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choose the leader of the free world
but not mature enough to have a
beer or a cigarette — confuses
matters. If an 18-year-old’s brain
is not sufficiently developed to
make decisions about chemical
use, how is it able to make judg-
ments about military service or
electoral politics?

Spacing out the milestones of
adulthood — voting, criminal re-
sponsibility, alcohol, firearms,
forming contracts — works to cre-
ate a culture of perpetual adoles-
cence, a modern version of Peter
Pan’s Lost Boys. If you’re 19 and
you can’t drink or buy cigarettes,
are you really an adult? What about
if you’re 22 and on mom’s health in-
surance and Netflix account?

This delayed assumption of the
“adult” mantle leads to episodes
such as at Yale last fall, when stu-
dents — ostensibly some of the

brightest in the nation — effec-
tively invented and then claimed
a right to not be offended. Similar
calls have arisen across the coun-
try, where some students have
called for academic campuses to

be areas free of controversial or
upsetting ideas. Almost all of
these students will have the op-
portunity to vote this November
but do not have the wherewithal
to withstand upsetting or offen-

sive things they will confront
every day in the “real world.”

So maybe Portland is onto some-
thing. Maybe 18-year-olds today
are not as mature or developed as
generations past and should not be
trusted with cigarettes. But if that
is the case, we should consider
raising the age at which other
privileges and responsibilities of
American adults arise. Let’s try
and find some consistent, admit-
tedly arbitrary, age and allow peo-
ple to then live their lives with a
modicum of autonomy.

After all, Neverland isn’t a real
place. At some point, we all must
grow up. When you do, you should
be free to have a cigarette on your
way to vote for Hillary, with a stop
for pizza and beer afterward. I
might think those are all bad choic-
es, but they are yours to make.

Michael Cianchette is former chief
counsel to Gov. Paul LePage, a Navy
reservist who served in Afghanistan
and in-house counsel to a number of
businesses in southern Maine.

We found students with laptops
wrote more frequently across a
wider variety of genres. They also
received more feedback on their
writing. In addition, we found
they edited and revised their pa-
pers more often, drew on a wider
range of resources to write, and
published or shared their work
with others more often.

Student surveys, teacher inter-
views and classroom observations
in these studies revealed that stu-
dents with access to laptops
worked more autonomously and
gained experience in project-
based learning. This allowed them
to synthesize and critically apply
knowledge.

For example, researcher Chrys-
talla Mouza found that elementa-
ry school students with access to
laptops were able to create elec-
tronic storybooks and publish re-
ports in language arts classrooms.

One-to-one laptop programs
also enhanced students’ 21st-cen-
tury skills — skills needed in an
information age — such as the
ability to locate and use internet
resources. Students also improved
their collaborative learning skills
— that is, they were more capable
of working collaboratively with
others.

Research led by Deborah L.
Lowther at University of Mem-
phis found that when students
were given a problem and related
answer to consider, students with
laptops exhibited higher problem-
solving skills than those in the
comparison group.

A closer look at the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation
and Development report also re-
veals that students in the U.S. per-
formed particularly well on tech-
nology-based tasks such as online
navigation, digital reading and
using computers to solve math
problems.

Can laptop use reduce
educational gap?

Our study, however, did not
find firm evidence on whether
these one-to-one laptop programs
helped lessen the academic gap

between academically advantaged
and disadvantaged students.

Earlier studies have found that
laptop programs could help short-
en the achievement gap between
low-income students and their
peers. We did not find such posi-
tive evidence in all programs.

One possible explanation is
that difficulty in using technology
sometimes places an extra load on
already challenged students. In
contrast, wealthier students are
usually more tech-savvy so they
can maximize the benefits of
using computers to support learn-
ing.

Not all laptop programs are
effective

One issue here is that not all
programs are successful. In our
study, although most programs
were successful, there were some
stark failures as well.

These tended to be in school
districts that treated computers
like magical devices that would
solve educational problems mere-

ly through their distribution,
without sufficient planning on
how they could best be deployed
to improve learning.

Some of these schools, after ob-
serving no progress with laptops,
decided to phase them out. For ex-
ample, Liverpool Central School
District, a public school district in
a suburban community near Syra-
cuse, New York, decided to drop
the laptop program from fall 2007.

A school district in Philadel-
phia had to abandon its program
after being sued over its use of
laptop webcams to capture pic-
tures of students at home. The dis-
trict claimed it was an effort to
track down missing laptops.

For schools and classrooms
that are already poorly organized,
merely having access to a comput-
er connected to the internet will
not improve learning. But for
classrooms that focus on improv-
ing students’ writing, analysis, re-
search, problem solving and criti-
cal thinking, those same internet-
connected computers could be in-
valuable tools.

