if it’s like hanging out of
a sweatpants pocket or something—we won'’t always call them
on it unless we know it to be an issue with the student already
that like theyre going to use it throughout the day, so we might
as well get ahead of it.”

This inconsistent enforcement of the Yondr pouch policy could
mean that students used phones in unmonitored locations, like
the bathroom, which was similar to teacher experiences at schools
that did not use Yondr pouches. One teacher at School D said,

@“[students] talk about how widespread burner phones are.
The idea that they will take an extra phone, throw it in the
Yondr pouch and they still have their phones, they go to the
bathroom to use their phones, and so a general sense among the
kids that the phones are still present, at least to maybe a lesser
extent....we don’t see that much in the class because they kind
of realize that’s sort of the main place they have to avoid being
seen with it. But they do have their backup plans to access it in
some ways.”

This reflection was shared by teachers at School C. One teacher
summarized,

®“1 would assume that most students are following the rules
of the Yondr Pouch without implementing the device itself. I
think based off of what we see in the hallways and the end of
class once the bell rings, they, they abide by the rules of not
having their phone out and visible during instructional time
and during class time, but once the bell rings for dismissal it’s
kind of evident that the device of the pouch itself might not be
implemented with fidelity, but to their credit, theyre definitely
following the norm of not having your phones out and within

»

use.

This teacher noted that they perceived that students following,
and then teachers upholding the “rules of the Yondr pouch”
equated to simply not having phones visible, which was not what
they were designed for. At School C, teachers noted challenges to
upholding the Yondr pouch expectations given the size of their
school. One teacher described,

®<So students come in, they show their Yondr pouch, and they
show that their phone is in the Yondr pouch. But then students
realize that they could say, oh, I forgot my Yondr pouch today
and I just didn’t bring my phone. But theyre not searching
every student, like, to search 800 students...that’s not feasible
especially in the morning, having all the students come in.”

This quote, and other reflections shared during observations,
speak to inconsistent enforcement of Yondr pouch expectations
among teachers and administrators and how this changed
throughout the year. At School C, one teacher shared,




®“In November...I saw much more Yondr pouches than
students actually putting their phones in them, having them

on them. If they would leave it in the classroom, they would

run back to get it like they were more present. Now I see much
less Yondr, many less Yondr pouches and I see more phones in
pockets or in bags. That is the presence of that, how it’s changed
throughout the year.”

This reflection relates to teachers’ perceptions that a critical factor
in Yondr pouch implementation was ongoing administrative
follow-through. In School D, participants reported that at the
beginning of the school year, there were multiple checks (e.g.
random locker checks) to ensure pouches were properly locked,
which contributed to student compliance. However, as the year
progressed, these “pouch checks” became less frequent, leading

to a decline in compliance among both students and teachers.
Some teachers expressed disappointment during focus groups
that the data from these “pouch checks” were not shared with
faculty. Through conversations during observations and meetings,
teachers also noted that certain times of the year, particularly
following school breaks, posed greater challenges in maintaining
the expectation that students secure their phones in the Yondr
pouches, suggesting that digital habits developed outside of school
also must be addressed.

Additionally, some conflicting feelings about the monetary
investment in Yondr pouches given their inconsistent
implementation emerged. As a teacher at School C said,

®@«..Ifit’s funded and grant money, great, keep doing it. But
if we have to dig out of the old pocket to spend, you know,
50 grand a year on pouches, I would rather them get a new
teacher.”

Similarly, some students expressed concern regarding the
resource investment into Yondr pouches. This highlights

a contrast in perspectives between teachers and students’
perception of useful resource allocation in their schools. One
student commented in the Time 3 survey:

@“[I] hate it so much it’s so dumb and nobody uses it. yondr
pouches are insanely stupid and the money they spent on them
could be used for soooo many other things that we actually
need and i will use, such as new textbooks, or just any type of
school supplies. Yondr pouches are just sooo000ooo dumb and i
will never use them ever in my life.”

However, another teacher at School C wondered if simply having
a cellphone free policy would be as effective as using the Yondr
pouches, even with the funding commitment, given the challenges
they faced in upholding policies in previous years.

@ just don’t know if we have a strict enough routine for

Jjust this school policy, there’s something with students and
parents that it’s just it’s so concrete there’s an extra pouch in
that backpack I don’t know, I think it’s a psychology thing said
and I and I do, I do think paying that money for that is related
to their academics and learning I wish that weren'’t the case. I
wish it weren’t but I do, even though yes, money could be spent
better on something else, on some other material, I feel in a way
we are kind of paying...for that material that we don’t need.”

Overall, qualitative findings underscore that students generally
abided by the no-cellphone rule, but not necessarily the Yondr
pouch rule. When cellphones were out of sight, teachers and
administrators did not consistently uphold the Yondr pouch rule.

Scaffolding Cellphone Policies: Yondr
Pouches in High Schools

While this study focused on middle school use of Yondr pouches,
teachers expressed mixed opinions when asked if they would
support their district in extending the use of Yondr pouches to the
high school grades. Some participants supported extending the
policy, arguing that continuity from middle to high school would
continue to support students’ academics and social connectedness.
A teacher at School D, a Yondr and digital literacy curriculum
school, articulated,

®“It’s gonna help in academics, it’s gonna help in everything.
Theyre even athletics too. I mean, the kids still have their
phones with them when theyre on the field on the sidelines, it’s
Just ridiculous. It needs to go away. If theyre getting used to it
now in middle school, why aren’t we just following through in
the high school?”

Some participants felt that freshmen and sophomores may not yet
possess the maturity or self-regulation skills needed to manage
their device use appropriately during the school day, arguing

that phones are a privilege and responsibility. Another teacher at
School D reflected,

®“I’d almost feel like it’s like a privilege, like I would definitely
think it should still be there for the freshman and sophomore.
I think you start to ease into it like allowing them to have
more access to it as they progress into like a junior senior year
kind of thing because I think their freshman year they’re still
they need to get back, they need to understand the ins and
outs of high school, they need to, so like it’s a different kind

of, it’s a different world there, but I think as you know. If you
want to be on your cellphone as a senior, well, you have that
responsibility, now you have to wait what’s more, what’s more
important and that’s putting that responsibility back in their
lap. Whereas the freshmen, I truly don’t think are completely
ready to have that privilege.”
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However, this view was not shared by all
middle school teachers in our study. In
contrast, other participants expressed
concerns that over-reliance on external
controls to manage student behavior
could undermine the development of
personal responsibility and self-regulation
skills, especially as they prepare for post-
secondary environments where device
restrictions are unlikely to exist. At School
C, a Yondr school, one teacher said,

@« think that one of the values

that I would hope that high school
students would be able to take on is

the responsibility level of when you're

in a professional environment, it’s not
appropriate to, you know, be on your
cellphone when you're supposed to

be doing your work. So I would hope
that students would learn that ability,
without having to have a Yondr pouch
being forced to put it inside of their
Yondr pouch. Just so that way theyre
being prepared for the working world
because, you know, what happens after
high school, the employer isn’t gonna,
you know, come up and say, put your
phone in your Yondr pouch. You know,
we’re gonna expect them to put it away
and do their job. So I think as far as high
school, I don’t really know if it’s the most
appropriate, but I would hope that at
least in the middle school level that they
can be prepared to be successful without
needing one.”

Many teachers noted that high school
represents a critical time for students to
learn how to manage their own technology,
particularly because of their increasing
responsibilities related to part-time jobs,
caring for siblings, and learning to take
transportation on their own.

Non-Yondr Pouch
Schools: Implementation
Inconsistencies

In schools that did not implement Yondr
pouches, administrators and teachers
had greater latitude in managing student
phone use. Participants from Schools A
and B expressed differing perspectives
influenced by levels of administrative
support, teacher buy-in, and overall school
culture. Both schools had clear policies
stating that phones were not allowed and
should remain off and out of sight during
the school day, and for the most part,
teachers agreed that cellphones were not

a prevalent issue during classes. However,
the enforcement of these policies varied
across classrooms and non-academic
spaces. Across both schools, we noted that
some students carried their cellphones in
pockets, but were rarely if at all, asked to
put them in their bags or lockers. These
observations mirror those conducted

at Yondr pouch schools. One teacher at
School A shared,

®“Because theyre allowed to have their
phones like on them, well, it’s supposed
to be in their backpack, but a lot of them
carry them in their pockets, so I do
know that they use it. I know it is not in
my class, but I don’t know like exactly
what classes it’s in, but they’ll tell me
when I ask them because I'll see them
get a notification and I'm like, how are
you getting Snapchats if you've been in
school for the last 4 hours?”

Teachers concurred, speculating that
students were using their phones in the
bathroom or other spaces that were not
monitored by teachers.

Despite acknowledging that students may
use phones in less visible spaces, such as
bathrooms, the consensus among teachers
at School A was that students “have been
good with [cellphones], the behavior really
hasn’t been an issue” in large part because
their administration set a clear culture
with consequences around no-cellphones
in school that teachers and administrators
adhered to and felt supported in
upholding. Teachers felt supported by the
administration. One teacher said,

@] think the way we have their

cellphone policies here works pretty well.

And I think with the admin that we have,
[students] know, it’s [cellphone policies
are] like not a joke.”

When observing School A, school
administration and teachers were actively
monitoring the hallways. Throughout the
entire school day, we noted rare instances
of seeing cellphones being used or visible.
One teacher summarized,

®“There was a big staff turnover...so I
think like we came in with the principal
and that was kind of everyone’s first
year together. I think there was like 15
or something new staff members along
with two new admin, so I think like
everyone kind of, restructured like the
culture of the school.”

One teacher at School A attributed the
shifts to a combination of administration
and district-wide policies that help support
administrative decision-making.

@< think too being in the district

for a while, the policy was left to the
administration of the school, and I think
in the last two years now it’s definitely

a policy district wide that, you know
cellphones are not used. So I think that
also made a big difference in these last
couple of years.”

At School A, teachers discussed that
the combination of a district-wide

no-cellphone policy directive, a new
administration, and general teacher
support contributed to their success.

At School B, in the same district, many
teachers noted implementation challenges
that underscore the role of administrative
support, teacher buy-in, and school
culture. They recently experienced a
changeover in school leadership and noted
there were observable differences between
previous years and their current year. One
teacher shared,

@] think we were actually told not

to call the office last year over phones.
Yeah. And this year there was a much
different message at the beginning of the
year about phones that we should not
see them. We are supposed to take them
the first time we see them and if they
won'’t give them to you, then you call the
office. And I think the follow through is
different this year, so I find the phone
usage has gotten way down compared to
last year. I think we’ve made a big jump
in a, in a good direction.”

However, teachers agreed that phone
usage was a problem in non-academic
areas (e.g. hallways) where there was no
singular teacher responsible for phone
usage, it became challenging to uphold a
cellphone-free culture in their own spaces.
A teacher at School B shared,

@] see [cellphones] more in the hallway
than I do in my class and that’s where it
frustrates me...I don'’t see it as much in
my class, where typically if I ask a kid
they put it away right away and for the
most part I don'’t see it in the class, but
hallway is a disaster.”

A different teacher at School B echoed this
frustration, noting that it was difficult to
maintain no-cellphone




expectations when other teachers and staff were not upholding
them elsewhere.

®“And then also I guess coming up with a policy that is--

that actually works cause I feel like we create these cellphone
policies off and away, obviously I find students using cellphones
in class distracting, but when the policy is not implemented
across the board, it’s really hard to implement it in your specific
zone, if that makes sense.”

Teachers largely attributed this inconsistency to varied levels of
teacher buy-in to address cellphones in undesignated spaces, a
historical school culture that did not prioritize no-cellphones,
and challenges with substitute teachers not upholding cellphone
policies, which eroded the culture of cellphone-free spaces.
Teachers at School B reflected on challenges of negotiating

the time, effort, and energy for upholding cellphone rules and
addressing non-compliant behavior,

@“We have to constantly try to assess how much time do I
want to give to this because if I address every single kid, every
single time that I see a phone, I'll never teach anything, ever.
It’s that prevalent, it’s that...it’s everywhere.”

These varied experiences in Yondr and non-Yondr schools
highlight how the effectiveness of enforcing cellphone free
policies largely depends on consistent enforcement and a shared
commitment among school staff. During observations and
conversations with teachers at their weekly grade team meeting,
teachers expressed having limited time and bandwidth to
prioritize this conversation around technology use.

Across All Schools: Shifting Distraction
from Phones to Other Technology

Although the focus groups primarily discussed personal cellphone
usage and social media, many teachers gravitated toward how
other forms of technology, especially school-issued Chromebooks,
headphones, and smartwatches, have replaced phones as sources
of distraction.

®“T don’t think that cellphones are posing a distraction to
students in the classroom actively. But to caveat that I think
there’s been a lot more turnover to using, to [other teacher’s]
point, other distractions like video games on a computer or
Google Docs to chat or whatnot, but the physical device of a
cellphone itself hasn'’t it’s definitely been a noticeable turn in
engagement for students in the classroom.”

Teachers experienced challenges monitoring these devices
during lessons. They reported that students toggled between
assignments and games rapidly when teachers were close by.

Of the four participating schools, three provided teachers with
Chromebook monitoring software (e.g. Go Guardian or Securely).
While teachers from these schools said that students’ abuse

of technology persisted, these tools provided an extra layer of
support.

®“We also have Go Guardian to monitor and track
Chromebook use, so they're very aware that we do that. Most
of them are pretty good about the way they use it, if they know
we’re watching. So being able to monitor technologies that way
is definitely a must.”

To address these challenges, teachers were largely in favor of
Chromebook monitoring software to limit the off-task behaviors
happening in the absence of cellphones. However, teachers who
did not have this software emphasized that monitoring misuse of
technology was a persistent challenge in classrooms.

@“Sometimes we start class with IXL in math class, and then
some kids are just tricky with switching between tabs and
playing games and switching back to IXL when I walk behind
them. So having something like that would really be helpful.”

With students not using their cell phones in the classroom,
teachers articulated that other technologies may pose a
distraction. Some teachers noted that the use of iWatches

and headphone usage was emerging as a potential source of
technological distraction that their school did not have a guiding
policy on. A teacher at school C shared,

®“that’s the other big problem is, I think we also need to have a
school, a school policy on headphones.”

Across all schools, teachers wanted to discuss how technology
usage, more broadly than cellphones, could be improved during
the school day.

Research Question 3: What are teachers’
and students’ perceptions of the in-school
cellphone policies on seventh grade
students’ well-being and engagement?

Teachers often discussed how the removal of cellphones in schools
contributed to observations of reduced distraction in class and
increased face-to-face peer interactions. These improvements

in pro-social behavior and decreased teacher-student conflict,
teachers thought, could support students’ well-being. However,
they were reluctant to say that removing cellphones in schools
(either using Yondr pouches or without physical mechanisms)
directly affected students’ well-being. Overall, teachers noted

the complex relationship between students’ cellphone usage,
cellphone policies, and mental health. Qualitative focus groups
and observations revealed key themes that may explain why
teachers broadly supported cellphone prohibitions, even though
the quantitative results did not find significant effects on students’
reported subjective well-being.
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Supports Teachers’ Classroom
Management

Teachers voiced their perceptions of reduced student distraction

and off-task behaviors when phones were not present. One teacher

at School C, a Yondr school shared,

@“Without the possible distraction of, like, ok, if I space out
for a second and like I don’t know what’s going on, instead of
Just refocusing myself, I have the means of releasing myself
from that situation when I have the phone so since they’re not
allowed to take it out at all, I feel like that does give a little bit
tighter focus.”

