


SIGCSE 2024, March 20–23, 2024, Portland, OR, USA Julie M. Smith and Monica M. McGill

studies on disability-related factors. We considered factors asso-

ciated with quality research (e.g., specifying a research question),

with contextualizing �ndings (e.g., students’ racial background),

and with other aspects of studies that might impinge on their ability

to re�ect the experiences of students with disabilities (e.g., use of

potentially inaccessible programming languages and tools).

3 RESULTS

Even in contexts where it was applicable (i.e., there were student

study participants), students with disabilities are rarely speci�ed

in studies and, even more concerning, there are even fewer studies

that study interventions and their impacts speci�cally on students

with disabilities, with only 2.6% of studies (14 articles) in the entire

data set of 771 papers specifying student disability status. This

percentage has been increasing slightly over the past decade. A

total of 51 authors from 22 di�erent institutions contributed to

these studies.

There was a roughly even ratio of quantitative (5 studies), qual-

itative (5 studies), and mixed methods (4 studies) research. Table

1 shows the percent of studies specifying and analyzing various

characteristics where applicable to the study.

Factor Percent Notes

Study Characteristics

Was activity required? 42% 4:1 ratio of elective:required

Research question(s) 86%

What concepts taught? 82%

Participant Count 75% Most common: 26 - 50 students (3 pa-

pers) and 101 -500 students (3 papers)

Student Characteristics

Geographic location 69% 67% in the US

33% outside of the US

Socioeconomic status 54% 29% analyzed SES

Gender 54% 36% analyzed gender

Race 43% 20% analyzed race or ethnicity

Ethnicity 23% 20% analyzed race or ethnicity

Age 46% Most common: 10 - 12 years old

Grade level 76% Most common: 6th and 7th grades

Prior computing expe-

rience

31%

Table 1: Percent of studies specifying various characteristics

(where applicable).

Of those specifying whether an activity was required, four stud-

ies involved elective activities and just one a required activity. Be-

cause some student populations (e.g., girls) are less likely to know

about and/or to participate in elective computing activities [10], the

prevalence of elective activities may present a barrier to equitable

CE research.

The programming language used in studies may present another

barrier. For the articles that speci�ed student disability, the most

commonly referenced language was Scratch (in 6 of the 14, or 43%,

of the studies). Across all research studies (% = 771) in the data

set, Scratch was also the most common language, and four of the

most cited papers in this set concern block-based programming.

But visually-based languages are not easily accessible for users with

cognitive impairments [11] or, especially, limited vision [9].

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The most signi�cant �nding of this study is that CE research that

considers student disability status is quite rare; more research is

clearly needed. Of the research that does exist, some factors (e.g.,

speci�cation of research question(s) and what topics were taught)

are frequently speci�ed. Others, however, such as whether an ac-

tivity was required or student demographic characteristics, are

included much less often. This lack of speci�city can make it more

di�cult to determine whether and how research applies in various

contexts. Further, research tends to focus on students in the middle

grades, implying a need for more studies with elementary or high

school students. Finally, the prevalence of block-based program-

ming languages in CE research may present an obstacle to studying

the experience of students with disabilities.
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