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kriStina guPta

The Structural Vulnerability 
of Doctoral Students: 
A Political and Ethical Issue 
for Doctoral Programs in Women’s/
Gender/Sexuality/Feminist Studies

this article begins With tWo key assumptions: first, PhD pro-
grams in women’s, gender, sexuality, and feminist studies (WGSFS) 
should be feminist not just in terms of content (that is, what is taught) 
but also in terms of form and process (that is, how we decide what is 
taught); and, second, a commitment to feminism as a process includes, 
at the very least, a commitment to addressing structurally created vul-
nerabilities within our own institutions. Given these two assumptions, 
this commentary grapples with the reality that contemporary graduate 
education is a fraught endeavor. Taking a practical, rather than theo-
retical, approach, I ask: What can a department do to create a PhD pro-
gram that responds to the structural vulnerability of PhD students and 
promotes doctoral student well-being? It is often assumed that PhD pro-
grams in WGSFS will be, by default, feminist in form, but this is assur-
edly not always the case. I argue that if PhD programs in WGSFS are not 
explicitly designed with feminist goals in mind and with an attention to 
addressing the structural vulnerability of graduate students, they may 
end up reproducing patriarchal, racist, classist, heterosexist, and ableist 
norms and thereby create a hostile environment for graduate students.

To make this argument, I begin by outlining the fraught status 
of graduate education today and the structural vulnerability of PhD 
students more broadly, emphasizing that WGSFS PhD programs will 
not magically avoid reproducing adverse conditions simply by virtue 
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410 Kristina Gupta

of the fact that their faculty are feminist scholars. I will then outline 
some suggestions for policies or best practices that WGSFS PhD pro-
grams can adopt to mitigate the structural vulnerability of graduate stu-
dents. I limit my discussion to the humanities and social sciences, as 
this is where most WGSFS departments and programs are located. I also 
limit my discussion to PhD programs in the United States, as systems of 
higher education vary substantially in different countries.

graduate eduCation today: 
hardly a FeminiSt en vironment
The vagaries of contemporary graduate education have been discussed 
in a variety of settings from blog posts, to book-length studies, to reports 
from major professional associations.1 In this section, I outline several 
of the most troubling aspects of contemporary graduate education as 
a whole. Unfortunately, data specific to WGSFS PhD programs are not 
available for many of these indicators, so I mostly provide data about 
PhD programs in general, with a focus on the humanities and social sci-
ences. In the next section, I speculate about some of the ways that WGSFS 
PhD programs may be different from other programs in the humanities 
and social sciences.

First, graduate students across disciplines are plagued by economic 
insecurity, both current and future, and by the attendant physical and 
mental stress caused by such insecurity. It is a truism that graduate stu-
dents live in poverty; although comprehensive data is hard to obtain, 
many PhD programs do not guarantee funding and even those that do 
often providing funding at or near the federal poverty line.2 According 
to the National Science Foundation (NSF), more than half of doctorate 
recipients in the humanities and social sciences graduated with graduate 

1. See, for example, “100 Reasons not to Go to Graduate School,” August 7, 
2017, http://100rsns.blogspot.com; Leonard Cassuto, The Graduate School 
Mess: What Caused It and How We Can Fix It (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 2015); Modern Language Association of America, “Report 
of the MLA Task Force on Doctoral Study in Modern Language and Liter-
ature,” May 2014, https://www.mla.org/content/download/25437/1164354 
/taskforcedocstudy2014.pdf.

