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Key Terms
BIPOC: a term for Black, Indigenous, and People of Colour.
Burnout: state of physical, emotional, and mental exhaustioncaused by unmanaged stress.
Global North and Global South: a “framework for understandingand analyzing the relative prosperity and international power ofcountries around the world;” Source:
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Global-North-and-Global-South

Intersectionality: a Black feminist framework for understandinghow various social and political identities—such as race, gender,class, sexuality, and disability—overlap and intersect to createunique modes of discrimination, privilege, and inequality.
LGBTQIA+: a term for representing diverse sexual orientation,gender identities, and gender expression (e.g., Lesbian, Gay,Bisexual, Trans, Queer, Intersex, Asexual, et cetera).
Minority Serving Institution (MSI): universities (institutions) thatenroll a significant percentage of students of color or were createdto serve specific, historically marginalized populations.Predominately Black institutions and Hispanic-serving institutionsare included under this term.
Non-normative identities: sexual orientations, gender identities,or other identities that diverge from established societal normsand expectations. LGBTQIA+, BIPOC, disability, and lower socio-economic status (SES) are included under this term.
Peer networking opportunities: structured and specific groupsor informal gatherings that build connections between students toexchange knowledge, foster collaboration, and gain fresh insights.
Predominantly White Institution (PWI): universities (institutions)where white students constitute 50% or more of the studentenrollment.

https://www.britannica.com/topic/Global-North-and-Global-South
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Who We AreGeneral Characteristics
32 students participated in our student survey. The majority werepursuing doctorate degrees (81%) with three students pursuingtheir Master’s:

· The majority (53%) reported exclusively being in a non-clinical community psychology degree program (11) orconcentration (6).
· A quarter (25%) were in a clinical psychology programexclusively.
· Three students (9%) reported being in either a clinicalpsychology program with a dual community psychologydegree or concentration (2), or a clinical-communitypsychology program (1).
· Four students (13%) reported another type of program,including public health, educational psychology, social-personality psychology, and I-O psychology.

Origins
Most students reported their national origin as in the Global North(91%; Global North is defined as including US, Canada, WesternEurope, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and South Korea). Twostudents had Global South origins (i.e., Caribbean and EastAsia).
Institution Type
Half of students were attending a Predominately WhiteInstitution (PWI). The other half attended a Minority ServingInstitution (MSI) in some fashion, including predominately Blackinstitutions (9%), Hispanic-serving institutions (13%), and onestudent attending an institution outside of the Global North.
Diversity
In terms of demographics, the students participating were diverse.53% indicated a disability, 41% identified as BIPOC, 34%LGBTQIA+, and 25% were lower socio-economic status. SeeFigures 1-5.
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Figure 1. Number of respondents reporting in each race/ethnicity category, and whetherrace/ethnicity was reported exclusively (only race/ethnicity) or in conjunction with another (morethan one).
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Figure 2: Number of respondents reporting in each gender/sexuality category, and whetherrespondents identified as women, men, non-binary, or not specified.
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Figure 3: Number of respondents reporting a disability (n=17; sometimes or always), or havingno disability.
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Figure 4: Number of respondents reporting a socio-economic status (SES) indicator* (0 to 6).
*Indicators included:

o First generation college student
o First generation graduate student (master’s or doctoral)
o Lower socio-economic status (family, background, or upbringing)
o My family cannot financially support me in an emergency withoutexperiencing hardship
o In general, I cannot afford to put 20% of my income towards savings
o In general, I spend over half of my monthly income on essentials (e.g.,housing, groceries, gas)

Respondents reporting 4 or more indicators were consideredlower SES (n=8).
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Figure 5: Percent of respondents reporting a non-normative marginalization category*.
*Non-normative marginalization categories included:

o Lower SES: Having 4 or more SES indicators.
o LGBTQIA+: Sexual or gender minorities (e.g., queer, trans, non-binary)
o Disability: Reporting a disability sometimes or always.
o BIPOC: Identifying marginalized race/ethnicity (e.g., Black, Indigenous,Latine/x, Middle Eastern, Asian)
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Intersectionality
Overall, around a quarter of students reported none (22%) or one(25%) marginalization each. A little over one third reported twointersecting marginalizations (38%), with the rest falling into threeor four categories (see Figures 6 and 7).
For intersectional comparisons, students were split into those withone or less non-normative, marginalized identity (47%; i.e.,disability, BIPOC, LGBTQIA+, lower SES), or two or more non-normative, marginalized identities (53%).