Many teachers could not imagine how difficult it would be to
teach if phones were permitted in their schools. Cellphone-free
policies enabled teachers to focus more on course material and
instruction. Another teacher at School C summarized,

®“The argument of the constant conversations of telling
students to get off their phone is no longer existent when their
cellphones have to be put away all the time or theyre given a
consequence, so that has helped things tremendously, just like
with engagement, having more time in the classroom to get the
things done that need to get done.”

At School A, a non-Yondr school, one student shared in their
survey that they empathized with the challenges of teaching with
cellphones as a distraction for students:

@] feel like it is really important because for students to be
distracted its hard and then teachers sometimes cry because

of the ruff days the have had. I remember having a sub and he
moved because my class was so bad and when a friend found
his media page on tik tok he would say I hate myself and I can’t
do this anymore who knew teaching was so hard.”

Teachers perceived that no-cellphones in class, regardless of the
mechanism for upholding the policies, helped reduce distractions
during academic periods and subsequently, supported their
instruction.

Increases in Face-to-Face Peer-to-Peer
Engagement

Teachers articulated overwhelming excitement when observing
students engage more with peers face-to-face. Many of them
attributed this to the removal of cellphones during the day. One
teacher at School C, a Yondr school noted,

®“when students like walk down the hallway, they’re talking to
each other and they’re like having actual conversations instead
of maybe talking to each other on their phones.”

Other teachers observed that the removal of cellphones may
have helped students broaden their friendships in-person
because they are no longer “in their own bubble of their phone.”
Through conversations with teachers and administrators during
observations, many expressed that the cafeteria volume was
louder because kids were speaking to each other rather than
engaging in technology. School D required students to place their
phones in Yondr pouches for dances and many teachers noted a
decrease in social anxiety or behavioral issues.

®“Anecdotally from people who have like chaperoned some of
the dances cause I haven't, they had made comments of things
like there were no tears at this dance and kids were more
engaged, so, I think when it comes to the moments where they
normally would have been allowed access to their phones that
has changed behavior.

Teachers were eager to understand how cellphone-free schools
could contribute more to student engagement in academic and
non-academic spaces.

Well-Being is Developed Inside and
Outside of School

Teachers reflected on how what occurs through online channels
permeates the bounds of in-person interactions and relationships.
Regardless of how no-cellphone policies are enacted during school
hours, what occurs through them (e.g. cyberbullying or positive
social connections), may not be “out of mind” for students. A
teacher at School A, a non-Yondr school, said, “I don’t know if

it’s so much the stuff we're seeing here. I think it’s just when they
go home, they’re on their phones and they don’t get off of them,
which is nothing we can do.” One teacher from School C, a Yondr
school, summarized a shared feeling,

@] think that’s relatively difficult to gauge from what we see
because students will still come in and they’ll be talking about a
group chat that happened or a video that they saw or someone
posted this or someone said this, so that cellphone related
drama per se does still come into the school but I it’s lesser so

I think it’s difficult to gauge whether or not it’s impacted them
outside...”

Another teacher at School B, a non-Yondr school, reflected that
even without phones permitted during the school day, most of the
in-school altercations derived from communication that occurred
online. He said,

®“Most of the fights that we break up stem from something
that was said on a phone outside of school...it always stems
from something that was said on social media or texted that
you know, you wouldn’t be brave enough to say to somebody’s
face, but with your thumbs, you're some warrior and you come
in in the morning and you're ready to go.”

Therefore, even though cellphones were not permitted in school,
these interactions continued to affect students and their well-
being throughout the school day.

Anxiety and Withdrawal

Teachers often discussed the “addictive” properties of cellphones
and speculated that their removal could either contribute to or
reduce anxiety, depending on the students’ individual experiences.
For example, teachers at Yondr schools spoke specifically about
how the physical pouch created a barrier that shielded students
from feeling the buzz of notifications, which could reduce
students’ anxiety and the need to check and respond immediately
to correspondence.

®“It’s just that not having to feel that vibration and I think

that’s just been huge for their mental health, not having that in
the classroom...As soon as they’re out from school, they’re good
right there getting those phones. It’s totally an addiction thing.




This quote indicates, however, that students also may be
experiencing anxiety in anticipation of receiving their cellphone
at the end of the day. Some teachers posited that by removing the
ability to document experiences or communicate instantaneously,
students were able to be more present and less anxious about
what was occurring in the digital world. Some posited that this
could lead to students being more at ease and more “themselves
without fear of getting filmed” or “embarrassed.” Others hoped
that removing cellphones could break “that dopamine feedback
loop and just getting them off of that of like waiting for their

next hit and waiting for the next hit” (Teacher, School D, Yondr
school). At School B, a non-Yondr school, one student wrote in
their survey,

®<] think that the rules are very useful, and can help stop
people with addictions to their electronics, or sometimes help
them focus on school work or things they are actually supposed
to be doing.”

Conversely, some teachers speculated that removing cellphones
using these strict physical mechanisms also may have contributed
to increased anxiety among students in the short-term due to
concerns about “withdrawal.”

®“There are students that will cry. I have to talk to my mom
right now. And those students sometimes use a work around
of, without going to counseling, going to the office and calling
home. Theyll go to the bathroom and contact [them].”

As demonstrated in this quote, teachers in both Yondr and non-
Yondr schools acknowledged that students may be using their
cellphones in the bathrooms; therefore, it is unclear whether
students are progressing through the school day without using
their phones. In Yondr schools, because some students may not
be locking their phones, they can still access them in unsupervised
spaces. Consequently, any anxiety or withdrawal students may
experience is difficult to measure.

Removing phones did not teach students how to cope with the
“withdrawal” of this perceived addiction or develop healthy digital
behaviors outside of school, highlighting a need for students to
develop skills and mechanisms to cope with digital media in a
healthy manner.

Safety and Connectedness

Importantly, student voices highlight themes related to well-
being that teachers did not discuss as prevalently in focus groups.
Students had the option of providing open-ended responses

to these survey prompts. Many provided cursory responses,
indicating whether they liked or disliked the policies. However,
few responses provided insight into the nuanced feelings students
had regarding cellphone policies in schools related to feelings

of safety and social connectedness. The following quotes from
students demonstrate that safety, and the inability to contact
families in the case of emergencies, were top of mind.

@] feel good about our school’s rules on smartphones, it helps
eliminate distractions and ensures safety, one thing i would
change is permission to use phones in case of emergencies (if
not already implemented.)”

@] feel both things about smart phones and school because yes
students shouldn’t use their phones during working time but its
to the point where their could be a fire drill or a lock down and
teachers still don't let us use our phones to at least contact our
parents and tell them about the emergency.”

Students perceived that prohibitive cellphone-use policies made
them feel less safe at times of emergencies. Additionally, some
students commented that socializing via social media and online
channels is how this generation communicates with one another.
Therefore, prohibiting forms of social media actually creates
barriers to social connections.

®-also, how would it help me become closer with my friends ...
I fear there is no logic in that. In fact, bonding over memes or
videos is how most kids make friends.”

Interestingly, teachers consistently communicated that they
believed in-person, face-to-face social engagement was more
meaningful than online engagement, which may not align with
adolescents’ experiences.
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Efficacy of Digital Citizenship Curriculum

Research Question 4: What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital
Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’ digital literacy?

The full findings from our models examining the relationship of school-based interventions on seventh grade students’ digital literacy
can be found in Table 11. Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the 14-week Common Sense Digital
Citizenship curriculum intervention alone (b = 0.044, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship curriculum interventions
(b = 0.035, p > .05) were not statistically significant predictors of subjective digital literacy at Time 3. In addition, participation in the
digital citizenship curriculum intervention alone (b = 0.053, p > .05) was not a statistically significant predictor of subjective digital
literacy at Time 3 in our three-school model. These findings suggest that attending a school that implements the digital citizenship
curriculum does not improve students’ digital literacy.

TABLE 11: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODEL FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SUBJECTIVE DIGITAL

LITERACY
Model Four School Model | Four School Model | Three School Model | Three School Model
b SE b SE
Intercept 1.914 0.266 1.759 0.242
Digital citizenship curriculum | 0.044 0.086 0.053 0.078
alone
Yondr pouch intervention 0.072 0.080 0.069 0.075
alone
Both interventions 0.035 0.124
Subjective social media literacy | 0.426* 0.076 0.490* 0.067
at Time 1
Female student 0.007 0.062 0.038 0.058
White-identifying student 0.122 0.077 0.026 0.069
Free and reduced lunch student | 0.118 0.070 0.065 0.063
Special education student 0.077 0.097 0.034 0.092
Social media use -0.071 0.070 -0.004 0.062
Problematic social media use -0.072 0.153 -0.243 0.148
*p<.05

Research Question 5: What are the perceived benefits and challenges of implementing a
14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum?

Teachers recognized the ubiquity of digital technology in today’s world—inside and outside of the classroom. Many agreed that teaching
students “in this generation” how to use digital tools to enhance their learning and well-being is essential. One teacher’s reflection was
echoed across focus groups,

@< think another step in this is to actually have classes where students learn how to properly use their cellphone, how to properly
use their laptop, give them actual skills that they need, know how to use Microsoft Word, how to use Google copy, all those things
that they need to use in the classroom. I think that’s one big thing that they’re missing and I've asked my students the last three years
what is there for you guys to learn how to use these things? And there isn’t anything in place. And that’s like the sad thing is yes,
we’re in a world where, you know, laptops and cellphones are used more and more consistently and students are receiving these
tools that are earlier and earlier age, but they’re not shown how to use them properly. They're just handed to them. So I think that’s
another thing that I'm pretty frustrated about.”

Despite these beliefs regarding the importance of teaching digital citizenship, educators perceived that the adapted 14-week Common
Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum intervention implemented in Schools B and D had minimal observed influence on their seventh
graders’ digital literacy or well-being, which aligns with the quantitative results. In-school observations and teacher perspectives
provide important insight into how the curriculum was implemented at Schools B and D and why there was no effect on students’
digital literacy. Specifically, school-level scheduling constraints, stakeholder buy-in, varying levels of curriculum accessibility, frequent
curriculum changes, and conflicting priorities presented challenges to implementation. Many reflected on the complex nature of
teaching digital citizenship, citing challenges that would require investment, resources, and training across multiple stakeholders.

School-Level Constraints Led to Low-Investment Among Students and Teachers

Schools B and D implemented an adapted version of the Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum in their schools’ versions of an
advisory-like period, which surfaced several practical and structural challenges that influenced both the consistency and effectiveness of
lesson delivery.




Challenges with Advisory Period

Teachers in schools B and D both noted challenges with implementing the digital citizenship curriculum during advisory and the
challenges were also noted during observations. As one teacher from School B articulated, the advisory period is “very short and, you
know, some of the lessons are broken into half and you know we’re balancing a few different things as well during that time period. So I
think that kind of hurts it a little bit.” The same was true at School D. During the school observation, teachers were discussing students’
weekends and checking in with them during the advisory time. Given the short advisory periods, these conversations, although essential
for relationship-building, reduced the time available for the digital literacy lessons.

Second, the culture of advisory, perceived as an ungraded catch-all for “non-academic” activities that changed frequently, was not
conducive to student or teacher investment. Teachers observed that students tended to view advisory as less important than their core
classes. One teacher at School B said,

®“what’s their motivation to do it? Is it gonna be graded? No alright, mmm you’re preaching it at me. Technology’s bad. Social
media is bad, heard that before.”

Similarly, a teacher at School D shared,

®“And then the only interactions I really have are an advisory in a class that he does not care about at all. And so to make a child
like that where you don’t have any real rapport with and to make him care about something that’s big feels just it’s a tougher thing
to do where there’s already no buy-in.”

This perception made it more difficult for teachers to foster meaningful engagement, particularly with content that required individual
reflection and open discussion on topics related to personal online behavior, digital identity, or media literacy. Teachers also noted that
expectations for advisory changed from day-to-day and year-to-year. A teacher at School D shared,

®“But what happens a lot with the advisory is that the kind of whole programming changes every couple of years and so there’s
never really a chance to learn it, you're just like, ok. There’s a new thing and then trying to learn that day to day and I think that
was the problem as well.”

An additional challenge at School B was that while seventh graders received the curriculum, 6th and 8th graders received recess, and
other teachers received a break—contributing to frustration for both parties. Teachers admitted that teaching the curriculum

@“teetered off because we spent more time arguing with the students about trying to engage in the curriculum that they were
having a hard time reaching.”

Observations confirmed that the curriculum was not being implemented with fidelity.

Teacher Beliefs, Training, and Support Affected Implementation

Teachers’ delivery of the digital citizenship curriculum was shaped by their own beliefs regarding the benefits and negative
consequences of digital media usage. They often focused on the problems with social media for adolescents, framing digital literacy
lessons in relation to the “consequences of poor choices on social media.” This messaging permeated how they delivered the content
itself, focusing more on mitigating problematic social media use rather than promoting proactive use. They observed students “zon[ing]
out when you start talking about digital literacy...They hear about how you shouldn’t be on your phone and once that kind of rhetoric
comes out, they’re like, ah, here we go again.” Some teachers were unaware of how their beliefs and attitudes toward digital media usage
affected their own investment in teaching the curriculum. A teacher at School D described his approach to teaching digital literacy,

@1 try to talk to them about the consequences of poor choices on social media. The thing that I will highlight is we’ll look at kids
that have been thrown out of college basically for like cheating and that sort of thing and I'm trying to make connections to what is
going on with them. Basically we expect academic honesty and integrity in this classroom and here’s what happens when it doesn’t
and then trying to draw the connection between digital literacy and all of that because I feel if they don’t see real world relevance, it
Jjust sort of feels preachy from us of us saying be good kids and be nice to each other online, and that’s kind of how they hear it, even
though we’re trying to like frame it in a much more sort of consequential way and I think that’s I don’t know, like not scare tactics,
but I think they really need to understand what can happen when these things are not followed or adhered to.”

This negative framing around social media was present in focus groups across schools. As teachers talked about teaching digital
citizenship, an underlying focus on the negative effects of cell phones and social media was apparent.

Additionally, teachers’ feelings of preparation and administrative support played a critical role in the fidelity of implementation. While
the Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum materials were free and provided to educators ahead of time, many reported that they
had little time or bandwidth to review the content in depth. Many shared discomfort discussing topics that they perceived as challenging
or outside their area of expertise, fearing they might provide inaccurate information or be unable to navigate sensitive discussions
effectively. A teacher at School B shared,




®“There was a lesson on, I think I went back to this earlier about pleasant and unpleasant feelings and I just remember teaching
that lesson and I sat and thought to myself like, you know, someone who is certified I think would be more appropriate to teach that
kind of thing. You know, once you start talking about psychological and mental and all those things, like, I just felt like as a math
teacher, I don’t know that I'm really prepared to go into those things with these kids. I just thought to myself, what if, you know, I'm
saying something that wouldn’t make sense to them or what if I'm not teaching this correctly?”

Some teachers appreciated the prepared “turnkey” lessons for ease, while others found that one-size-fits-all lessons were less relevant to
students’ lives, recognizing that they did not have the capacity to make such lessons more accessible. One teacher at School B shared,

@« .taking the onus off of classroom teachers. I feel like we have a lot of prep for our own content area that we’re trying to manage,
so adding another period into the day that requires another level of prep, another level of content that we’re not very comfortable
with, a lot of the time it gets left on the wayside. We do have a technology teacher, a media teacher, so maybe like adding that in as
a special area and then focusing--have that be the curriculum that students get graded on so theyre forced to engage in it, I think
would be more beneficial for both teachers and students.”