2. See Vimal Patel, “To Improve Equity, Focus on Stipends, Graduate Students 
Say,” Chronicle of Higher Education, February 17, 2014, http://chronicle.com 
/article/To-Improve-Equity-Focus-on/144759.
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Kristina Gupta 411

education-related debt in 2014.3 And it is well-known that PhD gradu-
ates face a difficult job market, whether they are looking for jobs within 
or outside of the academy.4 Obviously, it has always been the case that 
not all PhD graduates in the humanities and social sciences have been 
able to find tenure-track positions upon graduating (and not all want to), 
but it does seem to be the case that tenure-track positions are declin-
ing in a number of fields.5 With the increased casualization of the aca-
demic work force, more graduates are moving into temporary, part-time, 
and/or contingent positions in the academy that do not provide eco-
nomic security.6 Many graduates do not find jobs at all: According to 
the NSF, “The proportion of doctorate recipients with definite commit-
ments for employment or postdoc study declined in 2014 for the fifth 
time in the past 6 years in every broad non-S&E [Science and Engineer-
ing] field of study. The share of doctorate recipients with definite com-
mitments reached 20-year low points in each of these non-S&E fields.” 7 
Doctoral recipients in the humanities fared particularly poorly: In 2014, 
only around 54 percent of doctoral recipients in the humanities grad-
uated with definite commitments for employment or postdoc study.8 
This kind of economic insecurity— current economic insecurity com-
bined with fears (however well-founded or not) about future job pros-
pects — can place enormous stress on doctoral students. And, certainly, 
this kind of economic insecurity is more likely to affect students who are 
already disadvantaged due to race, class, and/or ability.

Second, many PhD programs are not family-friendly and do not 
support caregiving. According to a 2006 survey reported on in the 

3. National Science Foundation, “Doctorate Recipients from U.S. Universities: 
2014,” December 2015, https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2016/nsf16300/digest 
/nsf16300.pdf, 6.

4. Thomas H. Benton, “Graduate School in the Humanities: Just Don’t Go,” 
Chronicle of Higher Education, January 30, 2009, http://chronicle.com/article 
/Graduate-School-in-the/44846.

5. See Modern Language Association of America, “Report of the MLA Task 
Force on Doctoral Study,”

6. Rob Jenkins, “Straight Talk About ‘Adjunctification,’” Chronicle of Higher 
Education, December 15, 2014, http://chronicle.com/article/Straight-Talk- 
About/150881.

7. National Science Foundation, “Doctorate Recipients from U.S. Universities,” 
8.

8. Ibid., 9.
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412 Kristina Gupta

Journal of Family Issues, only 13 percent of institutions in the Association 
of American Universities offer paid maternity leave to doctoral students, 
and only 5 percent provide dependent healthcare for a child.9 According 
to the authors of the article, “Graduate student mothers are not only con-
fronted with logistical difficulties, limited support, and eventually con-
strained career paths; they must also contend with conflicting and pow-
erful ideologies that surround academia and motherhood.” 10 In regard 
to the ability of female graduate students to raise children, Mary Ann 
Mason rightly asks, “Does this venerable male model of graduate train-
ing match the needs of its new disciples, half of whom are women?” 11

Third, graduate students are often at the mercy of faculty, creat-
ing a power dynamic that leaves graduate students open to harassment 
and mistreatment. According to a resolution adopted by the University 
of California Student Association (uCSA), graduate student vulnerability 
is created “due to students’ dependence on [the] advisor, which includes 
fear of losing support from [the] advisor or department, fear of public 
disparagement by someone with an established career in a field the stu-
dent would like to pursue, reliance on funding from sources to which the 
advisor is tied, and fear of stigmatization or judgment by [the] depart-
ment or community.” 12 The graduate student concerns expressed in the 
resolution reflect the fact that students’ vulnerability in the university is 
not individual but systemic. Graduate students from underrepresented 
groups may be particularly likely to face faculty bias, but graduate stu-
dents of all backgrounds can face mistreatment due to the inherent 
power imbalance within the faculty-student relationship. According to 
the uCSA resolution, “In addition to a wide range of serious emotional 
abuses, adverse faculty actions may include delaying degree progress, 
refusing to write or writing poor letters of recommendation, slandering 

9. Kristen W. Springer, Brenda K. Parker, and Catherine Leviten-Reid, 
“Making Space for Graduate Student Parents: Practice and Politics,” Jour-
nal of Family Issues 30, no. 4 (April 2009): 435–57.

