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Abstract

Ensuring equitable access to computing education for all students—
including those with autism, dyslexia, or ADHD—is essential to
developing a diverse and inclusive workforce. To understand the
state of disability research in computing education, we conducted
a systematic literature review of research on neurodiversity in
computing education. Our search resulted in 1,943 total papers,
which we filtered to 14 papers based on our inclusion criteria. Our
mixed-methods approach analyzed research methods, participants,
contribution types, and findings. The three main contribution types
included empirical contributions based on user studies (57.1%), opin-
ion contributions and position papers (50%), and survey contribu-
tions (21.4%). Interviews were the most common methodology (75%
of empirical contributions). There were often inconsistencies in
how research methods were described (e.g., number of participants
and interview and survey materials). Our work shows that research
on neurodivergence in computing education is still very prelimi-
nary. Most papers provided curricular recommendations that lacked
empirical evidence to support those recommendations. Three areas
of future work include investigating the impacts of active learning,
increasing awareness and knowledge about neurodiverse students’
experiences, and engaging neurodivergent students in the design
of pedagogical materials and computing education research.
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1 Introduction

Over the last decade, computing education (CE) researchers are
increasingly embracing the goal of broadening access to computing
for many underrepresented groups. These efforts include address-
ing gender [36, 37] and racial [13, 28, 48] disparities. However,
there is still a need to better understand the experiences of diverse
student populations [7]. Disabled students!, especially those with
invisible disabilities, can face educational barriers, including a lack
of appropriate accommodations [9, 53], limited awareness of their
disabilities [9], and difficulties developing a sense of belonging [45].

Disability is highly personal [31]; the access needs of physically
disabled students may differ significantly from the needs of neurodi-
vergent students. When we use the term ‘neurodivergent students’,
we are referring to students whose cognitive processing styles differ
from socially or culturally constructed norms, which often results
in unique strengths and challenges. Neurodivergent refers to a wide
variety of identities, including autism, dyslexia, ADHD, and others.

Researchers have emphasized the need for research about the
experiences of neurodivergent learners in CE [27, 30]. While there
has been an effort to increase awareness of different access needs
of diverse student populations and help students develop empa-
thy [14, 60], it is also important to ensure that CE curricula and
pedagogical methods are accessible to more than just neurotypical
students. In 2021, researchers conducted a comprehensive system-
atic literature review in which they examined the trends of accessi-
bility research from 1994 to 2019 [32]. While their review provided
valuable general insights about accessibility, it did not address the
specific challenges and opportunities within CE. There remains an
urgent need to better understand neurodiversity in CE to design
curricula and pedagogies that better serve more students. Recently,
there has also been an increasing focus on the accessibility of K-12
CE [8, 24]. However, insights about K-12 students may not apply
to neurodiverse computing students at the post-secondary level.
For example, educators tend to assume that post-secondary stu-
dents are more independent than their K-12 counterparts [57] and

!In this paper, we primarily use identity first language (e.g., “autistic students”), as
recent research has found that many individuals prefer identity first language [49],
but we recognize that some people also prefer person-first language (e.g., “students
with autism”) and their preferences should be respected.
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Exclusion Criteria

EC;: Not an academic paper
EC;: Not available in English

Inclusion Criteria

IC;: About neurodiversity (e.g., autism spectrum disorder, ADHD, dyslexia)
IC;: About computing education (e.g., computing students or courses)
IC3: About post-secondary computing education

Table 1: Exclusion and inclusion criteria.

therefore better equipped to self-advocate [47] or manage their
schedules [57]. We expand on this prior research by focusing on
research about neurodiversity in post-secondary computing educa-
tion. We investigate the following research questions:

RQ1: What research methodologies and contributions have re-
searchers used to study neurodiversity in CE research?

RQ2: What findings and outcomes have emerged from prior CE
research on neurodiversity in CE?

Our search of the literature resulted in 1,943 papers, which we
further filtered to 14 papers based on our inclusion criteria. Our anal-
ysis of the papers revealed three main contribution types: user stud-
ies (57.1%), position papers (50.0%), and literature reviews (21.4%).
Interviews were the most common methodology (75% of user stud-
ies). However, there were often inconsistencies in reporting details
on the user studies (e.g., number of participants and interview and
survey materials). The position papers all consisted of recommenda-
tions for inclusive curriculum design. Our work shows that research
on neurodivergence in CE is still very preliminary. A large portion
of papers consisted of curricular recommendations; however, many
of these were position papers and did not have empirical evidence
underpinning the recommendations. We believe that future work
has the opportunity to investigate the impacts of active learning
and how to increase awareness about neurodiverse students’ access
needs. We also highlight the need to engage neurodiverse students
in the design and research process.