Moreover, through observations of grade-level team meetings and focus group discussions, teachers shared that there was no
accountability or discussion of the digital citizenship curriculum across teachers or administration. Therefore, all teachers were left on
their own to determine when and how to teach the lessons. It was unclear the degree to which the lessons were actually taught or not.

Finally, teachers expressed being overwhelmed by the responsibility of teaching the digital citizenship curriculum without more district
and school-level support.

®<“This is a critique and a criticism of [district name] public schools that you have three technology teachers and there’s not an iota
of digital citizenship in the curriculum...we have a mental health crisis [but] the person in charge of technology said, oh no no no no
no, we’re gonna do [a different curriculum] because they probably spent $6 trillion on it.”

Many articulated a desire for more opportunities for collaborative conversations across teaching teams, the school, and the district
level to implement a form of digital citizenship that was aligned to their school’s contexts, student needs, and existing structures (e.g.
technology classes). One teacher at School B articulated that what would have helped improve the implementation of the curriculum
was

®<One period a week, one period a week. We all get together and you know what are you doing? What are you doing? What are
you doing? What are you doing next week? That’s the answer to the question is having that time for vertical alignment, for the
ability to build capacity. So something that a 6th grade teacher is doing during that [advisory] time or whenever it is about, you
know, one of the topics that, you know, is important, could then be built on each grade level. And I and I think that that’s part of, you
know, what should happen and I've been hearing more and more about the silo effect forever now, and it’s increasing just because
there are all these different directives and things being thrown against the wall to see what sticks and part of I think the downfall of
this district is let’s focus on one thing and do it really well.”

Finally, teachers also acknowledged that they themselves need to learn more about how to use digital media as technology changes so
rapidly. One teacher shared that

®“more and more with Al stuff, I know I have a lot more to learn in that realm, so I probably need some professional development
soon on that.”

Curriculum Accessibility and Relevance

Finally, participants expressed concern about the accessibility and relevance of the curriculum content. Some teachers felt that certain
lessons or examples were not fully aligned with the experiences or cultural backgrounds of their students. Tailoring content, making
lessons more project-based to meet the diverse needs of different student populations emerged as an area for potential improvement.
One teacher at School B shared,

@7 would say just quickly, right off the bat, they’re not really taking a lot of that in. They kind of see it and their eyes glaze over like
oh something like this again. I think if it were more of a project-based activity, if they had to go do the research, they had to do a
public service announcement or something like that, I really think that we’d get a lot more buy in than when we do another activity
and another, you know, and also as much as we’re sitting here and talking about the phones and you know, kind of online stuff, I
think they like watching videos too. Like if it’s some of project based and some of it kind of like a... Just more interactive.”

Similarly, a teacher at School D suggested,

@] feel like if you give them the opportunity to kind of explore social media on their terms and they sort of have their own kind
of self directed research, it feels less of me saying here’s what you need to know and trying to let them kind of discover it more
organically.”




Participants discussed that because the curriculum did not
connect explicitly with real-world examples or other content areas,
it was challenging to implement, especially in an isolated period. A
teacher at School D recommended,

®«._.intertwining it like [my colleague] said, I know in, in
language arts, he puts a lot of that [digital literacy] into his
lessons that he does, so it’s gonna be like math and English
going into social studies is we’re gonna have to put it into all
classes so that it gets reinforced as we go. But really a boot
camp in it if you will, in 7th grade would be great.”

Together, these challenges underscore the complexity of
implementing a multi-week, non-graded curriculum in an
instructional setting that often lacks time, consistency, and
structural support. While the intent behind the digital citizenship
curriculum was well-received, its success ultimately depended on
navigating these layered and interconnected barriers.

Limitations

Cellphones are central to students’ lives. Existing literature
indicates that students’ well-being and mental health does not
begin or end when school is in session and that the relationship
between mental health and digital media use is bidirectional
(Weiss & Bonnell, 2025). Therefore, this study has limitations.

Data collection in our study was limited to seventh grade students
at four middle schools in Connecticut. Because our study was
restricted to these four sites, we were unable to fully account

for the differences between the schools even with our use of
inverse probability weights. Of note, School D students scored
significantly higher on the SBAC ELA and math assessments at
baseline compared to students in the other three schools. Our
findings may only be generalizable to seventh grade students
attending mid-size city or large suburban middle schools,
particularly related to our findings in our three-school models. We
recommend future researchers replicate our study across a greater
number of schools with a greater diversity of locales, student body
compositions and enrollment sizes.

In addition, while our measures are sound psychometrically, they
likely do not fully capture or contextualize students’ experiences,
attitudes, behaviors or states. For example, well-being is a
complex construct and may fluctuate based on an individual’s
context and experiences. Research even indicates that limiting
students’ access to their cellphones may initially negatively

relate to well-being (Bar et al., 2025). Researchers should
examine constructs in multiple ways, and longitudinal research is
warranted.

Finally, teachers in our study struggled to observe and articulate
a relationship between cellphone use and student well-being.
This may be due to the nature of their roles (e.g., their focus

on instruction). Adolescent cellphone use is a larger issue that
extends beyond the confines of schools. Future research should
also include the perceptions of students, families and other
constituents.

Key Findings Summary

Our mixed methods study demonstrates that developing and
implementing cellphone and digital literacy interventions in
schools is a complex process that requires training, development,
engagement, and interventions across multiple stakeholders:
teachers, policymakers, families, administrators, and students.
Broadly, teachers in our study supported no cellphone policies in
school and emphasized the need for consistent implementation,
regardless of the method used to uphold policies. In August
2024, the Connecticut State Board of Education (CSBE) released
a position statement and policy guidance regarding personal
cellphone usage in schools. Below, we provide a summary of key
findings of our work along with recommendations to support
more effective implementation of these guidelines.

Cellphone and Technology Policies

Key Finding 1: In our study, a school’s use of Yondr pouches

to restrict student access to cellphones and personal electronic
devices instead of the implementation of general cellphone-free
policies for students likely did not relate to student academic
achievement, attendance or subjective well-being. Our only
statistically significant finding was a positive relationship between
the combined Yondr pouch and digital literacy interventions
and students’ meeting or exceeding the SBAC math assessment.
However, we were unable to completely control for the baseline
differences in the prior school year SBAC scores in the model, so
this finding should be interpreted with caution.

Key Finding 2: Paradoxically, despite these results and the
inconsistent implementation of Yondr pouches throughout the
year, most teachers in Yondr schools supported their schools
investment in Yondr pouches. Teachers observed improvements
in their classroom management, students’ face-to-face
socialization, and focus in class. However, they were reluctant to
say that there was a direct relationship between these policies on
well-being because they still use their phones outside of school
and sometimes in the bathrooms or unmonitored school spaces.
Additionally, the removal of cellphones from the school day could
contribute to students’ anxiety because many are unused to being
away from their personal electronic devices.

Key Finding 3: Our focus group participants acknowledged that
school policies need to both embrace the benefits of technology,
but also ensure they guide students’ use in a developmentally
appropriate way. Our survey results indicate that some students
gain access to personal electronic devices, including tablets,
smartphones, laptops, and smartwatches by the time they start
4th grade. Findings from observations of all schools and focus
groups with teachers highlight that addressing cellphone usage
through school-wide policies and Yondr pouch implementation
only addresses one component of positive technology use in
schools. In many classrooms, students were required to use
laptops to access their classwork. Observations support that
many students are using technology appropriately, but also using
laptops to play games during class, even when teachers were




circulating and monitoring behavior. Instead of using cellphones
to communicate with one another, students have turned to other
forms of digital technology including laptops (gaming, using
Google to chat, earbuds, and smartwatches), which teachers
articulated as a distraction to learning.

Digital Citizenship Findings

Key Finding 1: Our quantitative findings consistently indicate that
a school’s implementation of an adapted Common Sense digital
citizenship curriculum likely does not affect student academic
achievement, attendance or subjective well-being.

Key Finding 2: Despite teachers’ overarching agreement that
students becoming more digitally literary is important and our
finding that digital literacy may relate to ELA achievement,
school-level constraints (e.g. inconsistent delivery, scheduling
issues, short periods), irrelevant curriculum content, and
competing priorities contributed to low investment among
teachers and students and presented challenges to effectively
implementing the adapted Common Sense digital citizenship
curriculum.

Key Finding 3: Teachers’ own levels of digital knowledge, beliefs
regarding the positive and negative effects of digital media, and
confidence and preparation, shaped how they framed and taught
digital literacy lessons, which were frequently deficit-based.
Their perceptions of digital media usage may not align with how
adolescents view and use technology.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice:

1. Maintain cellphone-free policies, but continue to
consistently uphold, monitor, and re-evaluate how they are
communicated, prioritized, implemented, and enforced.
Teachers in schools using Yondr pouches overwhelmingly
supported this intervention and felt supported by their
administration because of their physical and symbolic
commitment to cellphone-free schools. Student
perspectives were mixed. Therefore, after one year of their
implementation, we are reluctant to recommend that schools
should discontinue using Yondr pouches to foster cellphone-
free spaces or to encourage school leaders to invest resources
to secure these pouches for this purpose.

a. Focus on consistent enforcement of cellphone policies,
specifically for communal and non-classroom spaces (e.g.
cafeteria, hallways, bathrooms) for any approach (Yondr
or non-Yondr pouches).

b. Reinforce these policies after school breaks or long
weekends with stakeholders (e.g. students, teachers,
substitute teachers, counselors, support staff
administrators, families).

2. Create and update school policies to provide clear,
developmentally appropriate guidance for new and changing
technologies and accessories including, but not limited
to personal wearable technologies (e.g. smartwatches),
school-issued laptops, tablets, software platforms, Al, and
headphones, in addition to personal cellphones.

a. Provide resources to uphold policies (e.g., software such
as GoGuardian) and implement training for teachers
and administrators in using these new and changing
technologies.

3. Assess individual school structures, contexts, schedules,
course curricula, teachers’ capacities, and students’ needs to
determine how to best implement content on digital literacy.

4. Design an adaptable, vertically aligned digital citizenship
curriculum for elementary, middle, and high schools that
include more project-based, real-world, student-driven
approaches to increase relevance.

5. Provide resources and professional development opportunities
for adult-level (e.g. teacher, administrator, counselor, and family)
training and collaboration to help them understand how youth
use digital media and how to teach digital citizenship using asset-
based frameworks in a rapidly evolving technological world.

Recommendations for Future Research:

1. Investigate the longer-term impact of these policies to
determine whether more time using physical tools contributes
to students’ subjective well-being, academic achievement,

and to examine how these policies affect peer-to-peer and
teacher-student relationships, classroom behaviors and student
engagement.

2. Investigate how Yondr pouches support teacher well-being and
classroom behavior management.

3. Continue to explore students’ perspectives of cellphone-free
policies and the effects of these interventions on their well-being,
relationships and success.

4. Expand research and evaluation on cellphone policies and
digital citizenship education into elementary and high schools to
create and evaluate these interventions.
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	Digital media (e.g. social media, gaming) use is integral to K-12 students’ lives—at school, home, and other settings (Dennen et al., 2020). Adolescents gain access cellphones at early ages and use them almost constantly (Anderson et al., 2023). As is articulated in the Connecticut State Board of Education (CSBE; 2024) position statement and guidelines, there are benefits associated with digital media, and specifically social media use, including identity development, self-exploration, and resource accessib
	Digital media (e.g. social media, gaming) use is integral to K-12 students’ lives—at school, home, and other settings (Dennen et al., 2020). Adolescents gain access cellphones at early ages and use them almost constantly (Anderson et al., 2023). As is articulated in the Connecticut State Board of Education (CSBE; 2024) position statement and guidelines, there are benefits associated with digital media, and specifically social media use, including identity development, self-exploration, and resource accessib
	We examined and explored the efficacy of two interventions used within middle schools related to student digital media use and digital literacy: cellphone prohibitions (using Yondr pouches to secure cellphones) and a digital literacy curriculum (an adapted Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum). Our research questions were:
	1. What is the efficacy of in-school cellphone prohibitions on seventh grade students’ well-being, school attendance and academic achievement?
	a. What are the differences in well-being, school attendance and academic achievement between seventh grade students in schools using Yondr pouches and those in schools not using Yondr pouches?
	2. How do seventh grade students and teachers experience the Yondr pouch vs. Non-Yondr pouch cellphone interventions for upholding cellphone prohibitions in school?
	3. How do teacher and student perspectives provide insight into the influence of these interventions on students’ reported mental health and well-being and engagement?
	4. What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’ digital literacy? 
	5. What are the perceived benefits and challenges of implementing a 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum?
	Methods
	To respond to our research questions, we relied on a convergent mixed methods research design to collect quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2015). Data for our quantitative analyses we collected through surveys collected from 236 seventh grade students across four Connecticut middle schools during the 2024 - 2025 school year and demographic, attendance and academic achievement data provided by school leaders. Our qualitative data included observations at the four schools in October 2024 and focus 
	Each school in our study implemented different personal cellphone policies and digital citizenship interventions during the school year (see Table 1). All schools in this study followed policies prohibiting students’ use of cellphones during school hours. Students in School A served as a control group and did not receive additional interventions related to upholding cellphone bans or teaching digital literacy. Students in School B did not receive targeted interventions related to their cellphone policy but 
	For our quantitative analyses, we used students’ survey responses collected at the start of the school year (Time 1) and the end of the school year (Time 3). We used regression analyses to examine the relationships of the interventions in Schools B, C and D to students’ subjective well-being, absences and academic achievement. 
	To account for the differences across the four schools, we elected to use inverse probability weights in our models. Even with this weighting, we found it difficult to adjust for differences at baseline between School D and the remaining schools. To bolster the robustness of our design in light of this unexpected difference, we ran two sets of models. One set of models included students across all four schools, and the other excluded students from School D because differences at baseline could not be fully 
	To understand teachers’ perspectives on the two interventions, we conducted nine online focus groups with 37 seventh grade teachers using WebEx. We used Braun et al.’s (2019) reflexive thematic analysis (TA) process to analyze these data. We also collected and analyzed open responses submitted by students in the Time 3 survey regarding their perceptions of the cellphone intervention at their schools.
	Key Findings
	Yondr Pouch Interventions Relationship with Subjective Well-being, Attendance and Academic Achievement
	Our survey findings suggest that a school’s use of Yondr pouches to restrict student cellphone access instead of a general cellphone-free policy was not generally associated with student well-being, attendance or academic achievement. 
	• 

	Paradoxically, teachers in schools using the Yondr pouch intervention were proponents of using these pouches to improve student socialization, classroom management, and student attention in class.
	• 

	Because of student access to other technology, including school-issued devices, restricting cellphone use did not resolve all in-school challenges of student technology use.
	• 

	Digital Citizenship Curriculum and Subjective Well-being and Digital Literacy
	Our survey findings suggest that a school’s use of the adapted Common Sense Media digital citizenship curriculum was not associated with student well-being and digital literacy.
	• 

	Despite teacher agreement about the value of educating students about digital citizenship, a variety of factors contributed to low investment among teachers and students in the curriculum (e.g., lesson timing, inconsistent instruction).
	• 