10. Ibid., 438.
11. Mary Ann Mason, “The Future of the PhD,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 

May 3, 2012, http://chronicle.com/article/The-Future-of-the-PhD/131749.
12. Michelle Oyewole and Ricardo Gomez, “Accountability for Graduate Stu-

dent Mistreatment by Faculty Advisors,” University of California Student 
Association Resolution, 2016, https://ucsa.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09 
/ResolutiononGradauateStudent-AdvisorAccountability.pdf, 1. The resolu-
tion was passed in May 2016 (see https://ucsa.org/activities/resolutions).
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Kristina Gupta 413

students within and outside of the department, failure to nominate [a] 
student for promotion, and general failure to advocate on behalf of the 
student.” 13 Although good data on faculty misconduct toward gradu-
ate students are not available, existing research suggests the problem 
is widespread.14 I suspect that graduate student vulnerability to abuse 
is compounded by the reality that, due to systemic problems, graduate 
faculty are often overbusy, do not receive consistent and ongoing train-
ing about advising, and are not sufficiently rewarded for their work as 
advisors.

The consequences of these structural problems are significant. 
Estimates suggest that attrition rates in some doctoral programs are as 
high as 50 percent.15 For those who do complete their degree, time to 
degree can be quite long— one study found that doctoral students in the 
humanities took an average of 8.28 years to complete their degrees and 
students in the social sciences took an average of 7.34 years.16 Studies 
have found high rates of depression among graduate students; for exam-
ple, a 2015 study of Berkeley doctoral students found that 64 percent 
of students in arts and humanities fields met the threshold for a diag-
nosis of depression.17 Of course, this does not mean that graduate edu-
cation necessarily causes depression (students may have entered with 
pre-existing mental health issues), but these findings are certainly cause 
for concern. As already mentioned, graduate students can experience 
economic insecurity while earning their degrees and after graduating. 
Importantly, minority students (including students of color, low-income 

13. Ibid., 2.
14. See Matthew M. Martin, Alan K. Goodboy, and Zac D. Johnson, “When 

Professors Bully Graduate Students: Effects on Student Interest, Instruc-
tional Dissent, and Intentions to Leave Graduate Education,” Communica-
tion Education 64, no. 4 (2015): 438–54; John M. Braxton, Eve Proper, and 
Alan E. Bayer, Professors Behaving Badly: Faculty Misconduct in Graduate 
Education (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2011).

15. Chris M. Golde, “The Role of the Department and Discipline in Doctoral 
Student Attrition: Lessons from Four Departments,” Journal of Higher Edu-
cation 76, no. 6 (2005): 669–700.

16. Dongbin Kim and Cindy Otts, “The Effect of Loans on Time to Doctor-
ate Degree: Differences by Race/Ethnicity, Field of Study, and Institutional 
Characteristics,” Journal of Higher Education 81, no. 1 (2010): 1–32.

17. Scott Jaschik, “The Other Mental Health Crisis,” Inside Higher Ed, April 
22, 2015, https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2015/04/22/berkeley-study- 
finds-high-levels-depression-among-graduate-students.
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414 Kristina Gupta

students, and international students) may fare the worst. For example, 
students of color are already underrepresented in doctoral programs 
and may have higher rates of attrition than white students. A 2008 
Council of Graduate Schools report found that across all disciplines 
(including STEM disciplines) the average ten-year doctoral completion 
rate was 55 percent for white students, 51 percent for Latino students, 
50 percent for Asian Americans, and 47 percent for African American 
students, although African American students actually had slightly 
higher rates of completion than white students in the humanities.18 In 
her study of the chemistry and history departments at two institutions, 
Susan K. Gardner found that female students, students of color, students 
with families, part-time students, and older students were more likely to 
feel they did not “fit the mold” of doctoral education, a mold developed 
to accommodate the shape of “traditional” graduate students —young, 
white, middle- or upper-class men. Gardner suggests that it is this lack 
of “fitting the mold” of graduate education “that may influence the large 
numbers of underrepresented students who leave their degree programs 
or whose participation is impeded from the beginning.” 19