2 Methodology

To understand how neurodiversity has been studied in CE research,
we conducted a systematic literature review. Below, we discuss our
exclusion and inclusion criteria, search and selection processes, and
analysis strategies.

2.1 Exclusion & Inclusion Criteria

The goal of our work is to investigate the research methods, con-
tributions, goals, and findings of CE research focused primarily
on neurodiversity in post-secondary CE. We used exclusion and
inclusion criteria (shown in Table 1) which limited our results to a
representative but reasonable scope.

2.2 Search & Selection Process

We conducted our selection process according to best practices
in Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analysis (PRISMA) reporting [39] in three phases. Identification
Phase - searching the selected databases to identify potentially
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eligible references. Screening Phase - reviewing the resulting set
of references from the identification phase to remove references
that meet the exclusion criteria. Eligibility Phase - reviewing the
resulting set of papers from the screening phase to ensure that
included papers meet the inclusion criteria. These three phases are
visualized in more detail in Figure 1.

2.2.1 Identification Phase. To ensure a broad and representative
sample, we used three databases in our literature review: ACM Dig-
ital Library, IEEE Xplore, and Scopus. The ACM Digital Library and
IEEE Xplore databases include publications from many conference
venues that are highly influential in CE research (e.g., SIGCSE Tech-
nical Symposium, ITiCSE, and FIE) [2] and Scopus includes many
academic journals in relevant research areas. Our search query was
developed by conducting a preliminary search of the literature to
determine keywords that are commonly used in studies of neu-
rodiversity in CE research. By looking at co-occurring keywords
in papers identified in our preliminary search, we constructed an
initial set of keywords. We further expanded this set by including
related terms, resulting in the following search query:
(“computer science education” OR “cs education” OR
“computing education” OR “inclusive education”) AND
(“cognitive disability” OR “cognitive impairment” OR
“cognitive accessibility” OR “autism” OR “asd” OR dysx*
OR neurodiver* OR “intellectual disability” OR “learning
disability” OR “adhd”)

The search results were collected in January 2025 (ACM DL and
IEEE Xplore) and March 2025 (Scopus), and represent all papers
published up to that point in time that matched our search terms.
We identified 1,943 references from the ACM Digitial Library (n =
1,692), IEEE Xplore (n = 120), and Scopus (n = 131).

2.2.2  Screening Phase. We identified and removed duplicates, ref-
erences that were not full papers (e.g., conference proceedings,
workshops, and posters), and references not available in English.
We removed 64 duplicate references, 402 references which were not
full papers, and 1 reference not available in English. After screening,
we were left with 1,476 references to review for eligibility.

2.2.3 Eligibility Phase. During the eligibility phase, we identified
the papers which met our inclusion criteria (see Table 1). This phase
included two members of our research team reviewing the title and
abstracts of every paper in the remaining set of 1,476 papers to
determine whether or not it met the inclusion criteria and marking
each paper as include, exclude, or unsure. For each paper that was
excluded, a reason was provided. Each person’s reviews were kept
confidential until all papers had been reviewed. Once all of the
papers had been reviewed for inclusion, any disagreements were
mitigated via discussion by the reviewing researchers. Any papers
marked unsure by any of the reviewing researchers were discussed
to determine whether or not it should be included by reviewing the
papers’ details and applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria
together to reach a consensus. We always reached a consensus.
In total, 1,462 papers were excluded and 15 were marked unsure.
Of the 15 papers marked unsure, 5 were included and 10 were
excluded. For detailed information about the reasons why papers
were excluded, see Figure 1. A total of 14 papers were included in
this study [4, 6, 9, 15, 17, 23, 25, 26, 34, 41, 44, 50, 54, 55].
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Eligibility Included

1,692 ACMDL 64 duplicates removed Applied inclusion criteria (IC, - IC;) 14 references
A
+
J’ v Vv Formed the dataset of
120 IEEE Xplore 402 refs not full-text 1,462 excluded 15 labeled as unsure neurodiversity-centered
+ d 972 refs excluded IC, 10 refs excluded computing education
research
131 Scopus Tref not in English 436 refs excluded IC, \L
54 refs excluded IC; 5 refs included
l ! . )
2
1,943 references — 1,476 references — 14 references

Figure 1: PRISMA diagram detailing our identification, screening, and assessment of eligibility of papers for inclusion.