	Teachers’ digital literacy and perceptions of the effects of digital media on adolescent development shaped how they framed digital literacy lessons, including relying on deficit-based perspectives that likely misaligned with students’ perspectives. 
	• 

	Recommendations
	Maintain Cellphone-Free Policies, But Consistently Uphold, Monitor, and Re-Evaluate How These Policies are Communicated, Prioritized, Implemented and Enforced
	Because of the enthusiasm of teachers for cellphone-free policies, their perceptions of the benefits of these inventions, and existing research that suggests that these prohibitions may improve student academic achievement after two or more years (Figlio & Özek, 2025), we recommend that these interventions continue in middle schools for the time being. School leaders should focus their efforts on consistent enforcement and communication, particularly related to communal or non-academic spaces used by studen
	Create and update school policies to provide clear, developmentally appropriate guidance for new and changing technologies and accessories in addition to personal cellphones.
	Students have access to other technology devices during the school day, including school-issued computers, that require oversight. School leaders must revise policies, provide educators with resources to uphold technology policies (e.g., browser restriction software like GoGuardian) and implement training for administrators and teachers about new and evolving technologies.
	Assess individual school structures, contexts, schedules, course curricula, teachers’ capacities, and students’ needs to determine how to best implement content on digital literacy.
	School leaders and educators must move beyond treating digital literacy as an ancillary aspect of students’ education. Leaders should assess how they can best implement digital literacy content to prepare students for success as they navigate digital realms.
	Design an adaptable, vertically aligned digital citizenship curriculum for elementary, middle, and high schools that include more project-based, real-world, student-driven approaches to increase relevance 
	Our findings indicate that many students gain access to personal electronic devices in or before elementary school. As is the case in other countries (e.g., Australia, Finland), applied learning-based digital literacy education should start earlier in childhood than middle school and continue through high school.
	Provide resources and collaborative learning opportunities for adults (e.g. teacher, administrator, counselor, and family) to understand youth’s digital media usage and how to educate youth on digital citizenship in a rapidly evolving technological world.
	Teachers reported feeling underprepared to facilitate conversations around digital media use and often framed conversations solely around the risks and harms of social media. Adults should be provided with professional learning on how youth engage with digital media and how to teach digital citizenship in ways that move beyond risk-focused approaches. 
	Future Research
	Investigate the longer-term impact of cellphone-free policies 
	Longitudinal research across multiple school years is needed to better understand how, if at all, implementing cellphone-free policies contribute to students’ subjective well-being, academic achievement and other outcomes. In addition, scholars should examine how these policies affect peer-to-peer and teacher-student relationships, classroom behaviors and student engagement.
	Investigate how Yondr pouches support teacher well-being and classroom behavior management
	Our study focused on student outcomes related to the use of Yondr pouches as means to foster cellphone-free spaces in schools. Researchers should also examine how using these pouches affects teachers’ well-being and their ability to manage classroom behavior.
	Continue to explore students’ perspectives of cellphone-free policies and the effects of these interventions on their well-being, relationships and success
	Our study relied on survey data to investigate students’ perspectives of cell-phone free policies and the effects of these policies on their well-being, relationships and success. We encourage researchers to collect richer data from students related to their perspectives about these policies and the related outcomes.
	Expand research and evaluation into elementary and high schools to create and evaluate cellphone policies based on grade level
	Cellphone-free policies have proliferated over the past year. In addition to our research on middle school students, research is needed related to the development and efficacy of cellphone policies on the outcomes of students in elementary and high schools.

	Full Report
	Full Report

	Study Purpose 
	Study Purpose 
	Digital media (e.g. social media, gaming) use is integral to K-12 students’ lives—at school, home, and other settings (Dennen et al., 2020). Adolescents gain access cellphones at early ages and use them almost constantly (Anderson et al., 2023). There are benefits associated with digital media, and specifically social media use, including identity development, self-exploration, and resource accessibility as well as negative effects such as cyberbullying, negative social comparison, and exposure to misinform
	According to Education Week, 36 states and the District of Columbia have required cellphone restrictions or bans in schools (Prothero et al., 2026). Mirroring these national trends, in August 2024, the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) issued a recommendation for schools to adopt more restrictive and developmentally scaffolded cellphone use policies to meet the needs of elementary, middle, and high school students. Policy recommendations include strict no-cellphone policies in elementary scho
	In conjunction with interest in cellphone bans in schools, many researchers argue that healthy digital engagement is essential to students’ socialization, learning, and career preparation (American Psychological Association [APA], 2023; Berger et al., 2022). Teaching digital literacy—the ability to navigate technology with knowledge and critical thinking—could be a tool to shape the direction and power of this relationship (Weinstein & James, 2022).
	Therefore, we, a team of researchers at the University of Connecticut and Sacred Heart University, report findings from the Social Media and Digital Literacy Study that examined the efficacy of these two popular interventions across four middle schools and three school districts in the state of Connecticut. Utilizing a quasi-experimental mixed-methods approach, we investigated whether and how cellphone prohibitions (using Yondr pouches to secure cellphones) and a digital literacy curriculum (Common Sense di
	1. What is the efficacy of in-school cellphone prohibitions on seventh grade students’ well-being, school attendance and academic achievement?
	a. What are the differences in well-being, school attendance and academic achievement between seventh grade students in schools using Yondr pouches and those in schools not using Yondr pouches?
	2. How do seventh grade students and teachers experience the Yondr pouch vs. Non-Yondr pouch cellphone interventions for upholding cellphone prohibitions in school?
	3. How do teacher and student perspectives provide insight into the influence of these interventions on students’ reported mental health and well-being and engagement?
	4. What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’ digital literacy? 
	5. What are the perceived benefits and challenges of implementing a 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum?
	Literature Review
	A growing number of schools worldwide have implemented policies restricting or prohibiting student cellphone use during school hours (Langreo & Prothero, 2025). These policies have gained traction amid growing concerns about classroom distraction, social media exposure, and student well-being (Twenge et al., 2018). Recent research has begun to empirically examine the consequences of cellphone prohibitions in schools, though the evidence remains mixed. For example, using student-level data from Florida schoo
	At the same time, other research highlights significant variation in outcomes depending on the metrics examined. Studies conducted in the United Kingdom and Sweden have found little to no association between restrictive cellphone policies and measures of mental health, sleep, or overall well-being (Kessel et al., 2020; Weiss & Bonell, 2025). While such policies may modestly reduce phone use during the school day, they often fail to affect students’ total screen time or underlying technology habits. Moreover
	While research on cellphone prohibitions highlights ongoing uncertainty about their long-term educational and development effects, these debates also raise broader questions about how schools should address students’ relationships with technology. One promising direction involves integrating digital literacy instruction into the school curriculum (Weinstein & James, 2022). These digital literacy programs aim to increase students’ capacity to use technology productively and ethically, habits that are integra
	Recent scholarship conceptualizes such initiatives not merely as tools for managing student device use, but as comprehensive educational strategies that foster critical thinking, empathy and responsible participation in digital environments. Effective digital citizenship education extends beyond rule-based messages about online safety to also encompass ethics, media and information literacy, critical resistance, and participation and engagement (Choi, 2016; Ribble, 2004). Scholars emphasize the need for a w
	Current empirical evidence regarding the efficacy of digital citizenship curricula in diverse school contexts is limited (Brandau et al., 2022; Jones et al., 2024). However, emerging studies have examined the conditions under which digital literacy initiatives are most effective. Research across various programs suggests that outcomes are strongest when implemented with fidelity and support for students, educators, and parents (Brandau et al., 2022; Jones et al., 2024). Rather than relying solely on restric
	Methods
	Our study focused on seventh grade students at four middle schools in Connecticut during the 2024 – 2025 school year. To measure whether and how interventions influenced students’ well-being, academic achievement, and attendance, we used a convergent mixed methods research design to collect both quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2015). We collected quantitative data through surveys that students took three times during the school year. Additionally, schools provided us with individual students’ S
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	School and Intervention Description 
	The four middle schools in our study are demographically diverse. We classified the participating school districts’ locale using the National Center for Education Statistics’ classifications, which contains four types (city, suburban, town, and rural). Schools A and B are in the same urban school district (District 1). School C is in a suburban school district in the Capital Region. School D is in a town school district in Eastern Connecticut. See Table 1 for school-level data. 
	 Each school in our study implemented different personal cellphone policies and digital citizenship interventions during the school year (see Table 2). All schools in this study followed policies prohibiting students’ use of cellphones during school hours. School A served as a control group and did not receive additional interventions related to upholding cellphone bans or teaching digital literacy. Per school policy, students were expected to not use their cellphones and keep them in their locker or backpa
	TABLE 1: DEMOGRAPHICS OF STUDENTS AT MIDDLE SCHOOLS 
	School
	School
	School
	School
	School

	District
	District

	Enrollment
	Enrollment

	% of students with disabilities
	% of students with disabilities

	% Free or Reduced-Price Lunch
	% Free or Reduced-Price Lunch

	Student Racial Composition of School 
	Student Racial Composition of School 

	NCES Locale
	NCES Locale


	A
	A
	A

	1
	1

	600
	600

	20
	20

	60
	60

	60% Hispanic, 20% White, 10% Black or African American, <5% Two or More Races, <5% Asian
	60% Hispanic, 20% White, 10% Black or African American, <5% Two or More Races, <5% Asian

	City, mid-size
	City, mid-size


	B
	B
	B

	1
	1

	600
	600

	20
	20

	50
	50

	60% Hispanic, 20% White, 10% Black or African American, 5% Asian
	60% Hispanic, 20% White, 10% Black or African American, 5% Asian

	City, mid-size
	City, mid-size


	C
	C
	C

	2
	2

	800
	800

	20
	20

	60
	60

	30% Hispanic, 30% Black or African American, 30% White, 10% Asian, <5% Two or More Races
	30% Hispanic, 30% Black or African American, 30% White, 10% Asian, <5% Two or More Races

	Suburban, large
	Suburban, large


	D
	D
	D

	3
	3

	400
	400

	20
	20

	30
	30

	80% White, 10% Hispanic, 10% Two or More Races, <5% Asian
	80% White, 10% Hispanic, 10% Two or More Races, <5% Asian

	Town, fringe
	Town, fringe




	Note. Data are masked to preserve confidentiality. 
	TABLE 2: INTERVENTION BY SCHOOL
	School
	School
	School
	School
	School

	Policy: No personal cellphones during the day
	Policy: No personal cellphones during the day

	Yondr Pouches
	Yondr Pouches

	Common Sense Digital Curriculum
	Common Sense Digital Curriculum


	A
	A
	A

	●
	●

	  
	  

	 
	 


	B
	B
	B

	●
	●

	●         
	●         


	C
	C
	C

	● 
	● 

	●         
	●         

	 
	 


	D
	D
	D

	● 
	● 

	●         
	●         

	●         
	●         




	Participants 
	Across the four schools, the study sample included 762 seventh grade students and 53 educators. Our response rate among students to our survey was 81.0% in Time 1, and 236 students (31.0%) participated across all three time points (see Table 3). See Table 4 to review the demographic information of participants included in our analyses. The majority of our student sample identified as female (52.6%) and most of our participants identified as minoritized racial or ethnic identities (52.1%), with 30.8% identif
	TABLE 3: STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES  
	Survey
	Survey
	Survey
	Survey
	Survey

	School A
	School A

	School B
	School B

	School C
	School C

	School D
	School D

	Total Participants
	Total Participants


	Time 1 (October 2024)
	Time 1 (October 2024)
	Time 1 (October 2024)

	114
	114

	153
	153

	268
	268

	82
	82

	617
	617


	Time 2 (February – April 2025) 
	Time 2 (February – April 2025) 
	Time 2 (February – April 2025) 

	108
	108

	118
	118

	260
	260

	82
	82

	568
	568


	Time 3 (June 2025) 
	Time 3 (June 2025) 
	Time 3 (June 2025) 

	102
	102

	101
	101

	105
	105

	52
	52

	360
	360


	Responses across all 3 timepoints
	Responses across all 3 timepoints
	Responses across all 3 timepoints

	49
	49

	77
	77

	73
	73

	37
	37

	236
	236




	TABLE 4; DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF PARTICIPANTS WHO PARTICIPATED IN TIME 1 AND TIME 3 SURVEYS
	Demographic Information
	Demographic Information
	Demographic Information
	Demographic Information
	Demographic Information

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	Sex Assigned at Birth
	Sex Assigned at Birth
	Sex Assigned at Birth


	Male
	Male
	Male

	47.4 (100)
	47.4 (100)


	Female
	Female
	Female

	52.6 (111)
	52.6 (111)


	Racial and Ethnic Identity
	Racial and Ethnic Identity
	Racial and Ethnic Identity


	Asian
	Asian
	Asian

	5.2 (11)
	5.2 (11)


	Black
	Black
	Black

	13.3 (28)
	13.3 (28)


	Hispanic
	Hispanic
	Hispanic

	30.8 (65)
	30.8 (65)


	Multiracial or other
	Multiracial or other
	Multiracial or other

	2.8 (6)
	2.8 (6)


	White
	White
	White

	47.9 (101)
	47.9 (101)


	Other Demographic Information
	Other Demographic Information
	Other Demographic Information


	English language learner
	English language learner
	English language learner

	4.3 (9)
	4.3 (9)


	Free or reduced lunch recipient
	Free or reduced lunch recipient
	Free or reduced lunch recipient

	37.4 (79)
	37.4 (79)


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	11.4 (24)
	11.4 (24)




	Of 53 eligible teachers, 37 participated in the focus group component of our study, representing approximately 69.8% of the population (see Table 5). Most teachers in our study had more than 6 years of teaching experience (56.8%) and identified as women (54.1%) and white (86.5%). In addition, most reported actively using social media in the previous seven days prior to completing our intake survey (e.g., 70.3% reported using Instagram in the past seven days).
	TABLE 5: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR TEACHER FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS (N = 37)
	Years of Teaching
	Years of Teaching
	Years of Teaching
	Years of Teaching
	Years of Teaching

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	1-5 years
	1-5 years
	1-5 years

	43.2 (16)
	43.2 (16)


	6-10 years
	6-10 years
	6-10 years

	18.9 (7)
	18.9 (7)


	11-15 years
	11-15 years
	11-15 years

	16.2 (6)
	16.2 (6)


	16-20 years
	16-20 years
	16-20 years

	2.7 (1)
	2.7 (1)


	21+ years
	21+ years
	21+ years

	 18.9 (7)
	 18.9 (7)




	Subjects Taught
	Subjects Taught
	Subjects Taught
	Subjects Taught
	Subjects Taught

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	English Language Arts
	English Language Arts
	English Language Arts

	24.3 (9)
	24.3 (9)


	Math
	Math
	Math

	21.6 (8)
	21.6 (8)


	Science
	Science
	Science

	13.5 (5)
	13.5 (5)


	Social Studies
	Social Studies
	Social Studies

	24.3 (9)
	24.3 (9)


	Special Education
	Special Education
	Special Education

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)


	Technology
	Technology
	Technology

	5.4 (2)
	5.4 (2)




	Gender Identity
	Gender Identity
	Gender Identity
	Gender Identity
	Gender Identity

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	Man
	Man
	Man

	40.5 (15)
	40.5 (15)


	Woman
	Woman
	Woman

	54.1 (20)
	54.1 (20)


	Non-Binary
	Non-Binary
	Non-Binary

	2.7 (1)
	2.7 (1)