doCtoral ProgramS in Women’S/gender/Sexuality/ 
FeminiSt StudieS: breaking the mold?
I believe it is a political and ethical imperative for WGSFS departments 
with doctoral programs (both current and planned) to take into account 
and work to ameliorate the structural problems identified above. It is 
certainly possible that job outcomes may be better for WGSFS doctoral 
graduates than for other graduates in the humanities and social sciences, 
since WGSFS as a field still seems to be growing. According to a 2016 
survey of WGSFS programs conducted by the National Women’s Stud-
ies Association (NWSA), 12 percent of respondents reported a decrease 
in tenure-track faculty positions, 63 percent of respondents indicated 
no change in tenure-track positions, and 26 percent of respondents 

18. Council of Graduate Schools, “PhD Completion and Attrition: Analysis 
of Baseline Demographic Data from the PhD Completion Project,” Execu-
tive Summary, 2008, http://www.phdcompletion.org/information/executive_ 
summary_demographics_book_ii.pdf, 3-4.

19. Susan K. Gardner, “Fitting the Mold of Graduate School: A Qualitative 
Study of Socialization in Doctoral Education,” Innovative Higher Education 
33, no. 2 (March 11, 2008): 125–38.
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Kristina Gupta 415

reported an increase in tenure-track positions between 2012 and 2016.20 
It is also possible that the experience of students in WGSFS programs is 
qualitatively better than the experience of students in other programs if 
programs are, indeed, applying feminist principles to practices such as 
mentoring, advising, and pedagogy.

However, it is also possible that WGSFS students face problems 
that are specific (although not exclusive) to WGSFS doctoral programs. 
For example, if WGSFS programs are marginalized within the univer-
sity, they may have fewer resources to support students. WGSFS pro-
grams and departments tend to be small, which might mean students 
have more trouble finding faculty to serve on their committees. The fact 
that women’s studies is an interdisciplinary field may compound this 
practical difficulty, as faculty may feel unqualified to advise projects that 
do not closely align with their own areas of expertise. In addition, it is 
possible that some of the general problems faced by doctoral students 
within a corporatized university system, such as a lack of support for 
activism and community engagement and/or a system that fosters com-
petition between graduate students, may be experienced as particularly 
demoralizing for graduate students with feminist commitments.

To begin to answer the question of whether PhD programs in 
WGSFS are working to address the structural vulnerability of doctoral 
students, I analyzed a small sample of five PhD programs in WGSFS (see 
Appendix A for a list of the programs and method of selection), look-
ing at their department websites, department student handbooks, and 
graduate school websites to see if the following were offered: full finan-
cial support for all graduate students, parental leave policies, student 
involvement in department graduate program governance, department 
procedures to address graduate student grievances, and a job placement 
program at either the department or university level. Of course, a web-
site or a student handbook may not reflect on-the-ground realities, but 
they do provide some reflection of whether a department has thought 

20. National Women’s Studies Association, “Institution Budget Survey 2016,” 
Executive Summary, http://www.nwsa.org/Files/Resources/BudgetSurvey 
Report2016Sept9.pdf. The nWsA Interest Group for PhDs and PhD Stu-
dents in Gender, Women’s, and Feminist Studies also collected data on job 
placement rates over a five job cycle period. Preliminary data are included 
in some articles in this special issue on doctoral degrees in women’s/gender/
sexuality studies.
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416 Kristina Gupta

about these issues in a formal and systematic way. Of course, as only a 
small number of programs were reviewed, the findings here can raise 
important questions but should not be assumed to represent all WGSFS 
doctoral programs in the United States.