2.3 Data Analysis

Two members of the research team analyzed the resulting set of 14
papers. To investigate RQ1, we applied a deductive coding scheme
based on a systematic literature review of accessibility research by
Mack et al. [32]. In addition to the modified codes inspired by Mack
et al., we included codes for the pedagogical approaches (e.g., active
learning methodologies and teaching strategies) used, as done in
previous reviews [29, 51]. We included all the codes from Mack et
al. [32]; however, many of the codes required modification due to
the subject-specific nature of our review. Codes that were deemed
irrelevant to the current context were removed, while new codes
were added to better capture elements pertinent to computing edu-
cation. Lastly, we included the proportion of people with disabilities
included in the study in cases where the study participants were
of mixed-ability. Each included paper was read by two members
of the research team and the codes were applied. If there were dis-
agreements, the coding researchers discussed their reasoning for
applying the code to reach a consensus.

To investigate RQ2, we conducted a thematic analysis of the find-
ings and discussion sections from our included papers. Our thematic
analysis focused primarily on methods, contribution types, and the
primary findings of each paper. Two members of the research team
created descriptions of the course(s) in which the research was
conducted, the goals of the research, challenges and opportunities,
and the primary findings. The first author then reviewed these
descriptions and identified themes.

3 Results

The number of papers researching neurodiversity in CE has been
steadily increasing, from 2 in 2018 to 5 in 2024, as shown in Figure 2.
In Section 3.1, we present the results of our quantitative coding of
these papers’ methodologies and contributions to address RQ1. In
Section 3.2, we present the results of our thematic analysis of these
papers’ findings and outcomes to address RQ2.

3.1 RQ1: Methods and Contribution Types

3.1.1 Research Methods. The most common methodologies used
were argumentation, which was typically used in position papers [17,
26, 34, 41, 43, 50, 55], and interviews [6, 9, 15, 23, 25, 26]. Other fre-
quently used methodologies were literature reviews [41, 50, 55],
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Figure 2: Paper counts by year of publication.

questionnaires [6, 23, 26], case studies [23, 54], experience reports [4,
6], participatory design [54], and usability testing [15].

Of the literature reviews, 2 were narrative reviews [41, 55]. The
remaining literature review was a systematic literature review [50].
We chose to include this systematic literature review on its own,
rather than to include all of the papers included in their review as
they broadly included STEM-related papers in their search and did
not provide a full list of the papers included.

Of the papers selected, 8 of them contained user studies. These
user studies were frequently conducted online [6, 9, 23, 25]. How-
ever, studies also took place in-person [9], in classrooms [4], and
within a disability support organization [54]. Two papers did not
explicitly specify where the user study was conducted [15, 26]. In
papers that featured a user study, only half of them (n = 4) included
the study materials, such as interview scripts, surveys, course ma-
terials, or external materials (e.g., textbooks) [4, 6, 23, 25].

In only one case [15] did authors make an ability-based compar-
ison (i.e., explicitly comparing the performance or experiences of
neurodivergent and non-neurodivergent students). Papers rarely
used proxies (i.e., a non-disabled person provides their thoughts
as someone who would be affected by a solution as if they were
disabled [1]) in their studies [26, 54].

3.1.2  Contribution Types. We used Wobbrock’s taxonomy for re-
search contributions [59] (contributions are not mutually exclusive)
to better understand the types of knowledge contributed to research
on neurodivergence in CE. We found that the majority (n = 8) of
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Category Codes Multiple?
Community of Focus Autism Spectrum Disorder, ADHD, Dyslexia/Dyspraxia/Dyscalculia, Learning Disability, Other Yes
Study Method Controlled experiment, Usability testing, Field studies, Interviews, Questionnaires, Yes
Case studies, Focus groups, Workshop or design session, Randomized control trials, Other
Participatory Design Use Yes, No No
User Study Location Classroom study, Research lab study, Online/remote, Other Yes
Participant Groups Neurodivergent people, Non-Neurodivergent people, No user study Yes
Use of Proxies Yes, No No
Ability-Based Comparisons  Yes, No No
Contribution Type Empirical, Artifact, Survey, Methodological, Theoretical and opinion, Dataset Yes

