Xi

The majority of the DOE facill?y_raéearch mentors indlcated that the
student research particlpants ° '

*Were supeérior or above average In thelr performance

Bensfl+ed the facli!?f raéaarch programs

'éfrangfhenad the Intellectual ¢limate of the faclllfy research

* group _ 2
*Al lowed the DOE staff to move at a faster rate on thelr

research projects - T
- T. /

The 1981/1982 Faculty and Student Research Particlpation Programs provlded
research opportunlties for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraduate students at
a dozen DOE fac!llties. The responses to the four surveys conducted wlth each
.. group Indlcate that these programs were 2 rewardlng experlience for both the
.particlpants and the DOE sclentists with whom they worked. Furthermore, the .
programs fulfliled the objectives that ORAU determined should be met; In fact, -
In some cases these objectlves were reallzed b§ almost 100 percent of the
partlclpants. ) .

The Faculty and Student Research Parflcipafl&h-Pnognans are an important
means of developing essentlal menpower Yo address the nation's energy concerns
and of proyldlng-ﬁo?h students and facélfy members fhagépporfunl1y to conduct
energy~rel ated resaarch In thelr fleids of Interest. The exchange of expert!se’
between faculty and DOE faclllty sfa%ﬁ leads to rew approaches tTo research
probiems and the studants have the opﬁorfunlfy to work with indlgldud!s who are
highly qualifled In thelr fleld of study. The energy-related ?ra!ﬁing real 1zed
by the particlpants, the axpertise:the facllity staff galns from the faculty
particlpants, and the future manpower The student researchers may provide DOE
resalt In a worthwhlle and beneficlal program for all Involved.
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PREFACE
1 1
This pubiicafl&n was developed as a baslc tooi.to measure the success of
y 0ak' Ridge Assaciated Universities? (ORAU) University Progrems Division fn
achieving the goais of the Faculty and Student Ressarch Parflcipaflon Programs
operated for the U.S. Depariment of Energy.
To complle this report, Unlverslty Programs davelopad, In ccllaboration:
with ORAU's Manpower Education, Research, and Training Dlv]slon {MERT), three
~ questionnaires yhich diggetly addressed the goals and obJécfives gf ensuring >
the avallabiilty of trained menpower to develop new energy resources and to 1
" Improve conservation endeavors. Information gathered over @ Two-yesr period
was ovaluated by MERT, and this rapor?was prepared on the basis of Its

bl

assessment.
~, Fe~ those Interested in datalled statistical data and estimeting
- methodologles, these materials efe IncluQad‘in the introductory materials or im

-
a8 -+

the appendlces. . . .

r r ) - q_\.f
Or. Alfred Wohlpart )
Directeor, University Programs Division

EJ

-

]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thg Facﬁ]?y and Student Research Par+icipation Prograﬁs prov ide selectad
col lage }aculfy and undergraduate students (Junlors) wlth the opportunity to
péh&lclpa}e In research and development at several maJor‘insfallaflons of the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), In 1981 and 1982, participants were asslgned
to the Atmospher!& Turbulence and DIffusion Laboratory, Bartiesville Energy
Téchnology Center, Cenfer for Energy and Envl;onmenf Research, Comparative
AnImal Research Laborafory, Morganfown Energy Tbchnology Center, Oak Ridge
Associated Unlverslfles, Oak RIdge Netlcnal Laborafory, PI++sburgh Energy
Technology Cen+er, Pl+tsburgh Minlng “Technoiogy Center, Savannah River Ecoiogy
Laboratory, Savannah River Laborafory, and Unlon Carbl de Corpora+lon - Nuclear

-

Division. : S g
These programs support the Deparfmenf of Energy's effor?s fo onsure +the
avallablll?y of tralned manpower to develop new energy.resources and fo improve
conservaflon endeavors. Parflclpanfs are given hands~o@ training in )
energy-relafed research areas, often uslng equlpmen* not avallable on thelr
campuses. The Studant Resear’ch Parflclpaffon,Frogran offers students the
oppartunity to condu.t research in a flelq,of thetr Interest. under the guldance

. of a DOE faclilty senior staff member. The Facully Research .Participation
. Progfan offers facuity members the opgorfun!?y t0 collaborafe with DOE

sclentists on 1ssues u%gch retate to the Depar*men+'s mlsslon and vhlch have
lmporfance in the facu!?y pqcflclpanf{s academlc research.