The findings from this small review were mixed (see Appendix B). 
At the time of the review, none of the program websites contained com-
prehensive information about program attrition rates or job placement 
rates. Two of the five programs had a stated goal of funding their gradu-
ate students for at least four years. Only one department included infor-
mation about parental accommodation policies in its graduate student 
handbook, although I was able to find a graduate school-wide policy for 
three additional programs (total: 4 out of 5 programs). Three handbooks 
indicated that graduate students were involved in department graduate 
program governance, one was unclear on this matter, and one did not 
mention graduate student involvement in governance at all. Only one 
department included information about a department-level graduate 
student grievance procedure in its student handbook, although a second 
program referenced a graduate school-wide grievance procedure in its 
handbook. At least from their handbooks and websites, it appears that 
only one of the programs offers formalized job placement services (such 
as job market preparation workshops or seminars) at the department 
level, although this assistance may occur informally in other depart-
ments, and at least three of the other universities seem to offer fairly 
robust career services through the graduate school.

On a more qualitative note, I was disappointed to see that none of 
the handbooks explicitly foregrounded the relationship between femi-
nist scholarship on pedagogy, mentoring, institutionalization, or com-
munity building and program objectives or structure. Only one of the 
handbooks — that of the Department of Multicultural Women’s and 
Gender Studies at Texas Woman’s University— cited scholarship on 
doctoral education to explain program structure. In addition, none of 
the handbooks discussed the systemic difficulties facing all doctoral stu-
dents or acknowledged that minority students (such as low-income stu-
dents, students of color, and students with children) may face particu-
lar difficulties. None of the websites or handbooks articulated an explicit 
commitment to supporting graduate student activism and/or commu-
nity engagement while in graduate school. While these practices may 
well be occurring, such an absence of formal articulation suggests that 
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Kristina Gupta 417

perhaps current programs are not institutionalizing their thinking in 
the form of written policies and procedures. In general, with one excep-
tion, the handbooks did not differ significantly from what I would expect 
a student handbook in any other discipline to look like. In other words, 
there was nothing distinctly feminist about their content or form.

Best PRaCtICes FoR a FemInIst PHd PRoGRam 
In Women’s/GendeR/sexualIty/FemInIst studIes
If feminist scholarship and activism has taught us anything, it is that 

“individual failings” may actually be the result of structural problems 
and that structural problems require structural solutions. As I hope 
to have demonstrated in this short piece, graduate student vulnerabil-
ity is not an individual problem caused by feckless graduate students 
or evil faculty advisors (although certainly both exist) but rather is a 
structural issue. I believe that WGSFS departments with PhD programs 
(present or future) have a feminist obligation to, at the very least, grap-
ple with this structural vulnerability and a feminist obligation to adopt 
structural solutions to mitigate graduate student vulnerability and avoid 
reproducing patriarchal, racist, classist, heterosexist, and ableist norms. 
It is also imperative that NWSA collect data about doctoral student sat-
isfaction in WGSFS programs (as one measure of whether programs are 
adequately supporting their students) and about economic outcomes for 
WGSFS doctoral students (for both those who complete their PhD pro-
grams and those who do not) and make the data publicly available.

I recommend that NWSA develop a set of best practices for doctoral 
programs in WGSFS, and I offer some suggestions below. I offer this list 
in the spirit of helping program faculty, staff, and students to develop 
explicit policies based on both feminist goals and current scholarship 
on graduate education. I recognize that there are certainly trade-offs 
to consider; some practices that I identify below can be implemented 
with few resources, but others require significant support. Do we want 
to restrict the opportunities available to pursue a PhD in WGSFS in order 
to ensure that students are financially supported during their programs 
and are able to achieve economic security upon graduating? Or do we 
want to expand opportunities to pursue doctoral education in WGSFS 
even if we cannot expect to provide economic security to students either 
during their programs or afterward? Who gets to make this decision? 
If we decide economic security is important, will this mean that PhD 
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418 Kristina Gupta

programs in WGSFS will only be located at better resourced institutions? 
I do not have the answers to these questions, but I would argue that we 
need to have serious and ongoing conversations about the issues.