	Racial or Ethnic Identity (participants could select more than one)
	Racial or Ethnic Identity (participants could select more than one)
	Racial or Ethnic Identity (participants could select more than one)
	Racial or Ethnic Identity (participants could select more than one)
	Racial or Ethnic Identity (participants could select more than one)

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	Hispanic
	Hispanic
	Hispanic

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)


	Non-Hispanic
	Non-Hispanic
	Non-Hispanic

	89.2 (33)
	89.2 (33)


	African American or Black
	African American or Black
	African American or Black

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)


	White
	White
	White

	86.5 (32)
	86.5 (32)


	Asian
	Asian
	Asian

	2.7 (1)
	2.7 (1)




	Social media used in last 7 days
	Social media used in last 7 days
	Social media used in last 7 days
	Social media used in last 7 days
	Social media used in last 7 days

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	YouTube
	YouTube
	YouTube

	70.3 (26)
	70.3 (26)


	Instagram
	Instagram
	Instagram

	70.3 (26)
	70.3 (26)


	Facebook
	Facebook
	Facebook

	56.8 (21)
	56.8 (21)


	TikTok
	TikTok
	TikTok

	29.7 (11)
	29.7 (11)


	Pinterest
	Pinterest
	Pinterest

	21.6 (8)
	21.6 (8)


	Snapchat
	Snapchat
	Snapchat

	18.9 (7)
	18.9 (7)


	WhatsApp
	WhatsApp
	WhatsApp

	18.9 (7)
	18.9 (7)


	Reddit
	Reddit
	Reddit

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)


	Dating Apps (e.g., Tinder/Hinge)
	Dating Apps (e.g., Tinder/Hinge)
	Dating Apps (e.g., Tinder/Hinge)

	5.4 (2)
	5.4 (2)


	X/ Twitter
	X/ Twitter
	X/ Twitter

	5.4 (2)
	5.4 (2)




	Social media use (hours/day)
	Social media use (hours/day)
	Social media use (hours/day)
	Social media use (hours/day)
	Social media use (hours/day)

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)


	0
	0
	0

	5.4 (2)
	5.4 (2)


	1-2
	1-2
	1-2

	70.3 (26)
	70.3 (26)


	3-4
	3-4
	3-4

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)


	5+
	5+
	5+

	10.8 (4)
	10.8 (4)




	Data Collection and Analysis 
	Surveys (Collection and Analyses) 
	Participating students from the four middle schools were asked to complete a 15-minute, web-based Qualtrics survey at three time points during the school year. For this report, we utilize data collected within the first three weeks of the start of the school year (Time 1) and data collected within the last three weeks of the end of the school year (Time 3). Students and parents were given the opportunity to opt out of the survey. Cases were matched with unique, randomly generated identifiers. The survey inc
	In addition to the data collected through the three web-based surveys, we requested demographic data for each participant from the school leaders (see Table 4). These data included information about students’ identities and lived experiences (e.g., racial identities), and in-school behaviors during the 2023 – 2024 and 2024 – 2025 school years (e.g., percentage of school days missed, suspensions), and Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium  (SBAC) scores for the 2023 – 2024 and 2024 – 2025 school years. Beca
	We began our data analyses by first reviewing descriptive statistics and conducting Chi-square analysis of data related to the prevalence of student personal technology use and perceptions of the in-school cellphone policies on seventh grade students’ self-reported well-being, academic achievement, and attendance. In addition to helping us identify the context of students’ experiences related to their personal technology use, these analyses allowed us to address aspects related to students’ perceptions of t
	To account for the differences across the four schools, we elected to use inverse probability weights in our models. First, we estimated a multinomial logistic regression model for intervention assignment for each outcome variable. We then converted the predicted logits to probabilities. We took those probabilities and created stabilized inverse probability weights. This weight is the marginal probability of the observed intervention divided by the predicted probability of the observed intervention conditio
	Prior to our analysis, we examined if differences in the outcomes existed across the four schools. Of note, we found that School D students scored significantly higher on the SBAC English language arts (ELA) and math evaluations than their peers at the other schools. This gave us a concern regarding whether the inverse probability weights we used would appropriately adjust for differences at baseline between School D and the remaining schools. To bolster the robustness of our design in light of this unexpec
	Quantitative Analyses Related to Student Well-Being
	To examine the efficacy of the Yondr pouch intervention and the adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade student well-being, we used weighted linear regression to analyze responses from 195 students across the four schools, representing 25.6% of the population. Our three-school model included responses from 160 students. Our dependent variable was subjective well-being at Time 3. Our independent variables were subjective digital literacy at Time 1, problematic social medi
	Quantitative Analyses Related to Absences
	We used weighted linear regression to analyze data from 197 students from all four schools to examine the efficacy of the Yondr pouch intervention on seventh grade student attendance. Our three-school model included responses from 161 students. Our outcome variable was the percentage of school days missed during the 2024 – 2025 school year. We controlled for the percentage of school days missed in 2023 – 2024. We also controlled for students’ identities and lived experiences (e.g., racial and ethnic identit
	Quantitative Analyses Related to Student Academic Achievement
	To respond to our first research question, we used weighted logit regression to analyze data from 196 students from all four schools to see if the use of Yondr pouches predict student SBAC English language arts (ELA) and math scores. Our three-school model included responses from 161 students. The outcomes in our models were binary variables that aggregated students that met or exceeded the standards on each assessment (coded as “1”) or were approaching or not meeting standards on each assessment (coded as 
	Quantitative Analyses Related to Digital Literacy
	To respond to our fourth research question, we used weighted linear regression to examine if the Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum predicted student subjective digital literacy at Time 3. Our sample included data from 195 students. Our dependent variable was subjective digital literacy measured at Time 3. We controlled for students’ subjective digital literacy at Time 1. We also controlled for students’ identities and lived experiences (e.g., racial and ethnic identities), social media use at Time
	Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis
	Observations 
	To respond to our first research question, we conducted one full-day in-person observation at all four middle schools in October 2024 to investigate how seventh grade students and educators interacted with social media and technology platforms. Following guidelines adapted from Creswell and Poth (2018) and Merriam (2009), we observed all core seventh grade classrooms, elective classrooms, digital citizenship lessons (Schools B and D), advisory periods, hallways, common spaces, cafeterias, Yondr pouch distri
	Focus Groups
	To understand teachers’ perspectives on the two interventions, we conducted nine online focus groups with 37 seventh grade teachers using WebEx. One criterion for all qualitative participation was that participants must work full-time at one of the middle schools in this study and teach seventh grade students. Focus groups were homogenous, meaning they included teachers from the same school to ensure saturation (Guest et al., 2017).  We utilized a purposeful criterion sampling approach to identify educators
	To analyze focus group data, a team of three coders utilized a qualitative data analysis software, NVivo. We followed Braun et al.’s (2019) reflexive thematic analysis (TA) process, which provides a flexible approach to identify key themes derived by shared understandings. Reflexive TA follows a cyclical, recursive, six-step process including: familiarization, generating codes, constructing themes, revising and defining themes, and producing the report. First, we cleaned the WebEx transcripts. Following, to
	Key Findings
	First, we provide an overview of students’ personal technology device ownership and social media usage to contextualize our findings. Second, we summarize quantitative and qualitative findings for our research questions related to the efficacy of in-school cellphone policy interventions (Yondr Schools-Schools C and D and Non-Yondr Schools-Schools A and B). Then, we summarize findings for our research questions related to the efficacy of the 14-week digital citizenship curriculum adapted from Common Sense Me
	Student Personal Technology Device Ownership and Social Media Use
	As part of our preliminary analysis, we conducted descriptive statistics analyses and Chi-square tests on students’ self-reported ownership of personal technology devices. We found that 87.2% of seventh grade students in our study reported owning cellphones by the end of the school year, with 57.8% owning these devices before they started 6th grade. Only 17.5% reported owning a cellphone before 4th grade. These findings indicate that most students are provided devices that give access to social media, gamin
	We also asked participants to report their ownership of tablets. Although just over half of students (53.8%) reported owning tablets, 63.5% reported owning tablets before they entered 4th grade. This finding suggests that tablets serve as the initial gateway into digital spaces for many students.
	Most students reported not owning smartwatches (69.2%), personal computers (50.5%) or family computers (58.1%). However, 82.6% of students owning smartwatches reported receiving them in 5th, 6th or seventh grades. Smartwatches may be accessories for smartphone owners.
	In-School Cellphone Policies and Yondr Pouch Intervention
	Research Question 1: What is the efficacy of in-school cellphone prohibitions on seventh grade students’ well-being, academic achievement, and school attendance? 
	The full findings from our models examining the relationship of in-school cellphone prohibitions relying on Yondr pouches on seventh grade students’ well-being can be found in Table 6. Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b = 0.131, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship curriculum interventions (b = 0.692, p > .05) were not statistically significant predictors of subjective well-being at Time 3. In addition, partici
	In addition to subjective well-being at Time 1, the only other statistically significant predictor of subjective well-being at Time 3 in our four-school model was problematic social media use (b = -1.869, p < .05). However, this finding was not replicated in our three-school model (b = -0.665, p > .05). Routine social media use was not statistically significantly related to subjective well-being in either model. Our four-school model finding indicates that problematic social media use may be detrimental to 
	We also examined the relationship between the Yondr pouch intervention and students’ absences from school (see Table 7). Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b = -0.064, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship curriculum interventions (b = 0.174, p > .05) were not statistically significant predictors of the percentage of school days missed by students. In addition, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (
	Finally, we examined the relationships between the Yondr pouch intervention and whether students met or exceeded the standards on their SBAC ELA (see Table 8) and math assessments (see Table 9). Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone (b = 0.423, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship curriculum interventions (b = 1.317, p > .05) were not statistically significant predictors of the log odds of meeting or exceeding the st
	In addition to meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC ELA assessment the prior school year, there were two statistically significant predictors of the log odds of meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC ELA assessment in our four-school model. While beyond the scope of our study, we found that being a free and reduced lunch student was negatively associated with the log odds of the outcome in both our four-school and three-school models (see Table 8), indicating that free or reduced lunch students 
	Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the Yondr pouch intervention alone was not a statistically significant predictor of the log odds of meeting or exceeding the standards for SBAC math assessment in our four-school model (b = .131, p > .05) or three-school model (b = -0.064, p > .05). However, we found that participation in both the Yondr pouch and digital literacy curriculum interventions (b = 1.919, p < .05) was a statistically significant predictor of meeting or exc
	TABLE 6: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model

	Four School Model b
	Four School Model b

	Four School Model SE 
	Four School Model SE 

	Three School Model b
	Three School Model b

	Three School Model SE
	Three School Model SE


	Intercept
	Intercept
	Intercept

	6.763
	6.763

	3.208
	3.208

	 9.175
	 9.175

	2.818
	2.818


	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone

	-0.527
	-0.527

	0.795
	0.795

	 -0.795
	 -0.795

	0.632
	0.632


	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone

	0.131
	0.131

	0.772
	0.772

	-0.064
	-0.064

	0.621
	0.621


	Both interventions
	Both interventions
	Both interventions

	0.692
	0.692

	0.780
	0.780

	 
	 


	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1

	0.495*
	0.495*

	0.098
	0.098

	 0.495*
	 0.495*

	0.091
	0.091


	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy

	0.335
	0.335

	0.505
	0.505

	-0.403
	-0.403

	0.491
	0.491


	Female student
	Female student
	Female student

	-0.427
	-0.427

	0.474
	0.474

	 -1.219*
	 -1.219*

	0.447
	0.447


	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student

	0.617
	0.617

	0.380
	0.380

	 1.052*
	 1.052*

	0.410
	0.410


	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student

	-0.308
	-0.308

	0.433
	0.433

	 0.027
	 0.027

	0.389
	0.389


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	0.859
	0.859

	0.549
	0.549

	 0.509
	 0.509

	0.530
	0.530


	Social media use
	Social media use
	Social media use

	0.373
	0.373

	0.486
	0.486

	 0.273
	 0.273

	0.537
	0.537


	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use

	-1.869*
	-1.869*

	0.812
	0.812

	 -0.665
	 -0.665

	0.807
	0.807




	* p < .05
	TABLE 7: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SCHOOL ABSENCES
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model

	Four School Model b
	Four School Model b

	Four School Model SE 
	Four School Model SE 

	Three School Model b
	Three School Model b

	Three School Model SE
	Three School Model SE


	Intercept
	Intercept
	Intercept

	1.329
	1.329

	1.891
	1.891

	1.486
	1.486

	1.585
	1.585


	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone

	0.006
	0.006

	0.672
	0.672

	-0.039
	-0.039

	0.608
	0.608


	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone

	-0.064
	-0.064

	0.693
	0.693

	0.173
	0.173

	0.649
	0.649


	Both interventions
	Both interventions
	Both interventions

	0.174
	0.174

	1.022
	1.022


	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1

	-0.011
	-0.011

	0.091
	0.091

	-0.026
	-0.026

	0.082
	0.082


	Absences at Time 1
	Absences at Time 1
	Absences at Time 1

	0.826*
	0.826*

	0.080
	0.080

	0.758*
	0.758*

	0.091
	0.091


	Female student
	Female student
	Female student

	-0.322
	-0.322

	0.576
	0.576

	-0.193
	-0.193

	0.505
	0.505


	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student

	0.702
	0.702

	0.560
	0.560

	0.373
	0.373

	0.546
	0.546


	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student

	-0.916
	-0.916

	0.513
	0.513

	-0.441
	-0.441

	0.574
	0.574


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	-1.099
	-1.099

	0.981
	0.981

	-0.526
	-0.526

	1.011
	1.011


	Social media use
	Social media use
	Social media use

	0.294
	0.294

	0.563
	0.563

	0.198
	0.198

	0.551
	0.551


	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use

	1.314
	1.314

	1.190
	1.190

	1.944
	1.944

	1.404
	1.404




	* p < .05
	TABLE 8: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING MEETING OR EXCEEDING SBAC ELA STANDARDS
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model

	Four School Model b
	Four School Model b

	Four School Model SE 
	Four School Model SE 

	Three School Model b
	Three School Model b

	Three School Model SE
	Three School Model SE


	Intercept
	Intercept
	Intercept

	-3.462
	-3.462

	2.190
	2.190

	-4.292
	-4.292

	2.400
	2.400


	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone

	-1.045
	-1.045

	0.592
	0.592

	-0.939
	-0.939

	0.609
	0.609


	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone

	0.423
	0.423

	0.574
	0.574

	0.573
	0.573

	0.585
	0.585


	Both interventions
	Both interventions
	Both interventions

	1.317
	1.317

	0.862
	0.862


	Met or Exceeded ELA at Time 1
	Met or Exceeded ELA at Time 1
	Met or Exceeded ELA at Time 1

	3.134*
	3.134*

	0.507
	0.507

	3.163*
	3.163*

	0.577
	0.577


	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1

	0.029
	0.029

	0.095
	0.095

	0.069
	0.069

	0.098
	0.098


	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy

	1.000*
	1.000*

	0.507
	0.507

	1.035
	1.035

	0.562
	0.562


	Female student
	Female student
	Female student

	0.233
	0.233

	0.470
	0.470

	0.592
	0.592

	0.469
	0.469


	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student

	-0.182
	-0.182

	0.499
	0.499

	-0.219
	-0.219

	0.557
	0.557


	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student

	-1.277*
	-1.277*

	0.426
	0.426

	-1.370*
	-1.370*

	0.457
	0.457


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	-0.363
	-0.363

	0.712
	0.712

	-0.164
	-0.164

	0.726
	0.726


	Social media use
	Social media use
	Social media use

	-0.681
	-0.681

	0.499
	0.499

	-0.813
	-0.813

	0.533
	0.533


	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use

	-1.721
	-1.721

	1.025
	1.025

	-1.932
	-1.932

	1.152
	1.152




	* p < .05
	TABLE 9: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODELS FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING MEETING OR EXCEEDING SBAC MATH STANDARDS
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model