Technology to train future
citizens

Perhaps we could learn a lesson
from the business world. When
computers were first introduced
into corporations, it took a num-
ber of years to increase productiv-
ity. Today it is hard to imagine
any field of commerce or knowl-
edge production succeeding while
shunning computers.

Well-organized programs that
make individual computers avail-
able to students are already get-
ting excellent test score results.
Such programs are critical for
helping students develop neces-
sary skills for the future. These
programs deserve our support.

Binbin Zheng is an assistant profes-
sor of technology and literacy edu-
cation in the College of Education at
Michigan State University. Mark
Warschauer is professor of educa-
tion and informatics at the Univer-
sity of California, Irvine. This article
was originally published on The
Conversation.

manufacture plastics, synthetic fi-
bers and lubricants, was found in
more than a half.

PCB (polychlorinated biphe-
nyl), which is no longer produced
in the U.S. but may still be found
in old electrical equipment and
products such as fluorescent light
ballasts and plastics, was detected
in between less than 5 percent to
100 percent of the people tested de-
pending on the form of the chemi-
cal.

According to the report, nine of
the chemicals were estimated to
be at toxicity levels that exceed
the Environmental Protection
Agency’s safety standards.

Exposure to the chemicals can
come from flame retardants in
furniture, waterproof clothing,
cookware, fragrance ingredients,
pesticides or contaminated air,
soil or food. Evidence suggests
that some of the chemicals may
cause cancer while for others the
link is weaker.

The study’s author stresses that
the mere presence of these toxic
chemicals has not been shown to
increase cancer risks. The real
matter for concern, according to
the author, is the lack of under-
standing about how these chemi-
cals will interact with each other
when they accumulate in the
body.

Junfeng Zhang, a professor of
global and environmental health
at Duke University, said it’s a
tough job trying to figure out if
environmental exposure to chemi-
cals leads to cancer. Proving tox-
icity of a chemical — such as to-
bacco — is easy, but finding out
the level of exposure that might
cause cancer is difficult. It’s a fac-
tor that is overshadowed by the
recent advances in highlighting
the disease’s genetic causes. The
report, Zhang says, is useful for
people to understand their health
risks even if it doesn’t guarantee
that cancer will result. Zhang was
not involved in the report.

“We introduce lots of chemi-
cals, we have to tell people what
sort of risk they have,” he said.
“A carcinogen is a carcinogen, at
high enough doses it will cause
cancer … The number is just an
indicator of risk.”

The study comes a week after
Congress passed the first reform
in 40 years to the Toxic Substanc-
es Control Act, which gives the
Environmental Protection Agency
regulatory authority over thou-
sands of such chemicals, and as
the European Commission began
consideration of increasing the
regulation of endocrine disrup-
tors — chemicals that affect the
endocrine system, including
PCBs, pesticides and BPA (bisphe-
nol A).

Kaiser Health News is a national
health policy news service that is
part of the nonpartisan Henry J.
Kaiser Family Foundation.
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Children work on laptops provided by Angola’s sovereign wealth fund at a Dom Bosco Catholic mission
school in Luanda’s impoverished Sambizanga neighborhood in Angola recently.

Laptops
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High school students look at a mockup of plain cigarette packaging
before the start of a news conference in Ottawa, Ontario, in May.

Ryanunveils plan to set fire to health care system
By Paul WalDMaN
ThE WaShingTon poST

For six years, Republicans in
Congress have promised that
very, very soon they’d release
their plan to “repeal and replace”
the Affordable Care Act. Just you
wait, they said back in 2010, when
we put out our plan America will
see how terrific our health care
ideas are. They also said that in
2011 — the plan was coming, hold
on! They said that in 2012 — any
day now, here it comes! They said
that in 2013, and 2014 and 2015 —
just give us a few more weeks,
and you’ll have it! Well, now it’s
2016, and House Speaker Paul
Ryan, R-Wisconsin, Wednesday
released something that sort of
looks like a “plan” if you just
focus on the middle distance and
take it in through your peripheral
vision.

If you want to read Ryan’s plan,
here’s an executive summary, and
here’s the somewhat longer ver-
sion. It’s light on details — such
as how much it would cost and
how many people would lose their
coverage because of it — which
isn’t all that surprising, given
that the more specific you get, the
more problematic things become.
But it still illustrates the dilem-
mas Republicans face on this
issue and their inability to solve
them.