Figure 6: Percent of respondents reporting 0 to 4 non-normative marginalization categories.
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Figure 7: Number (n) distributions of marginalization categories (i.e., BIPOC, Disability,LGBTQIA+, Lower SES) across whether respondents (n) reported 0 to 4 marginalizations.
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Figure 8: Percentage (%) distributions of marginalization categories (i.e., BIPOC, Disability,LGBTQIA+, Lower SES) across whether respondents (n) reported 0 to 4 marginalizations.
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We can look at data between 1 to 3 reported marginalizationsto hypothesize differences in distributions of represented identitiesacross number of intersections (see Figure 8):

· Disability (n=17) was more or less evenlydistributed (63-67%) whether respondentsreported 1, 2, or 3 marginalizationcategories.
· BIPOC (n=13) & Lower SES (n=8)categories increased their overalldistribution across respondents as thenumber of reported marginalizationcategories increased. BIPOC increased bya quarter each time (25-100%). Lower SESrose sharpest, from 1 (0%) to 3 (100%)reported categories.
· Interestingly, LGBTQIA+ (n=11) wassomewhat normally distributed between 1 to3 categories, clustered among those withonly two marginalizations.
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Conclusions
What we can glean from these observations is that graduatestudent programs may benefit from identity-based supports indifferent ways.
Disability
In general, disability supports can be more standard and global innature, which aligns well with approaches like Universal Designfor Learning (https://www.cast.org/).
Race/ethnicity & Class
On the other hand, when programming for cultural inclusivityacross a variety of racial and ethnic identities, a more concertedeffort to incorporate intersectional perspectives may be beneficialgiven the suggested preponderance for these identities to coexistwith other marginalizations, particularly class. Similarly, lower SESmay coexist with a greater number of intersecting identities thanother categories.
LGBTQIA+
Like race/ethnicity and class, LGBTQIA+ inclusivity may alsobenefit from tailored intersectional approaches. For thesestudents, special attention could be paid to how experiencesrelated to being a sexual and gender minority may be moredistinct from those of marginalized race/ethnicity and class, thanthe latter two are from one another.

https://www.cast.org/
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What Students Want & NeedGeneral Preferences
Training Supports
A majority of students, regardless of identity, tended to desire thattheir programs increase training support through greaterrepresentation of work, professionals, and epistemologiesassociated with minoritized identities (53%).
Students also desired that programs increase understanding forthe general (44%) and minoritized identity-related (59%)challenges and strengths of students going through a graduateprogram.
Student Programming Priorities
Overall, the top 3 SCRA student programming priorities wereindicated to be (1) Political safety, academic freedom resources oradvice (53%), (2) Informal mentorship, career chats, or professionadvice (47%), and (3) Difficult conversations 101 (e.g., authorship,training goals, methodological/epistemological approach, identityissues; 41%).
In terms of what prevented students from engaging withprogramming, the most common reason was being unaware of it(59%), followed by a shortage of time (50%).
Connection Desires
In general, students overwhelmingly desired greater connection inthe form of both informal mentorship in navigating the profession(69%) and with other students who share their interests incommunity research/practice (78%).
Burnout
To garner how students were fairing psychologically/emotionally intheir graduate programs, we administered brief three-item burnoutscale, drawn from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; using ascale ranging from 0-Never to 6-Always):

· On average, students reported “often” feeling used up atthe end of a workday (M=4.21, SD=1.21 ).
· Students also reported, on average, “often” feeling theyhave accomplished worthwhile things at work (M=4.36,SD=0.81).
· Students “almost never” reported feeling calloustoward people in the workplace (M=1.96, SD=1.15).

⚠
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Intersectionality
Desires for training supports and burnout averages tended to beconsistent regardless of the number of marginalized identitiesstudents reported. However, programming priorities, desires forconnection, and reasons for not attending student programming allshifted depending on the number of marginalizations.
Student Programming Priorities
Students who indicated one or less marginalized identit(ies)(n=15) tended to prefer more professional networking activities,indicating support for the following top 3 priorities:

1(tie): Informal mentorship, career chats, profession advice(53%)
1(tie): Difficult conversations 101 (authorship, traininggoals, methodological/epistemological approach,identity issues; 53%)
2: Political safety, academic freedom resources oradvice (47%)
3: Teaching resources or advice (27%)