	Four School Model b
	Four School Model b

	Four School Model SE 
	Four School Model SE 

	Three School Model b
	Three School Model b

	Three School Model SE
	Three School Model SE


	Intercept
	Intercept
	Intercept

	-5.394
	-5.394

	3.050
	3.050

	-4.984
	-4.984

	2.931
	2.931


	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone

	-1.224
	-1.224

	0.810
	0.810

	-1.003
	-1.003

	0.793
	0.793


	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone

	-0.053
	-0.053

	0.714
	0.714

	-0.172
	-0.172

	0.677
	0.677


	Both interventions
	Both interventions
	Both interventions

	1.919*
	1.919*

	0.854
	0.854


	Met or Exceeded Math at Time 1
	Met or Exceeded Math at Time 1
	Met or Exceeded Math at Time 1

	3.840*
	3.840*

	0.681
	0.681

	3.643*
	3.643*

	0.560
	0.560


	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1
	Subjective well-being at Time 1

	0.186
	0.186

	0.105
	0.105

	0.182
	0.182

	0.101
	0.101


	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy
	Subjective social media literacy

	0.554
	0.554

	0.568
	0.568

	0.348
	0.348

	0.550
	0.550


	Female student
	Female student
	Female student

	-1.368
	-1.368

	0.738
	0.738

	-0.938
	-0.938

	0.640
	0.640


	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student

	-0.041
	-0.041

	0.585
	0.585

	0.227
	0.227

	0.603
	0.603


	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student

	-1.133
	-1.133

	0.656
	0.656

	-0.697
	-0.697

	0.592
	0.592


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	-0.067
	-0.067

	0.818
	0.818

	-0.173
	-0.173

	0.801
	0.801


	Social media use
	Social media use
	Social media use

	0.117
	0.117

	0.594
	0.594

	-0.033
	-0.033

	0.640
	0.640


	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use

	-0.577
	-0.577

	1.038
	1.038

	-0.332
	-0.332

	1.147
	1.147




	* p < .05
	Additionally, for the Time 3 survey, students had the opportunity to share their experiences with their schools’ smartphone policies on various in-school outcomes (see Table 10). Over two-thirds (68.9%) of student participants agreed or strongly agreed that their schools’ smartphone policies helped them to focus on their schoolwork, which aligns with teacher observations. Similarly, 68.3% reported that they agreed or strongly agreed that these policies helped them avoid doing things that could get them in t
	TABLE 10: STUDENTS SELF-REPORTED PERCEPTIONS OF THE EFFICACY OF SCHOOL CELLPHONE POLICIES AT TIME 3 (IN RESPONSE TO THE PROMPT: MY SCHOOL RULES ON SMARTPHONES HELP ME TO...)
	Focus on my schoolwork
	Focus on my schoolwork
	Focus on my schoolwork
	Focus on my schoolwork
	Focus on my schoolwork

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)

	Yondr % (N)
	Yondr % (N)

	Non-Yondr % (N)
	Non-Yondr % (N)


	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree

	28.3 (84)
	28.3 (84)

	30.2 (39)
	30.2 (39)

	26.8 (45)
	26.8 (45)


	Agree
	Agree
	Agree

	40.7 (121)
	40.7 (121)

	34.9 (45)
	34.9 (45)

	45.2 (76)
	45.2 (76)


	Disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree

	19.2 (57)
	19.2 (57)

	18.6 (24)
	18.6 (24)

	19.6 (33)
	19.6 (33)


	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree

	11.8 (35)
	11.8 (35)

	16.3 (21)
	16.3 (21)

	8.3 (14)
	8.3 (14)




	Avoid being distracted by things outside of school
	Avoid being distracted by things outside of school
	Avoid being distracted by things outside of school
	Avoid being distracted by things outside of school
	Avoid being distracted by things outside of school

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)

	Yondr % (N)
	Yondr % (N)

	Non-Yondr % (N)
	Non-Yondr % (N)


	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree

	22.3 (66)
	22.3 (66)

	24.8 (32)
	24.8 (32)

	20.4 (34)
	20.4 (34)


	Agree
	Agree
	Agree

	35.1 (104)
	35.1 (104)

	28.7 (37)
	28.7 (37)

	40.1 (67)
	40.1 (67)


	Disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree

	27.9 (83)
	27.9 (83)

	27.1 (35)
	27.1 (35)

	28.7 (48)
	28.7 (48)


	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree

	14.5 (43)
	14.5 (43)

	19.4 (25)
	19.4 (25)

	10.8 (18)
	10.8 (18)




	Feel safer during the school day
	Feel safer during the school day
	Feel safer during the school day
	Feel safer during the school day
	Feel safer during the school day

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)

	Yondr % (N)
	Yondr % (N)

	Non-Yondr % (N)
	Non-Yondr % (N)


	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree

	20.8 (60)
	20.8 (60)

	25.6 (33)
	25.6 (33)

	17.0 (27)
	17.0 (27)


	Agree
	Agree
	Agree

	30.2 (87)
	30.2 (87)

	23.3 (30)
	23.3 (30)

	35.8 (57)
	35.8 (57)


	Disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree

	25.0 (72)
	25.0 (72)

	24.0 (31)
	24.0 (31)

	25.8 (41
	25.8 (41


	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree

	24.0 (69)
	24.0 (69)

	27.1 (35)
	27.1 (35)

	21.4 (34)
	21.4 (34)




	Avoid doing things that could get me into trouble
	Avoid doing things that could get me into trouble
	Avoid doing things that could get me into trouble
	Avoid doing things that could get me into trouble
	Avoid doing things that could get me into trouble

	Total % (N)
	Total % (N)

	Yondr % (N)
	Yondr % (N)

	Non-Yondr % (N)
	Non-Yondr % (N)


	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree
	Strongly agree

	30.2 (88)
	30.2 (88)

	33.3 (43)
	33.3 (43)

	27.8 (45)
	27.8 (45)


	Agree
	Agree
	Agree

	37.9 (111)
	37.9 (111)

	30.2 (39)
	30.2 (39)

	44.4 (72)
	44.4 (72)


	Disagree
	Disagree
	Disagree

	15.4 (45)
	15.4 (45)

	16.3 (21)
	16.3 (21)

	14.8 (24)
	14.8 (24)


	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree

	16.4 (47)
	16.4 (47)

	20.2 (26)
	20.2 (26)

	13.0 (21)
	13.0 (21)




	Research Question 2: How do seventh grade students and teachers perceive the efficacy of Yondr pouch vs. Non-Yondr pouch cellphone interventions for upholding cellphone prohibitions?
	All schools in our study prohibited cellphone usage during the school day, but Schools C and D used Yondr pouches to uphold this expectation while Schools A and B did not require use of a physical tool. Regardless of the method, teachers across all four participating schools supported the prohibition of cellphones during the school day for seventh grade students. Despite observations indicating there were no sizable differences in student cellphone usage between Yondr and Non-Yondr schools and quantitative 
	Yondr Pouch Schools
	The Paradox of Yondr Pouches: Needed but Not Needed 
	At Schools C and D, teachers perceived that investing in Yondr pouches communicated a clear and consistent message about the school’s commitment to cellphone-free spaces, unifying teachers and administrators around existing cellphone prohibition policies. According to teachers, this messaging helped address the uneven enforcement of the no-cellphones used or visible during the school day policy that had characterized previous years. Teachers speculated that the existence of a physical mechanism, in addition
	“I think the Yondr pouch is a great idea. Just the thought of the kids think that they have to put it in the Yondr pouch and that, I think that alone kind of sets the tone, you know, whether they put it in there or not, but it sets the tone. These are the expectations and then having a school wide like consistency on it, it does help with the thing and I’m all in support of it. Can a strict phone policy alone do it? Probably, you know, without the Yondr pouch. But, I think that they knowing that, ok, if my 
	Figure

	However, when assessing how Yondr pouches were actually implemented in their schools, a paradox emerged. As indicated by this quote, teachers broadly supported the use of Yondr pouches as tools to uphold no-cellphone policies, while acknowledging the conflicting reality that the majority of students did not actually lock their phones in Yondr pouches on a regular basis, which was confirmed from our in-school observations. Many students bypassed the Yondr pouch station each morning, stating that they did not
	“I definitely notice students will have them in their pockets but as long as it’s not—I feel like for most of the school—which is not the policy, but I feel like [for] most of the teachers in the school, if we don’t see it being used—so if it’s like hanging out of a sweatpants pocket or something—we won’t always call them on it unless we know it to be an issue with the student already that like they’re going to use it throughout the day, so we might as well get ahead of it.”
	Figure

	This inconsistent enforcement of the Yondr pouch policy could mean that students used phones in unmonitored locations, like the bathroom, which was similar to teacher experiences at schools that did not use Yondr pouches. One teacher at School D said, 
	“[students] talk about how widespread burner phones are. The idea that they will take an extra phone, throw it in the Yondr pouch and they still have their phones, they go to the bathroom to use their phones, and so a general sense among the kids that the phones are still present, at least to maybe a lesser extent….we don’t see that much in the class because they kind of realize that’s sort of the main place they have to avoid being seen with it. But they do have their backup plans to access it in some ways
	Figure

	This reflection was shared by teachers at School C. One teacher summarized, 
	“I would assume that most students are following the rules of the Yondr Pouch without implementing the device itself. I think based off of what we see in the hallways and the end of class once the bell rings, they, they abide by the rules of not having their phone out and visible during instructional time and during class time, but once the bell rings for dismissal it’s kind of evident that the device of the pouch itself might not be implemented with fidelity, but to their credit, they’re definitely followi
	Figure

	This teacher noted that they perceived that students following, and then teachers upholding the “rules of the Yondr pouch” equated to simply not having phones visible, which was not what they were designed for. At School C, teachers noted challenges to upholding the Yondr pouch expectations given the size of their school. One teacher described, 
	“So students come in, they show their Yondr pouch, and they show that their phone is in the Yondr pouch. But then students realize that they could say, oh, I forgot my Yondr pouch today and I just didn’t bring my phone. But they’re not searching every student, like, to search 800 students…that’s not feasible especially in the morning, having all the students come in.”
	Figure

	This quote, and other reflections shared during observations, speak to inconsistent enforcement of Yondr pouch expectations among teachers and administrators and how this changed throughout the year. At School C, one teacher shared, 
	“In November…I saw much more Yondr pouches than students actually putting their phones in them, having them on them. If they would leave it in the classroom, they would run back to get it like they were more present. Now I see much less Yondr, many less Yondr pouches and I see more phones in pockets or in bags. That is the presence of that, how it’s changed throughout the year.” 
	Figure

	This reflection relates to teachers’ perceptions that a critical factor in Yondr pouch implementation was ongoing administrative follow-through. In School D, participants reported that at the beginning of the school year, there were multiple checks (e.g. random locker checks) to ensure pouches were properly locked, which contributed to student compliance. However, as the year progressed, these “pouch checks” became less frequent, leading to a decline in compliance among both students and teachers. Some teac
	Additionally, some conflicting feelings about the monetary investment in Yondr pouches given their inconsistent implementation emerged. As a teacher at School C said, 
	“...If it’s funded and grant money, great, keep doing it. But if we have to dig out of the old pocket to spend, you know, 50 grand a year on pouches, I would rather them get a new teacher.”
	Figure

	Similarly, some students expressed concern regarding the resource investment into Yondr pouches. This highlights a contrast in perspectives between teachers and students’ perception of useful resource allocation in their schools. One student commented in the Time 3 survey:
	“[I] hate it so much it’s so dumb and nobody uses it. yondr pouches are insanely stupid and the money they spent on them could be used for soooo many other things that we actually need and i will use, such as new textbooks, or just any type of school supplies. Yondr pouches are just sooooooooo dumb and i will never use them ever in my life.”
	Figure

	However, another teacher at School C wondered if simply having a cellphone free policy would be as effective as using the Yondr pouches, even with the funding commitment, given the challenges they faced in upholding policies in previous years. 
	“I just don’t know if we have a strict enough routine for just this school policy, there’s something with students and parents that it’s just it’s so concrete there’s an extra pouch in that backpack I don’t know, I think it’s a psychology thing said and I and I do, I do think paying that money for that is related to their academics and learning I wish that weren’t the case. I wish it weren’t but I do, even though yes, money could be spent better on something else, on some other material, I feel in a way we 
	Figure

	Overall, qualitative findings underscore that students generally abided by the no-cellphone rule, but not necessarily the Yondr pouch rule. When cellphones were out of sight, teachers and administrators did not consistently uphold the Yondr pouch rule. 
	Scaffolding Cellphone Policies: Yondr Pouches in High Schools 
	While this study focused on middle school use of Yondr pouches, teachers expressed mixed opinions when asked if they would support their district in extending the use of Yondr pouches to the high school grades. Some participants supported extending the policy, arguing that continuity from middle to high school would continue to support students’ academics and social connectedness. A teacher at School D, a Yondr and digital literacy curriculum school, articulated, 
	“It’s gonna help in academics, it’s gonna help in everything. They’re even athletics too. I mean, the kids still have their phones with them when they’re on the field on the sidelines, it’s just ridiculous. It needs to go away. If they’re getting used to it now in middle school, why aren’t we just following through in the high school?” 
	Figure

	Some participants felt that freshmen and sophomores may not yet possess the maturity or self-regulation skills needed to manage their device use appropriately during the school day, arguing that phones are a privilege and responsibility. Another teacher at School D reflected, 
	“I’d almost feel like it’s like a privilege, like I would definitely think it should still be there for the freshman and sophomore. I think you start to ease into it like allowing them to have more access to it as they progress into like a junior senior year kind of thing because I think their freshman year they’re still they need to get back, they need to understand the ins and outs of high school, they need to, so like it’s a different kind of, it’s a different world there, but I think as you know. If you
	Figure

	However, this view was not shared by all middle school teachers in our study. In contrast, other participants expressed concerns that over-reliance on external controls to manage student behavior could undermine the development of personal responsibility and self-regulation skills, especially as they prepare for post-secondary environments where device restrictions are unlikely to exist. At School C, a Yondr school, one teacher said, 
	“…I think that one of the values that I would hope that high school students would be able to take on is the responsibility level of when you’re in a professional environment, it’s not appropriate to, you know, be on your cellphone when you’re supposed to be doing your work. So I would hope that students would learn that ability, without having to have a Yondr pouch being forced to put it inside of their Yondr pouch. Just so that way they’re being prepared for the working world because, you know, what happe
	Figure