We’ll get to the potentially cat-
astrophic effects of this plan (and
I don’t say that lightly) in a mo-
ment. But first, let’s briefly look
at what it contains. The starting
point is the assertion that the
ACA is a complete and utter di-

saster from top to bottom and
therefore can’t be changed, al-
tered or reformed, so it must be
completely repealed: “This law
cannot be fixed. Its knot of regu-
lations, taxes and mandates can-
not be untangled. We need a
clean start in order to pursue the
patient-centered reforms the
American people deserve.” But
after saying this, Ryan proposes
to put back all the things about
the ACA he thinks are popular.
No denials for pre-existing condi-
tions? Don’t worry, we won’t take
that away! Young people up to
age 26 being allowed to stay on
their parents’ insurance? We’ll
give you that, too! The ban on
“recission,” where your insurer
cancels your plan if you get sick?
It’s in there!

So here’s what else is in the
plan: Ryan would eliminate the
individual and employer man-
dates; shut down the insurance
exchanges; cancel the ACA’s ex-
pansion of Medicaid and then cut
the program and convert it to
block grants so that states could
kick people off; move Medicare to
a “premium support” model,
which essentially means privatiz-
ing it and cutting it back; elimi-
nate the ACA’s subsidies for low-
and middle-income people, which
would be replaced by a refund-
able tax-credit; promote health
savings accounts and “mini-med”
plans that cover virtually noth-
ing; cap the tax exclusion for em-
ployer plans, which he presents
as a friendlier alternative to the
ACA’s “Cadillac tax” but which
in effect is pretty much the same
thing; and limit the amount vic-

tims of medical malpractice can
sue for, along with a few other
things.

One important note: Despite
what Ryan says, the plan doesn’t
actually maintain the prohibition
on denials of coverage for pre-ex-
isting conditions, which may be
the single most popular element
of the ACA. It does so only if you
maintain continuous coverage,
beginning with a special one-time
open enrollment. If you don’t,
you’ll find that insurers can once
again deny you because of your
medical history, just like in the
bad old days. And his answer for
people with costly medical condi-
tions is high-risk pools, which are
just about the worst way possible
to provide insurance (they segre-
gate the costliest patients togeth-
er, making coverage impossibly
expensive).

So what would happen to this
plan if Donald Trump actually be-
came president and Republicans
retained control of Congress?
Trump himself couldn’t care less

about the details of health-care pol-
icy — he’d probably sign whatever
Congress put in front of him (don’t
forget that his central health care
promise was to repeal the ACA
and replace it with “something ter-
rific”). But would they actually fill
out the details and pass Ryan’s
plan? There are strong reasons to
think the answer is no.

That’s because this plan, like
almost any repeal-and-replace
idea Republicans have, would
cause absolutely cataclysmic up-
heaval in Americans’ health
care. I cannot stress this strongly
enough. Even if you accept the
Republicans’ argument that it
would eventually bring us to
health care nirvana (which I ob-
viously don’t), in the short and
medium term it would be a night-
mare. It would be much more dis-
ruptive than the implementation
of the ACA was in the first place.
One of the ironies of Republican
rhetoric on this topic is that on
one hand they complain that the
ACA is so complex and made so
many changes, touching every
part of the American health care
system, yet on the other hand,
they claim they can undo it all
with the stroke of a pen, and it’ll
be no problem.

But they’re right on the first
part. If you repeal the ACA, that
means not only what we’ve al-
ready talked about, but also
things like reopening the “dough-
nut hole” in Medicare prescrip-
tion drug coverage, and moving
Medicare back to the fee-for-ser-
vice model the ACA has success-
fully begun a move away from,
and taking away subsidies from

small businesses, and taking
away funding for community
health centers, and bringing back
cost-sharing (i.e. you paying
money) for preventive care, and
shutting down all the pilot pro-
grams the law created to test out
new ways of delivering and pay-
ing for care, and a hundred other
things that are going to cause
enormous problems for hospitals,
doctors and patients.

But that’s just the stuff that
won’t get all that much attention.
What will? The fact that when you
repeal the ACA, you’ll be tossing
tens of millions of Americans off
their health coverage. The non-
partisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimates that in the first
year after repeal, there would be
20 million more people without in-
surance.

Just imagine that: 20 million
Americans losing their coverage
all at once. Consider the parade of
horror stories in the news about
people being destroyed financial-
ly, and more than a few dying, be-
cause they can’t afford health
care. Think that would pose a bit
of a political problem for Republi-
cans?

Which is why Ryan’s “reform”
is not going to happen. It would be
political suicide, and Republicans
know it. If they do get the chance,
they’ll pass something much,
much more modest. They’ll call it
“repeal and replace,” but it won’t
be anything of the sort.

Paul Waldman is a contributor to
The Washington Post’s Plum Line
blog, and a senior writer at The
American Prospect.
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House Speaker Paul Ryan, R-Wis-
consin, leaves after a news con-
ference on Capitol Hill in Washing-
ton, D.C., on Thursday.
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“A carcinogen is a
carcinogen, at high enough
doses it will cause cancer …

The number is just an
indicator of risk.”

Junfeng ZHAng, Duke univeRSiTy