On the other hand, students with two or more intersectingmarginalized identities (n=17) preferred more peer networkingactivities, with their top 3 priorities thus:
1: Political safety, academic freedom resources oradvice (59%)
2: Protected writing space (virtual body-doubling withstudents; 53%)
3(tie): Book or reading clubs (41%)
3(tie): Informal mentorship, career chats, profession advice(41%)

Student Programming — Major Differences
Some differences reached the level of statistical significance at amarketing alpha of 0.10. Given that this survey is being used toguide programming, rather than make assertions about studentexperiences in general, we find it valuable to report the following:

ProfessionalNetworking

Safety/ Care
ProfessionalNetworking

Safety/ Care

PeerNetworking

ProfessionalNetworking
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Using chi-square comparisons, those with two or moreintersecting marginalized identities were more likely tosupport:
· Protected writing space (virtual body-doubling withstudents); χ2(1, N=32) = 3.637, p = 0.057
· Book or reading clubs; χ2(1, N=32) = 3.796, p = 0.051

Those with intersecting marginalizations also tended to support(29%)—more than peers with fewer marginalizations (7%)—:
· Wellness, self-care, community-care resources or advice;χ2(1, N=32) = 2.199, p = 0.138

Differences were evident in reasons that students selected for notattending programming. Those with two or more marginalizationswere far more likely to report being unaware of programming(82%) than their peers without intersecting marginalizations(33%): χ2(1, N=32) = 3.225, p = 0.073.
Connection Desires
The trend for those with less marginalized identities (0-1) to moreoften choose professional networking activities, while those withmore intersecting marginalizations (2+) choose more peernetworking activities was also observed in the types ofconnections that students desired:

· Those with zero to one marginalized identit(ies)indicated slightly more support for desiring to connect withinformal mentorship than connecting with other students (a7% difference in support)
· Those with two or more marginalized identities indicateda great deal more support for desiring to connect withstudents compared to informal mentorship (a 24%difference in support).

Connection Desires — Identity Alignment
As might be expected, those with two or more marginalizedidentities (n=17) also indicated more support for connections withboth informal mentors (65%) and students (65%) who sharedtheir identities.
Desire for identity-alignment in either mentorship or peers onlyreached 27% for students with zero to one marginalizedidentit(ies) (n=15).

PeerNetworking

Safety/ Care
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Final ConclusionsOutreach
Looking at these findings intersectionally allows us to tailor ourprogramming and outreach initiatives to be more inclusive ofstudents already facing multiple socio-politico-cultural barriers inhigher education, research, and clinical practice.
We now understand that our outreach to students withmarginalized identities, particularly more than one intersectingmarginalization, should be improved and tailored to their accessneeds if we want to be more inclusive of them and theirexperiences. Our survey also indicated lower engagement fromthe Global South, emphasizing the importance of continuingoutreach internationally.

Inclusive Programming
Overall, there is strong support for SCRA student programming tofacilitate connections between students, and with informalmentors. Programming that is inclusive of minoritizedperspectives and epistemologies is also broadly desired.
Findings highlight key differences in preferences for professionalversus peer networking activities. As representatives, we hope tocater to the desires of all students, and this survey gives usinsight into the students who may gravitate towards certainprogramming over others.
Importantly, we recognize that both professional and peernetworking may serve different roles for different people, andshould work to balance programming between the two. We aim touse these results to not just focus on what is generally supported,but to ensure that the peer networking opportunities desired bya subset of marginalized students remains a priority in planning.

Student Safety
In general, students tend to feel accomplished, though alsocommonly indicated feeling “used up” at work, which suggests arelevant burnout risk. Advocates, like the National Grad CrisisLine (https://gradresources.org/crisis/), have sought to bringattention to the risks among graduate students for psychologicaland emotional crises. As representatives, we want to be mindfulof this and ensure our spaces are conducive to care and healing.
Political threats are a key concern for many students right now,and possibly stronger for students likely to be targeted or directlyimpacted by anti-DEI policies and attacks on academic freedom.The desire for programming that addresses these safety issuesshould guide our present initiatives.

https://gradresources.org/crisis/
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Importance of Intersectional Analysis
We hope that this report offers insight for all students, members,and professionals with an interest in supporting the needs anddesires of our diverse SCRA student body. We encouragegraduate programs and those facilitating resources to considerthe intersectional needs of students, which may differ dependingon the ways that power and oppression act on different identities(see conclusions on page 11).

Gratitude
Finally, we are deeply grateful for the participation ofrespondents who have enabled us to delve deeper into theseissues. We hope to use this information to lead conversationsaround supporting students in SCRA and throughout ouradjoining networks.
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