After reading an earlier draft of this manuscript, an anonymous 
reviewer asked whether I thought it was ethical to offer PhD programs 
in WGSFS at all. I believe that it can be, if departments act thoughtfully 
and intentionally. There are some things departments may not be able 
to control, such as the availability of funding for current students and 
the availability of jobs that offer economic security. However, even these 
issues can be addressed or mitigated somewhat through greater trans-
parency and robust professionalization programs. Many of the problems 
highlighted above can be (and are being) addressed by departments, such 
as reducing the mistreatment of students by faculty through institut-
ing better faculty training and developing tough grievance procedures. 
I offer the following best practices as suggestions and fodder for conver-
sation —not hard and fast rules —with the recognition that a number of 
programs are already implementing a variety of these practices:

• Only admit graduate students if you can offer them a living wage 
and healthcare for five years. If this is not possible, at the very 
least be forthcoming with admitted students about the fund-
ing package in relation to local living costs and average time to 
degree and help students locate and apply for internal and exter-
nal funding opportunities.

• Offer comprehensive and institutionalized job placement ser-
vices for your students (or ensure that your university does). 
Value both academic and non-academic career aspirations. 
Where departments do not have the expertise to place students 
in non-academic jobs, find this expertise elsewhere.

• Make sure you have sufficient faculty resources to support the 
students you admit (in other words, make sure you have enough 
faculty to serve as advisors and committee members). Make 
sure your faculty are willing to advise interdisciplinary proj-
ects and projects on topics that are not directly related to their 
area of expertise. Talk about your ethos for faculty-student rela-
tionships and develop a list of best practices for faculty advisors. 
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Kristina Gupta 419

Provide ongoing training for all faculty who serve as advisors 
for the department. Recognize and reward good faculty advisors.

• Establish a graduate student grievance procedure. Make sure it 
has teeth. Look at feminist proposals to address sexual harass-
ment in the workplace for models.

• Track student outcomes, including students who leave the pro-
gram without finishing. Follow your students for the duration 
of their professional careers. Make information about attrition 
rates and the economic security of past graduates publicly avail-
able on the department website.

• Develop family and medical leave policies in general and paren-
tal leave policies in particular (or ensure that these policies exist 
at the graduate school level); think about how your graduate stu-
dents will find childcare, family housing, etc.; find out if your 
graduate students can include dependents on their health insur-
ance plan. Include all of this information in your handbook. 
Sponsor events or programs that address graduate students as 
caregivers.

• Articulate how you will recruit and retain students from his-
torically underrepresented groups, especially low-income stu-
dents, students of color, and students with disabilities. Explicitly 
address issues facing low-income students, students of color, and 
students with disabilities in your orientation, in your handbook, 
and in all aspects of your program. If you admit international 
students, make sure that you can support them.

• Establish clear communication between the department and 
graduate students. Give graduate students an opportunity to pro-
vide anonymous feedback to the department. Establish formal 
procedures for including graduate students in department grad-
uate program governance.

• Think together with your graduate students about how to 
develop and maintain a collegial environment in which faculty 
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420 Kristina Gupta

and graduate students treat each other with mutual respect. 
Work with your graduate students to foster intra-student com-
munity, perhaps by creating opportunities for collaborative gen-
eration and coauthoring.

• Support student involvement in university-level service opportu-
nities and support and recognize student activism and commu-
nity engagement.

• Support and recognize nontraditional forms of scholarship, 
including creative projects and projects that explicitly bridge the 
activist/scholar binary.

