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Figure 6: With the exception of the drop in women
after increasing the Calculus requirements, there
was no evidence of a change in CS1.5 retention
among URM or women students. Confounding fac-
tors, however, make the drop in women inconclusive.

CS1a is an improved cumulative GPA; more study is
needed to determine if their CS2 performance is influ-
enced.

• There is no evidence the split CS1/1a structure had
an e↵ect on improving underrepresented minority or
women retention, regardless of whether they took CS1
or CS1a, given the two-semester CS1-CS1.5 sequence.

• There was a statistically significant drop in CS1.5 re-
tention for women after increasing the Calculus re-
quirement (enforced as a prerequisite to CS2); there
is no evidence that the men also experience a similar
drop. However, the presence of a strong confound-
ing factor (the change in the numbers of W, D, and
F grades) reduces the impact of this result. Conse-
quently, it is inconclusive whether requiring a full Calc
1 instead of the less rigorous Calc 0 had a dispropor-
tionate e↵ect on women. There was no evidence of an
e↵ect in retention among underrepresented minority
students.

In conclusion, we find that the overall two-semester CS1-
CS1.5 sequence is successful in allowing students with little
or no programming experience to catch up to their peers
with prior experience by the time they reach CS2, which is
important for broadening participation in computing, but
the current findings suggest there is no additional benefit
by splitting the first semester course into separate o↵er-
ings based on prior experience to a programming language
other than Java. Furthermore, we find that this structure
makes it possible to increase the CS1.5 prerequisite as a
means of enrollment management without having a dispro-
portionate e↵ect on women and underrepresented minority
sub-populations.
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