Table 2: The codes used in analysis of the 14 papers selected. Multiple refers to whether or not multiple codes may apply.
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Figure 3: The research methodologies [32], contribution types [59], and communities of focus of the papers [32] we analyzed.
Papers can contain more than one type of research methodology, contribution type, and community of focus.

the papers made empirical contributions [4, 6, 9, 15, 23, 25, 26, 54],
followed by opinion contributions (n = 7) [17, 26, 34, 41, 44, 50, 55]
in the form of position papers. There were also 3 surveys (i.e., liter-
ature review) contributions [41, 50, 55]. These survey contributions
were accompanied by opinion contributions. One paper included
an artifact contribution by sharing their teaching materials [6].

3.1.3  Pedagogical Techniques Studied. Authors evaluated peda-
gogical techniques and approaches in 5 papers with user studies.
However, only 2 of these papers directly studied the impacts of the
pedagogy used [15, 23]. Dixon’s paper evaluated the usability of an
algorithm visualization software for dyslexic and non-dyslexic stu-
dents. Haynes-Magyar’s paper presented case studies assessing the
accessibility of Parsons problems [19] for students with different
conditions. The other 3 papers detailed the use of their pedagogical
approaches as part of an experience report [4, 6, 9, 44].

3.1.4 Community of Focus & User Study Participants. Half of the
papers we analyzed (n = 7) included one community of focus. The
other half of the papers included between 2-7 types of neurodiver-
gence. The most common community of focus was autism spec-
trum disorder [4, 6, 9, 17, 23, 25, 26, 41, 44, 50, 55]2, followed by

In 2013, Asperger’s Syndrome was removed from the DSM-5 as an official diagno-
sis [42], and it is now considered to be a part of the autism spectrum. For the purposes
of this paper, we consider Egan’s work [17] to be focused on autistic students.

ADHD [4, 9, 23, 25, 26, 44, 50], dyslexia, dyspraxia, or dyscalcu-
lia [4, 9, 15, 26, 34, 44], and learning disabilities [4, 23]. There were
3 papers which fell into the “Other” category. This included intellec-
tual disability [54], obsessive-compulsive disorder [25], persistent
post-concussion syndrome [9], fibromyalgia [9], Tourette’s syn-
drome [23], a seizure disorder [23], complex post-traumatic stress
disorder [9], cyclothomia [9], and memory impairments [23].

In the case of user studies, the median number of participants
was 8, with two outliers: Kirdani-Ryan’ and Ko’s work had 21 partic-
ipants [25] and Borsotti et al’s work had 26 participants [9]. In two
papers, the number of participants was not clearly reported [26, 54].
Participants were not always exclusively neurodivergent. While
some user studies specifically recruited only neurodiverse partici-
pants for their studies [6, 23], other user studies recruited a diverse
participant group [9, 15, 25, 26, 54]. When participant groups were
mixed and the number of participants was specified [9, 15, 25], the
percentage of neurodivergent participants ranged from 50% to 71.4%.
This higher incidence of neurodivergence than is observed in the
general population can be explained by the recruitment methods
employed by the research teams. Dixon’s sample of students were re-
cruited from an introductory computing course which explains the
higher incidence rate and was small (50%) [15]. Whereas Borsotti et
al. [9] and Kirdani-Ryan and Ko [25] broadly recruited participants
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for a lab study, resulting 69.2% and 71% of participants being neu-
rodivergent, respectively, explaining the higher incidence rate of
neurodivergence. One recruitment method comes from Assiter’s [4]
experience report about teaching a course for neurodiverse students
at a college tailored for students with learning differences®. As a
result, all of their participants were neurodivergent [4].

3.2 RQ2: Research Findings & Outcomes

3.2.1 Research Goals. Most papers had the stated goal of designing
a more inclusive curriculum (n=10). For example, two of the papers
evaluated the accessibility of pedagogical approaches, such as algo-
rithm visualization [15] and Parsons problems [23]. The majority of
these papers (n = 6), were dedicated to developing inclusive course
curricula for neurodivergent students. The topics of the curricula
varied widely, from specific courses such as formal logic and ethics
in computer science to broadly addressing issues across electrical
and computing engineering, computer science, and computer sci-
ence curricula. [4, 17, 34, 41, 44, 55]. The final two papers provided
guidelines developing accessible assessment techniques for autistic
students [50] and a course to raise awareness about the unique
accessibility needs of neurodivergent software users [26].