	Many teachers noted that high school represents a critical time for students to learn how to manage their own technology, particularly because of their increasing responsibilities related to part-time jobs, caring for siblings, and learning to take transportation on their own. 
	Non-Yondr Pouch Schools: Implementation Inconsistencies
	In schools that did not implement Yondr pouches, administrators and teachers had greater latitude in managing student phone use. Participants from Schools A and B expressed differing perspectives influenced by levels of administrative support, teacher buy-in, and overall school culture. Both schools had clear policies stating that phones were not allowed and should remain off and out of sight during the school day, and for the most part, teachers agreed that cellphones were not a prevalent issue during clas
	“Because they’re allowed to have their phones like on them, well, it’s supposed to be in their backpack, but a lot of them carry them in their pockets, so I do know that they use it. I know it is not in my class, but I don’t know like exactly what classes it’s in, but they’ll tell me when I ask them because I’ll see them get a notification and I’m like, how are you getting Snapchats if you’ve been in school for the last 4 hours?” 
	Figure

	Teachers concurred, speculating that students were using their phones in the bathroom or other spaces that were not monitored by teachers. 
	Despite acknowledging that students may use phones in less visible spaces, such as bathrooms, the consensus among teachers at School A was that students “have been good with [cellphones], the behavior really hasn’t been an issue” in large part because their administration set a clear culture with consequences around no-cellphones in school that teachers and administrators adhered to and felt supported in upholding. Teachers felt supported by the administration. One teacher said, 
	“I think the way we have their cellphone policies here works pretty well. And I think with the admin that we have, [students] know, it’s [cellphone policies are] like not a joke.” 
	Figure

	When observing School A, school administration and teachers were actively monitoring the hallways. Throughout the entire school day, we noted rare instances of seeing cellphones being used or visible. One teacher summarized, 
	“There was a big staff turnover…so I think like we came in with the principal and that was kind of everyone’s first year together. I think there was like 15 or something new staff members along with two new admin, so I think like everyone kind of, restructured like the culture of the school.”
	Figure

	One teacher at School A attributed the shifts to a combination of administration and district-wide policies that help support administrative decision-making. 
	“I think too being in the district for a while, the policy was left to the administration of the school, and I think in the last two years now it’s definitely a policy district wide that, you know cellphones are not used. So I think that also made a big difference in these last couple of years.”
	Figure

	At School A, teachers discussed that the combination of a district-wide no-cellphone policy directive, a new administration, and general teacher support contributed to their success. 
	At School B, in the same district, many teachers noted implementation challenges that underscore the role of administrative support, teacher buy-in, and school culture. They recently experienced a changeover in school leadership and noted there were observable differences between previous years and their current year. One teacher shared,
	“I think we were actually told not to call the office last year over phones. Yeah. And this year there was a much different message at the beginning of the year about phones that we should not see them. We are supposed to take them the first time we see them and if they won’t give them to you, then you call the office. And I think the follow through is different this year, so I find the phone usage has gotten way down compared to last year. I think we’ve made a big jump in a, in a good direction.”
	Figure

	However, teachers agreed that phone usage was a problem in non-academic areas (e.g. hallways) where there was no singular teacher responsible for phone usage, it became challenging to uphold a cellphone-free culture in their own spaces. A teacher at School B shared, 
	“I see [cellphones] more in the hallway than I do in my class and that’s where it frustrates me…I don’t see it as much in my class, where typically if I ask a kid they put it away right away and for the most part I don’t see it in the class, but hallway is a disaster.”
	Figure

	A different teacher at School B echoed this frustration, noting that it was difficult to maintain no-cellphone expectations when other teachers and staff were not upholding them elsewhere.
	“And then also I guess coming up with a policy that is--that actually works cause I feel like we create these cellphone policies off and away, obviously I find students using cellphones in class distracting, but when the policy is not implemented across the board, it’s really hard to implement it in your specific zone, if that makes sense.”
	Figure

	Teachers largely attributed this inconsistency to varied levels of teacher buy-in to address cellphones in undesignated spaces, a historical school culture that did not prioritize no-cellphones, and challenges with substitute teachers not upholding cellphone policies, which eroded the culture of cellphone-free spaces. Teachers at School B reflected on challenges of negotiating the time, effort, and energy for upholding cellphone rules and addressing non-compliant behavior, 
	“We have to constantly try to assess how much time do I want to give to this because if I address every single kid, every single time that I see a phone, I’ll never teach anything, ever. It’s that prevalent, it’s that...it’s everywhere.”
	Figure

	These varied experiences in Yondr and non-Yondr schools highlight how the effectiveness of enforcing cellphone free policies largely depends on consistent enforcement and a shared commitment among school staff. During observations and conversations with teachers at their weekly grade team meeting, teachers expressed having limited time and bandwidth to prioritize this conversation around technology use.
	Across All Schools: Shifting Distraction from Phones to Other Technology 
	Although the focus groups primarily discussed personal cellphone usage and social media, many teachers gravitated toward how other forms of technology, especially school-issued Chromebooks, headphones, and smartwatches, have replaced phones as sources of distraction. 
	“I don’t think that cellphones are posing a distraction to students in the classroom actively. But to caveat that I think there’s been a lot more turnover to using, to [other teacher’s] point, other distractions like video games on a computer or Google Docs to chat or whatnot, but the physical device of a cellphone itself hasn’t it’s definitely been a noticeable turn in engagement for students in the classroom.”
	Figure

	Teachers experienced challenges monitoring these devices during lessons. They reported that students toggled between assignments and games rapidly when teachers were close by. Of the four participating schools, three provided teachers with Chromebook monitoring software (e.g. Go Guardian or Securely). While teachers from these schools said that students’ abuse of technology persisted, these tools provided an extra layer of support. 
	“We also have Go Guardian to monitor and track Chromebook use, so they’re very aware that we do that. Most of them are pretty good about the way they use it, if they know we’re watching. So being able to monitor technologies that way is definitely a must.”
	Figure

	To address these challenges, teachers were largely in favor of Chromebook monitoring software to limit the off-task behaviors happening in the absence of cellphones. However, teachers who did not have this software emphasized that monitoring misuse of technology was a persistent challenge in classrooms. 
	“Sometimes we start class with IXL in math class, and then some kids are just tricky with switching between tabs and playing games and switching back to IXL when I walk behind them. So having something like that would really be helpful.”
	Figure

	With students not using their cell phones in the classroom, teachers articulated that other technologies may pose a distraction. Some teachers noted that the use of iWatches and headphone usage was emerging as a potential source of technological distraction that their school did not have a guiding policy on. A teacher at school C shared, 
	“that’s the other big problem is, I think we also need to have a school, a school policy on headphones.”
	Figure

	Across all schools, teachers wanted to discuss how technology usage, more broadly than cellphones, could be improved during the school day. 
	Research Question 3: What are teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the in-school cellphone policies on seventh grade students’ well-being and engagement?
	Teachers often discussed how the removal of cellphones in schools contributed to observations of reduced distraction in class and increased face-to-face peer interactions. These improvements in pro-social behavior and decreased teacher-student conflict, teachers thought, could support students’ well-being. However, they were reluctant to say that removing cellphones in schools (either using Yondr pouches or without physical mechanisms) directly affected students’ well-being. Overall, teachers noted the comp
	Supports Teachers’ Classroom Management 
	Teachers voiced their perceptions of reduced student distraction and off-task behaviors when phones were not present. One teacher at School C, a Yondr school shared, 
	“Without the possible distraction of, like, ok, if I space out for a second and like I don’t know what’s going on, instead of just refocusing myself, I have the means of releasing myself from that situation when I have the phone so since they’re not allowed to take it out at all, I feel like that does give a little bit tighter focus.”
	Figure

	Many teachers could not imagine how difficult it would be to teach if phones were permitted in their schools. Cellphone-free policies enabled teachers to focus more on course material and instruction. Another teacher at School C summarized,  
	“The argument of the constant conversations of telling students to get off their phone is no longer existent when their cellphones have to be put away all the time or they’re given a consequence, so that has helped things tremendously, just like with engagement, having more time in the classroom to get the things done that need to get done.”
	Figure

	At School A, a non-Yondr school, one student shared in their survey that they empathized with the challenges of teaching with cellphones as a distraction for students:
	“I feel like it is really important because for students to be distracted its hard and then teachers sometimes cry because of the ruff days the have had. I remember having a sub and he moved because my class was so bad and when a friend found his media page on tik tok he would say I hate myself and I can’t do this anymore who knew teaching was so hard.”
	Figure

	Teachers perceived that no-cellphones in class, regardless of the mechanism for upholding the policies, helped reduce distractions during academic periods and subsequently, supported their instruction. 
	Increases in Face-to-Face Peer-to-Peer Engagement 
	Teachers articulated overwhelming excitement when observing students engage more with peers face-to-face. Many of them attributed this to the removal of cellphones during the day. One teacher at School C, a Yondr school noted, 
	“when students like walk down the hallway, they’re talking to each other and they’re like having actual conversations instead of maybe talking to each other on their phones.” 
	Figure

	Other teachers observed that the removal of cellphones may have helped students broaden their friendships in-person because they are no longer “in their own bubble of their phone.” Through conversations with teachers and administrators during observations, many expressed that the cafeteria volume was louder because kids were speaking to each other rather than engaging in technology. School D required students to place their phones in Yondr pouches for dances and many teachers noted a decrease in social anxi
	“Anecdotally from people who have like chaperoned some of the dances cause I haven’t, they had made comments of things like there were no tears at this dance and kids were more engaged, so, I think when it comes to the moments where they normally would have been allowed access to their phones that has changed behavior.
	Figure

	Teachers were eager to understand how cellphone-free schools could contribute more to student engagement in academic and non-academic spaces. 
	Well-Being is Developed Inside and Outside of School 
	Teachers reflected on how what occurs through online channels permeates the bounds of in-person interactions and relationships. Regardless of how no-cellphone policies are enacted during school hours, what occurs through them (e.g. cyberbullying or positive social connections), may not be “out of mind” for students. A teacher at School A, a non-Yondr school, said, “I don’t know if it’s so much the stuff we’re seeing here. I think it’s just when they go home, they’re on their phones and they don’t get off of
	“I think that’s relatively difficult to gauge from what we see because students will still come in and they’ll be talking about a group chat that happened or a video that they saw or someone posted this or someone said this, so that cellphone related drama per se does still come into the school but I it’s lesser so I think it’s difficult to gauge whether or not it’s impacted them outside…”
	Figure

	Another teacher at School B, a non-Yondr school, reflected that even without phones permitted during the school day, most of the in-school altercations derived from communication that occurred online. He said, 
	“Most of the fights that we break up stem from something that was said on a phone outside of school...it always stems from something that was said on social media or texted that you know, you wouldn’t be brave enough to say to somebody’s face, but with your thumbs, you’re some warrior and you come in in the morning and you’re ready to go.”
	Figure

	Therefore, even though cellphones were not permitted in school, these interactions continued to affect students and their well-being throughout the school day. 
	Anxiety and Withdrawal
	Teachers often discussed the “addictive” properties of cellphones and speculated that their removal could either contribute to or reduce anxiety, depending on the students’ individual experiences. For example, teachers at Yondr schools spoke specifically about how the physical pouch created a barrier that shielded students from feeling the buzz of notifications, which could reduce students’ anxiety and the need to check and respond immediately to correspondence. 
	“It’s just that not having to feel that vibration and I think that’s just been huge for their mental health, not having that in the classroom...As soon as they’re out from school, they’re good right there getting those phones. It’s totally an addiction thing.
	Figure

	This quote indicates, however, that students also may be experiencing anxiety in anticipation of receiving their cellphone at the end of the day. Some teachers posited that by removing the ability to document experiences or communicate instantaneously, students were able to be more present and less anxious about what was occurring in the digital world. Some posited that this could lead to students being more at ease and more “themselves without fear of getting filmed” or “embarrassed.” Others hoped that rem
	“I think that the rules are very useful, and can help stop people with addictions to their electronics, or sometimes help them focus on school work or things they are actually supposed to be doing.”
	Figure

	Conversely, some teachers speculated that removing cellphones using these strict physical mechanisms also may have contributed to increased anxiety among students in the short-term due to concerns about “withdrawal.” 
	“There are students that will cry. I have to talk to my mom right now. And those students sometimes use a work around of, without going to counseling, going to the office and calling home. They’ll go to the bathroom and contact [them].”
	Figure

	As demonstrated in this quote, teachers in both Yondr and non-Yondr schools acknowledged that students may be using their cellphones in the bathrooms; therefore, it is unclear whether students are progressing through the school day without using their phones. In Yondr schools, because some students may not be locking their phones, they can still access them in unsupervised spaces. Consequently, any anxiety or withdrawal students may experience is difficult to measure.
	Removing phones did not teach students how to cope with the “withdrawal” of this perceived addiction or develop healthy digital behaviors outside of school, highlighting a need for students to develop skills and mechanisms to cope with digital media in a healthy manner. 
	Safety and Connectedness 
	Importantly, student voices highlight themes related to well-being that teachers did not discuss as prevalently in focus groups. Students had the option of providing open-ended responses to these survey prompts. Many provided cursory responses, indicating whether they liked or disliked the policies. However, few responses provided insight into the nuanced feelings students had regarding cellphone policies in schools related to feelings of safety and social connectedness. The following quotes from students d
	“I feel good about our school’s rules on smartphones, it helps eliminate distractions and ensures safety, one thing i would change is permission to use phones in case of emergencies (if not already implemented.)”
	Figure

	“I feel both things about smart phones and school because yes students shouldn’t use their phones during working time but its to the point where their could be a fire drill or a lock down and teachers still don’t let us use our phones to at least contact our parents and tell them about the emergency.”
	Figure

	Students perceived that prohibitive cellphone-use policies made them feel less safe at times of emergencies. Additionally, some students commented that socializing via social media and online channels is how this generation communicates with one another. Therefore, prohibiting forms of social media actually creates barriers to social connections. 
	“Also, how would it help me become closer with my friends ... I fear there is no logic in that. In fact, bonding over memes or videos is how most kids make friends.”
	Figure

	Interestingly, teachers consistently communicated that they believed in-person, face-to-face social engagement was more meaningful than online engagement, which may not align with adolescents’ experiences. 
	Efficacy of Digital Citizenship Curriculum 
	Research Question 4: What is the efficacy of an adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum on seventh grade students’ digital literacy?
	The full findings from our models examining the relationship of school-based interventions on seventh grade students’ digital literacy can be found in Table 11. Controlling for other variables in our four-school model, participation in the 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum intervention alone (b = 0.044, p > .05) or both the Yondr pouch and digital citizenship curriculum interventions (b = 0.035, p > .05) were not statistically significant predictors of subjective digital literacy at Time 3
	TABLE 11: COEFFICIENTS FOR FINAL MODEL FOR INTERVENTIONS PREDICTING SUBJECTIVE DIGITAL LITERACY
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model
	Model

	Four School Model b
	Four School Model b

	Four School Model SE 
	Four School Model SE 

	Three School Model b
	Three School Model b

	Three School Model SE
	Three School Model SE


	Intercept
	Intercept
	Intercept

	1.914
	1.914

	0.266
	0.266

	1.759
	1.759

	0.242
	0.242


	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone
	Digital citizenship curriculum alone

	0.044
	0.044

	0.086
	0.086

	0.053
	0.053

	0.078
	0.078


	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone
	Yondr pouch intervention alone

	0.072
	0.072

	0.080
	0.080

	0.069
	0.069

	0.075
	0.075


	Both interventions
	Both interventions
	Both interventions

	0.035
	0.035

	0.124
	0.124


	Subjective social media literacy at Time 1
	Subjective social media literacy at Time 1
	Subjective social media literacy at Time 1