It is my hope that if we, as a field, take the structural vulnerability 
of graduate students seriously, we can develop doctoral programs that 
are not only feminist in content but are also feminist in form.
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Appendix A: List of Graduate WGSFS PhD Programs
Note: This list is from http://www.smith.edu/swg/graduate.php, which is the 
most comprehensive list that I am aware of. I have starred those selected for 
review. Initially, I selected every fourth program to review, however the PhD 
program in Feminist Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz, did 
not have their student handbook on their website. I emailed the graduate pro-
gram administrator to request the handbook but received no response. I there-
fore reviewed the PhD program in Feminist Studies at the University of Cali-
fornia, Santa Barbara, instead.

** Arizona State University, PhD in Gender Studies

 Claremont Graduate University (Claremont, CA),  
PhD and MA in Women’s Studies in Religion

 Emory University (Atlanta, GA), PhD in Women’s Studies

 Indiana University, Bloomington, PhD in Gender Studies

** Ohio State University, PhD and MA in Women’s Studies

 Oregon State University, PhD in Women’s and Gender Studies

 Rutgers University (New Brunswick, NJ), PhD in Women’s Studies

 Stony Brook University (Stony Brook, NY), PhD in Women’s  
and Gender Studies

** Texas Woman’s University, PhD in Multi-cultural Women’s 
and Gender Studies

 University of Arizona, PhD in Women’s Studies

 University of California, Los Angeles, PhD in Women’s Studies

** University of California, Santa Barbara, PhD in Feminist Studies

* University of California, Santa Cruz, PhD in Feminist Studies

 University of Kansas, Lawrence, PhD in Women, Gender, 
and Sexuality Studies

 University of Kentucky, Lexington, PhD in Women’s Studies

 University of Iowa, Iowa City, PhD in Women’s Studies

** University of Maryland, College Park, PhD and MA in Women’s Studies

 University of Michigan, joint PhD programs in Women’s Studies and 
English, History, Psychology, or Sociology

 University of Minnesota, Minneapolis (with Center for Advanced 
Feminist Studies), PhD in Women’s Studies

 University of Washington, Seattle, PhD and MA in Women’s Studies

* program initially selected for review but not included in final review

** programs selected for review
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Appendix B: Results of Website and Student Handbook Review

A stated goal 
to provide full 
funding for at 
least four years

Some kind 
of parental 
accommodation 
policy

Student 
involvement 
in department 
graduate program 
governance

Department 
procedures to 
address student 
grievances

Job placement 
services

Arizona State University Yes  
(department website)

Not mentioned in 
handbook but exists 
at graduate school 
level for TAs/RAs

Not mentioned 
in handbook

Not mentioned 
in handbook

At graduate school 
level

Ohio State University
Yes  
(department website 
and handbook)

Not mentioned 
in handbook  
(graduate school 
level)

Yes 
(handbook)

Not mentioned 
in handbook

At graduate school 
level and some at 
the department 
level

Texas Woman’s 
University No

Nothing in 
department or 
graduate school 
handbook

Unclear from handbook; 
there is a graduate 
student association

Not mentioned in 
handbook

Couldn’t find 
anything specific to 
graduate students 
on the graduate 
school website

University of California,  
Santa Barbara No

Department 
handbook mentions 
leave but not family 
or parental leave; 
policy exists at 
graduate school level

Yes 
(department handbook)

No specific department 
policies; department 
handbook references 
graduate school policies 
and uCSB Graduate 
Student Bill of Rights

At graduate school 
level

University of California,  
Santa Cruz*

Yes 
(department website)

Department 
handbook not 
available

Department handbook 
not available

Department handbook 
not available

At graduate school 
level

University of Maryland,  
College Park No

Yes  
(department 
handbook)

Yes 
(department handbook)

Yes 
(department handbook)

At graduate school 
level, although 
services seem less 
robust than other 
places

* Not included in the discussion section of this article.
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graduate school policies 
and uCSB Graduate 
Student Bill of Rights

At graduate school 
level
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Yes 
(department website)

Department 
handbook not 
available

Department handbook 
not available

Department handbook 
not available

At graduate school 
level
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(department 
handbook)
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At graduate school 
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