The remaining papers (n=4) were about diverse topics, such as
developing communication skills for autistic students [6], engaging
students in participatory design sessions with people who have
intellectual disabilities [54], identifying challenges faced by neu-
rodivergent students [9], and investigating how different kinds of
neurodivergence may be validated in computing spaces [25].

3.2.2  Creating Inclusive Curricula. The primary findings for most
papers (n=10) were recommendations to make curricula more in-
clusive. These recommendations were often motivated by specific
neurodivergent populations, such as autistic students, which was
the most common type that we observed [17, 41, 50, 55]. For exam-
ple, autistic students tend to think very literally, which may cause
them to struggle with ill-defined project requirements [17, 50, 55].
They also benefit from routines and may struggle with unexpected
changes [17, 41]. Researchers recommended providing students
with explicit instructions and rubrics for assignments [17, 41, 50, 55],
avoiding the use of ambiguous language, and using accessible visual
representations of concepts [17, 50].

Autistic students may also face issues with executive function,
which can affect students’ time management and concentration
skills [17, 50, 55]. Providing alternative resources, assignments, and
assessments was a common strategy to address challenges with ex-
ecutive function [17, 50]. Some specific strategies include recording
the lectures [50] and providing lecture notes [17]. These approaches
were also used with dyslexic students. For example, materials were
explicitly designed to help dyslexic students interpret the symbols
used in formal logic courses [34].

In the discussion of one paper, the authors raised concerns that
an increased emphasis on active learning strategies might have
a negative impact on students who experience difficulties with
social interactions, such as autistic students [41]. Although other
papers did not mention active learning, two papers recommended
alternatives to group work to support autistic students [50, 55].

3Landmark College - https://www.landmark.edu/
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Additionally, Kletenik et al. [26] provided guidelines for includ-
ing neurodiversity-centered accessibility education in computing
courses, based on the access needs of autistic, dyslexic, and ADHD
people. Ross [44] and Sharmin et al. [50] highlighted the Universal
Design for Learning (UDL) [43] framework as a basis for designing
inclusive courses [44, 50]. UDL has the potential to benefit all stu-
dents, especially for students who may not have a formal diagnosis
or wish not to self-disclose their neurodivergent status [50].

3.2.3 Other Research Outcomes. Developing a greater awareness
of the needs of neurodivergent students was explicitly highlighted
by 5 of the papers [9, 17, 26, 34, 41]. Borsotti et al. [9] highlighted
the access needs of neurodivergent students and how to address
and prevent barriers to access. They suggested “access grafting” [9]
as a way to improve access through organizational change. Access
grafting involves developing accessibility literacy and supporting
neurodivergent-led interventions to improve access [9].

In addition to developing inclusive curricula and improving
awareness, we identified some other key findings. Begel et al. [6]
studied how informal education, in the form of a video game coding
camp, can be used to develop skills for incoming college students.
Their camp improved the communication skills of their participants,
and students exhibited early reflection skills that serve as a basis
for classes to come. Sitbon [54] found that IT students were able to
successfully facilitate co-design sessions, collaborating with people
with intellectual disabilities with little training, largely due to strong
feelings of reciprocity [16] between them. Lastly, Kirdani-Ryan and
Ko [25] investigated how different neurotypes (e.g., kinds of neuro-
diversity) are encouraged or discouraged in computing spaces and
found that some neurotypes (e.g., special interests, hyper-fixation,
and organization) are encouraged, while some are discouraged (e.g.,
alternative career aspirations, non-computing-related special in-
terests). However, they also found that computing spaces can be a
place of refuge for those who identify as neurodivergent, despite
some neurotypes being less validated than others.

4 Discussion

Our results show a growing focus on broadening computing to bet-
ter support neurodivergent students. However, our review resulted
in only 14 papers, suggesting that researchers still lack a thorough
understanding of neurodivergent students’ experiences and few
best practices exist for effectively supporting these students. Our
findings focus on two primary aspects: 1) the unique challenges
faced by neurodivergent students and 2) the emerging guidelines
for researchers and practitioners to better support these students.