	0.426*
	0.426*

	0.076
	0.076

	0.490*
	0.490*

	0.067
	0.067


	Female student
	Female student
	Female student

	0.007
	0.007

	0.062
	0.062

	0.038
	0.038

	0.058
	0.058


	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student
	White-identifying student

	0.122
	0.122

	0.077
	0.077

	0.026
	0.026

	0.069
	0.069


	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student
	Free and reduced lunch student

	0.118
	0.118

	0.070
	0.070

	0.065
	0.065

	0.063
	0.063


	Special education student
	Special education student
	Special education student

	0.077
	0.077

	0.097
	0.097

	0.034
	0.034

	0.092
	0.092


	Social media use
	Social media use
	Social media use

	-0.071
	-0.071

	0.070
	0.070

	-0.004
	-0.004

	0.062
	0.062


	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use
	Problematic social media use

	-0.072
	-0.072

	0.153
	0.153

	-0.243
	-0.243

	0.148
	0.148




	* p < .05
	Research Question 5: What are the perceived benefits and challenges of implementing a 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum?
	Teachers recognized the ubiquity of digital technology in today’s world—inside and outside of the classroom. Many agreed that teaching students “in this generation” how to use digital tools to enhance their learning and well-being is essential. One teacher’s reflection was echoed across focus groups,
	“I think another step in this is to actually have classes where students learn how to properly use their cellphone, how to properly use their laptop, give them actual skills that they need, know how to use Microsoft Word, how to use Google copy, all those things that they need to use in the classroom. I think that’s one big thing that they’re missing and I’ve asked my students the last three years what is there for you guys to learn how to use these things? And there isn’t anything in place. And that’s like
	Figure

	Despite these beliefs regarding the importance of teaching digital citizenship, educators perceived that the adapted 14-week Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum intervention implemented in Schools B and D had minimal observed influence on their seventh graders’ digital literacy or well-being, which aligns with the quantitative results. In-school observations and teacher perspectives provide important insight into how the curriculum was implemented at Schools B and D and why there was no effect on st
	School-Level Constraints Led to Low-Investment Among Students and Teachers
	Schools B and D implemented an adapted version of the Common Sense Digital Citizenship curriculum in their schools’ versions of an advisory-like period, which surfaced several practical and structural challenges that influenced both the consistency and effectiveness of lesson delivery.
	Challenges with Advisory Period 
	Teachers in schools B and D both noted challenges with implementing the digital citizenship curriculum during advisory and the challenges were also noted during observations. As one teacher from School B articulated, the advisory period is “very short and, you know, some of the lessons are broken into half and you know we’re balancing a few different things as well during that time period. So I think that kind of hurts it a little bit.” The same was true at School D. During the school observation, teachers 
	Second, the culture of advisory, perceived as an ungraded catch-all for “non-academic” activities that changed frequently, was not conducive to student or teacher investment. Teachers observed that students tended to view advisory as less important than their core classes. One teacher at School B said, 
	“what’s their motivation to do it? Is it gonna be graded? No alright, mmm you’re preaching it at me. Technology’s bad. Social media is bad, heard that before.” 
	Figure

	Similarly, a teacher at School D shared, 
	“And then the only interactions I really have are an advisory in a class that he does not care about at all. And so to make a child like that where you don’t have any real rapport with and to make him care about something that’s big feels just it’s a tougher thing to do where there’s already no buy-in.”
	Figure

	This perception made it more difficult for teachers to foster meaningful engagement, particularly with content that required individual reflection and open discussion on topics related to personal online behavior, digital identity, or media literacy. Teachers also noted that expectations for advisory changed from day-to-day and year-to-year. A teacher at School D shared, 
	“But what happens a lot with the advisory is that the kind of whole programming changes every couple of years and so there’s never really a chance to learn it, you’re just like, ok. There’s a new thing and then trying to learn that day to day and I think that was the problem as well.”
	Figure

	An additional challenge at School B was that while seventh graders received the curriculum, 6th and 8th graders received recess, and other teachers received a break—contributing to frustration for both parties. Teachers admitted that teaching the curriculum 
	“teetered off because we spent more time arguing with the students about trying to engage in the curriculum that they were having a hard time reaching.” 
	Figure

	Observations confirmed that the curriculum was not being implemented with fidelity. 
	Teacher Beliefs, Training, and Support Affected Implementation
	Teachers’ delivery of the digital citizenship curriculum was shaped by their own beliefs regarding the benefits and negative consequences of digital media usage. They often focused on the problems with social media for adolescents, framing digital literacy lessons in relation to the “consequences of poor choices on social media.” This messaging permeated how they delivered the content itself, focusing more on mitigating problematic social media use rather than promoting proactive use. They observed students
	“I try to talk to them about the consequences of poor choices on social media.  The thing that I will highlight is we’ll look at kids that have been thrown out of college basically for like cheating and that sort of thing and I’m trying to make connections to what is going on with them. Basically we expect academic honesty and integrity in this classroom and here’s what happens when it doesn’t and then trying to draw the connection between digital literacy and all of that because I feel if they don’t see re
	Figure

	This negative framing around social media was present in focus groups across schools. As teachers talked about teaching digital citizenship, an underlying focus on the negative effects of cell phones and social media was apparent.
	Additionally, teachers’ feelings of preparation and administrative support played a critical role in the fidelity of implementation. While the Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum materials were free and provided to educators ahead of time, many reported that they had little time or bandwidth to review the content in depth. Many shared discomfort discussing topics that they perceived as challenging or outside their area of expertise, fearing they might provide inaccurate information or be unable to n
	“There was a lesson on, I think I went back to this earlier about pleasant and unpleasant feelings and I just remember teaching that lesson and I sat and thought to myself like, you know, someone who is certified I think would be more appropriate to teach that kind of thing. You know, once you start talking about psychological and mental and all those things, like, I just felt like as a math teacher, I don’t know that I’m really prepared to go into those things with these kids. I just thought to myself, wha
	Figure

	Some teachers appreciated the prepared “turnkey” lessons for ease, while others found that one-size-fits-all lessons were less relevant to students’ lives, recognizing that they did not have the capacity to make such lessons more accessible. One teacher at School B shared, 
	“…taking the onus off of classroom teachers. I feel like we have a lot of prep for our own content area that we’re trying to manage, so adding another period into the day that requires another level of prep, another level of content that we’re not very comfortable with, a lot of the time it gets left on the wayside. We do have a technology teacher, a media teacher, so maybe like adding that in as a special area and then focusing--have that be the curriculum that students get graded on so they’re forced to e
	Figure

	Moreover, through observations of grade-level team meetings and focus group discussions, teachers shared that there was no accountability or discussion of the digital citizenship curriculum across teachers or administration. Therefore, all teachers were left on their own to determine when and how to teach the lessons. It was unclear the degree to which the lessons were actually taught or not. 
	Finally, teachers expressed being overwhelmed by the responsibility of teaching the digital citizenship curriculum without more district and school-level support. 
	“This is a critique and a criticism of [district name] public schools that you have three technology teachers and there’s not an iota of digital citizenship in the curriculum...we have a mental health crisis [but] the person in charge of technology said, oh no no no no no, we’re gonna do [a different curriculum] because they probably spent $6 trillion on it.”
	Figure

	Many articulated a desire for more opportunities for collaborative conversations across teaching teams, the school, and the district level to implement a form of digital citizenship that was aligned to their school’s contexts, student needs, and existing structures (e.g. technology classes). One teacher at School B articulated that what would have helped improve the implementation of the curriculum was 
	“One period a week, one period a week. We all get together and you know what are you doing? What are you doing? What are you doing? What are you doing next week? That’s the answer to the question is having that time for vertical alignment, for the ability to build capacity. So something that a 6th grade teacher is doing during that [advisory] time or whenever it is about, you know, one of the topics that, you know, is important, could then be built on each grade level. And I and I think that that’s part of,
	Figure

	Finally, teachers also acknowledged that they themselves need to learn more about how to use digital media as technology changes so rapidly. One teacher shared that 
	“more and more with AI stuff, I know I have a lot more to learn in that realm, so I probably need some professional development soon on that.”
	Figure

	Curriculum Accessibility and Relevance 
	Finally, participants expressed concern about the accessibility and relevance of the curriculum content. Some teachers felt that certain lessons or examples were not fully aligned with the experiences or cultural backgrounds of their students. Tailoring content, making lessons more project-based to meet the diverse needs of different student populations emerged as an area for potential improvement. One teacher at School B shared, 
	“I would say just quickly, right off the bat, they’re not really taking a lot of that in. They kind of see it and their eyes glaze over like oh something like this again. I think if it were more of a project-based activity, if they had to go do the research, they had to do a public service announcement or something like that, I really think that we’d get a lot more buy in than when we do another activity and another, you know, and also as much as we’re sitting here and talking about the phones and you know,
	Figure

	Similarly, a teacher at School D suggested,
	“I feel like if you give them the opportunity to kind of explore social media on their terms and they sort of have their own kind of self directed research, it feels less of me saying here’s what you need to know and trying to let them kind of discover it more organically.”
	Figure

	Participants discussed that because the curriculum did not connect explicitly with real-world examples or other content areas, it was challenging to implement, especially in an isolated period. A teacher at School D recommended,
	“…intertwining it like [my colleague] said, I know in, in language arts, he puts a lot of that [digital literacy] into his lessons that he does, so it’s gonna be like math and English going into social studies is we’re gonna have to put it into all classes so that it gets reinforced as we go. But really a boot camp in it if you will, in 7th grade would be great.”
	Figure

	Together, these challenges underscore the complexity of implementing a multi-week, non-graded curriculum in an instructional setting that often lacks time, consistency, and structural support. While the intent behind the digital citizenship curriculum was well-received, its success ultimately depended on navigating these layered and interconnected barriers.
	Limitations
	Cellphones are central to students’ lives. Existing literature indicates that students’ well-being and mental health does not begin or end when school is in session and that the relationship between mental health and digital media use is bidirectional (Weiss & Bonnell, 2025). Therefore, this study has limitations. 
	Data collection in our study was limited to seventh grade students at four middle schools in Connecticut. Because our study was restricted to these four sites, we were unable to fully account for the differences between the schools even with our use of inverse probability weights. Of note, School D students scored significantly higher on the SBAC ELA and math assessments at baseline compared to students in the other three schools. Our findings may only be generalizable to seventh grade students attending mi
	In addition, while our measures are sound psychometrically, they likely do not fully capture or contextualize students’ experiences, attitudes, behaviors or states. For example, well-being is a complex construct and may fluctuate based on an individual’s context and experiences. Research even indicates that limiting students’ access to their cellphones may initially negatively relate to well-being (Bar et al., 2025). Researchers should examine constructs in multiple ways, and longitudinal research is warran
	Finally, teachers in our study struggled to observe and articulate a relationship between cellphone use and student well-being. This may be due to the nature of their roles (e.g., their focus on instruction). Adolescent cellphone use is a larger issue that extends beyond the confines of schools. Future research should also include the perceptions of students, families and other constituents. 
	Key Findings Summary
	Our mixed methods study demonstrates that developing and implementing cellphone and digital literacy interventions in schools is a complex process that requires training, development, engagement, and interventions across multiple stakeholders: teachers, policymakers, families, administrators, and students. Broadly, teachers in our study supported no cellphone policies in school and emphasized the need for consistent implementation, regardless of the method used to uphold policies. In August 2024, the Connec
	Cellphone and Technology Policies
	Key Finding 1: In our study, a school’s use of Yondr pouches to restrict student access to cellphones and personal electronic devices instead of the implementation of general cellphone-free policies for students likely did not relate to student academic achievement, attendance or subjective well-being. Our only statistically significant finding was a positive relationship between the combined Yondr pouch and digital literacy interventions and students’ meeting or exceeding the SBAC math assessment. However,
	Key Finding 2: Paradoxically, despite these results and the inconsistent implementation of Yondr pouches throughout the year, most teachers in Yondr schools supported their schools investment in Yondr pouches. Teachers observed improvements in their classroom management, students’ face-to-face socialization, and focus in class. However, they were reluctant to say that there was a direct relationship between these policies on well-being because they still use their phones outside of school and sometimes in t
	Key Finding 3: Our focus group participants acknowledged that school policies need to both embrace the benefits of technology, but also ensure they guide students’ use in a developmentally appropriate way. Our survey results indicate that some students gain access to personal electronic devices, including tablets, smartphones, laptops, and smartwatches by the time they start 4th grade. Findings from observations of all schools and focus groups with teachers highlight that addressing cellphone usage through 
	Digital Citizenship Findings
	Key Finding 1: Our quantitative findings consistently indicate that a school’s implementation of an adapted Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum likely does not affect student academic achievement, attendance or subjective well-being.
	Key Finding 2: Despite teachers’ overarching agreement that students becoming more digitally literary is important and our finding that digital literacy may relate to ELA achievement, school-level constraints (e.g. inconsistent delivery, scheduling issues, short periods), irrelevant curriculum content, and competing priorities contributed to low investment among teachers and students and presented challenges to effectively implementing the adapted Common Sense digital citizenship curriculum. 
	Key Finding 3: Teachers’ own levels of digital knowledge, beliefs regarding the positive and negative effects of digital media, and confidence and preparation, shaped how they framed and taught digital literacy lessons, which were frequently deficit-based. Their perceptions of digital media usage may not align with how adolescents view and use technology. 
	Recommendations for Policy and Practice: 
	1. Maintain cellphone-free policies, but continue to consistently uphold, monitor, and re-evaluate how they are communicated, prioritized, implemented, and enforced. Teachers in schools using Yondr pouches overwhelmingly supported this intervention and felt supported by their administration because of their physical and symbolic commitment to cellphone-free schools. Student perspectives were mixed. Therefore, after one year of their implementation, we are reluctant to recommend that schools should discontin
	a. Focus on consistent enforcement of cellphone policies, specifically for communal and non-classroom spaces (e.g. cafeteria, hallways, bathrooms) for any approach (Yondr or non-Yondr pouches). 
	b. Reinforce these policies after school breaks or long weekends with stakeholders (e.g. students, teachers, substitute teachers, counselors, support staff administrators, families).
	2. Create and update school policies to provide clear, developmentally appropriate guidance for new and changing technologies and accessories including, but not limited to personal wearable technologies (e.g. smartwatches), school-issued laptops, tablets, software platforms, AI, and headphones, in addition to personal cellphones.
	a. Provide resources to uphold policies (e.g., software such as GoGuardian) and implement training for teachers and administrators in using these new and changing technologies. 
	3. Assess individual school structures, contexts, schedules, course curricula, teachers’ capacities, and students’ needs to determine how to best implement content on digital literacy.
	4. Design an adaptable, vertically aligned digital citizenship curriculum for elementary, middle, and high schools that include more project-based, real-world, student-driven approaches to increase relevance.
	5. Provide resources and professional development opportunities for adult-level (e.g. teacher, administrator, counselor, and family) training and collaboration to help them understand how youth use digital media and how to teach digital citizenship using asset-based frameworks in a rapidly evolving technological world.
	Recommendations for Future Research:
	1. Investigate the longer-term impact of these policies to determine whether more time using physical tools contributes to students’ subjective well-being, academic achievement, and to examine how these policies affect peer-to-peer and teacher-student relationships, classroom behaviors and student engagement.
	2. Investigate how Yondr pouches support teacher well-being and classroom behavior management.
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	4. Expand research and evaluation on cellphone policies and digital citizenship education into elementary and high schools to create and evaluate these interventions.
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