4.1 Challenges for Neurodivergent Students

Our results suggest that neurodivergent computing students can
experience challenges with collaboration, executive function, and
visual or cognitive barriers to processing code. These findings align
with broader research about neurodiversity in post-secondary ed-
ucation [12, 61]. This gives researchers and practitioners in CE
an opportunity to explore more specific issues regarding the de-
velopment of accessible and equitable curricula. For example, the
challenges neurodivergent students can face when collaborating
are concerning given how enthusiastically many educators have
embraced active learning [35]. Although active learning provides
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learning benefits, and opportunities to develop social skills, our
results suggest that it may inadvertently introduce barriers for
neurodivergent students who may be less comfortable working
in groups [41, 46] or struggle with executive function (i.e., experi-
ence difficulties with self-regulation, time management, and plan-
ning) [58]. Autistic students often benefit from predictable and
well-structured environments, but they can struggle with the social
dynamics and pace of active learning [22, 41]. ADHD students may
find the flexibility of active learning stimulating, but can become
overwhelmed without sufficient support to maintain their attention
and manage distractions [40]. These observations show a potential
tension between how active learning might impact autistic students
versus other neurodivergent groups [10].

The accessibility of course materials can be a barrier for students,
especially for dyslexic students [15, 34]. Verbal programming or
multimodal learning tools may better support comprehension for
all students compared to traditional text-based modalities. In the
future, researchers can focus on developing new pedagogies and
modalities for programming [21, 38].

4.2 Accessibility Education & Awareness

There is a growing emphasis on integrating accessibility education.
Examples from our review included developing curricula recom-
mendations for teaching software accessibility [26] and increasing
the awareness of access needs [9]. Researchers are investigating
ways to broadly integrate accessibility, not specifically related to
neurodiversity, into specific courses [5, 18, 52, 60]. While this is an
important endeavor, another approach we observed is to implement
cross-curricular initiatives [52] that may result in comprehensive
solutions rather than short-term fixes.

A key issue raised in some of the papers we reviewed was a
lack of awareness [9, 17, 34, 41] and institutional support [9, 25] for
neurodiverse students. These findings are not unique to comput-
ing education. Researchers and practitioners have identified many
instances of awareness issues and institutional barriers neurodi-
verse students face, such as ineffective support services [10, 20].
Researchers and practitioners in CE can leverage this prior work
to develop better awareness of students’ access needs and support
systems which do not place additional burden the students they
are attempting to serve [12, 20].

4.3 Moving Forward

Finally, our results show a missing aspect of designing effective
educational environments—the active participation of neurodiver-
gent students themselves. Echoing the “nothing about us without
us” movement [11], researchers should engage more directly with
neurodivergent students, co-designing pedagogical approaches that
meet their needs. Only one of the studies that we analyzed used a
participatory design methodology, which demonstrates the multiple
missed opportunities to include neurodivergent voices in the cre-
ation of educational interventions. This gap points to a underlying
issue in computing education research, where solutions are often
designed without sufficient input from the students themselves.
There has been a tendency to treat disability groups as a homo-
geneous category [56]. However, disabilities often intersect with
other aspects of a person’s identity, such as race, gender, and other
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disabilities [3]. These intersections create experiences that cannot
be understood by treating disability as a single, isolated factor. It
is important to interpret and apply the findings of our work with
caution. This study acts as a guide toward moving forward rather
than a conclusive set of best practices.

5 Limitations & Future Work

Our search of the literature resulted in a small data set. We did
not conduct snowballing, which may have impacted the size of our
dataset. This is an emerging research area, though, and literature
reviews with small sample sizes [33] have contained meaningful
insights. Despite limitations, this review identifies some emerging
trends and future research directions for research about neurodi-
versity in computing education. Finally, we did not include papers
about K-12 CE because we recognize that post-secondary educa-
tion provides a unique context, and the needs of college and K-12
students are drastically different.

6 Conclusion

We conducted a systematic literature to investigate what research
has been done regarding neurodivergent students in post-secondary
CE. Through our analysis of 14 selected papers, we found that inter-
view studies and position papers have been the most prevalent in
this research area. We also found that there were inconsistencies in
reporting study details. We identify pathways for future research,
including more empirical studies which directly involve neurodiver-
gent students and research into active learning and neurodiversity-
inclusive accessibility education.
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