The majJorlty of 1ha,ﬂﬁboln1men+s are made for & 10-wedk period durlng the
summar months, al?hbugh a iimited number of appointments are made during the
academic year, Slnce the l=’acu!'w Research Participation Program began in 1546,
approximately 1, 400 facul?y members have partfcipetod, with an average of 40
appcintments made annual iy, The Student Research'Parflclpafion Program was
Inlflafed In 1958 ana has had approximateiy 2,000 appointments, with recent

-

~average asslgnmenfs of approximately 80 students each year,

Each year 1he faculty and student research par?lclpanfs are asked to

“respond to ggZee questionnaires, and thelr DOE research coilaboraters/mentors

are surveyed once. The Burpose of thi's report |s threefold: (1) to describe
the results of 1981 and 1982 program surveys; (2) to evaluate the effecflveness
of fhe 1981 and 1982 Faculty and Student Research Programs based on thae
vleupolnfs expreossed by the parflclpan?s and fhe DOE facillfy staff members

i
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In the surveys; and (%) to' evaluate the programs on the basis of the extent to
which the survey results reflect that ORAU program objectives were met.

ﬁ
E
|

. The surveys of the 1381 and 1982 Faculty and Studént Research Participa- o
tion Programs Indlcated the resul ts 1listed below. \ S :
' The maJorlTy of the faculty research parficlpanfs
-Produced publIcations as a result of the expérienca . s
*Were fralned in new snergy technologies o - hod

* Incorporated knowledge galned from the expefignce into their
own research and teachlng programs ]
«Improved their abi|ity to direc* student research ) X
Used equipment not avallabie on -thelr campuses :

«Planned to continue energy research and collaboraflon with DOE

'szggémended this- progran to dther In+eres+ed facul?y nembers : .
The majorl?y of the DOE facill?y research collabora&ors indicated that fha o
facuify resaarch parflcipant*
«Provlded expertise not avallable at ‘the faclli?y »
«Strangthened the Fesearch programs at the facllity )
“Contributed o additional publications fram the facilidy
«Contributed fo the mission of the fact! ity :
*Would be a ﬁsefut_confrac?pr for DOE - . -
, 1
\ The majorl?} of the sfudent research participants - ' ' . "”1
*Were provlded hands;on ekperience In a research satting '
*Were assigned to an area “of research that, was thelr first . N
choice - < .
*Found thelr research assignment. to be valuable and oe that
matched thelr interest AN : -
*Found the content of ;he!r research asslgnmenf to be N
Investigative and chal Ienging i
*Hed ar increased deslre to attend graduafe schoo!l as a result
of their asslgnmen+ )
*Planned to pursue.g:aduate stydies and/or a career In research
* . :
) a 4
f, 12 ‘ i
, 5 ‘E
. e . :
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The majorlty of the DOE facllity research mentors Indicated that the
student research participants

“Were superior or above average In thelr performance

*Benefited the faclilty research programs

*Strengthered the intel lectual climate of the faclllty research
* group

*Al lowed the DOE staff to move at a faster rate on their
research projects

Canclusion -~
The 1981/1982 Faculty and Student Research Particlipation Programs provided
research opportunitles for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraduate students at

a dozen DOE facliltles. The responsss to the four surveys conducted wlth each
group indicate that thess programs were a rewarding experlience for both the

,participants and the JOE sclentlsts with whom they worked. Furthermorae, ‘the

programs fulfllled the objectives that ORAU determined should be met; In fact,
In some cases these objectives were reallzed b? almost 100 percent of the
particlpants. ' )

The Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs are an Important
means of developing essentlal manpower {0 address the natlon's energy concerns
and of providing both students and facﬁl?y members the opportunlty to conduct
energy~rel ated ressarch In thelr flelds of Interest. The exchange of expertise’
between faculty and DOE facl|lty staff leads 10 new approaches to research
probiems and the students have the opportunity to work with Individuals who are
highly qualifled In thelr fleld of sfudy. The energy-related ?ralﬁlng raaltzéd
by the particlpants, the expsriise the faclllty staff galns from the facully
participants, and the future manpower the student researchers may provide DOE l
resait In a worthwhiie and benefliclal program for all [nvolved.

.




I TRODUCT ION

The Faculty and Student Rasearch Participation Programs provide selected
col lege faculty and undergraduate sfudenfs (Junlors)‘}lfh the opportunity to
participate In research and devel opment at several major Installations of the
U.S. Depariment of Energy. I[n 1981 and 1982, paw4qclpan+s were assigned to the

fcllowing faclllitles:

*Atmospheric Turbulence and DIffuslon Laboratory

*Bartiesvi| le Energy Technology Center

*Conter for Energy and Enviromment Research

*Comparative Anima! Research Laboratory

*HMorgantown Energy Technology Center .

*Qak Rldge Assoclated Universities .

*Qak Ridge Natlonal Laboratory

*PI++sburgh Energy Technology Center

*Pl+tsburgh MIining Technology Center

+Savannah Rlver Ecology Laboratory

*Savannah Rlver Laboratory

*Unfon Carblde Corporation - Nuclear Dlvision

’ ’

These programs support the Depariment of Enargy's efforts to ensure the
aval | abl [ Ity of tralned manpower to develop new energy resources and to Improve
conservation endeavors, Particlpants are given hands-on tralning In
energy~related ressarch areas, often using equipment not available on thelr
campuses. The Student Research Participation program offers students the
opportunity to conduct research In a fleld of thelr i{nterest under the guldance
of a DOE faclllty senlor staff member. The Faculty Research Participation
Program of fers faculty members the opportunity to collaborate with DOE
sclentists on issues which relate to the Depariment's mission and which have
Importance In the faculty particlpant’s academlic research.

The majorlty of the appolniments are made for a 10-week perlod during the
summer months, although 2 {Imited number of appolniments are made during the
academlc year. Selectlion of student particlpants is hased on scholastic
record, aptitude, ressarch interests, and graduate school potentlial. Faculty
particlpants ara selected on their professional qualIflcations and scientific
Interests and the avallablillty of facllities at the faborafory matching these
qual | flcations and Interests.

Since the Faculty Research Particlpation Program began in 1946,
approximately 1,400 faculty members have participated, with an average of 40

arpol ntments made annually. The Student Research Particlpation Program

.. 14
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was initlated 'n 1958 and has had approximately 2,300 appolntments, with recent

average assignments of approximately 80 students each year. Both programs have
been managed since thelr Inception by the Unlversity Programs Dlvision of Oak
Ridge Associated Unlversitles (ORAU) for the U.S. Depariment of Energy.

Each year thesfaculty and student research particlpants are asked to
respond to three questionnaires; one at the polnt of program entry, another at
the polnt of program exit, and a fol low-up questionnalire approximately 6 months
after thgy have completed their program par?(cipaiion, In addition, the
faculty research particlpants' DOE faclllty research collaBorgTors and the
student research participants?! research mentors are asked to complete a
questionnalre regarding the participants' performance -id the program's

'effec1!veness. The data In this report are based on the responses provided by

the faculty and student research participants and thsir research collaborators
and research mentors in the elght surveys conducted [n 19817 &nd agdin in 1982,
Coples of these questionnalres are Included in Appendix A.

The purpose of thls report Is threefold: (1) to describe the results of
1981 and 1982 program surveys; (2) to evaluate the effectliveness of the 1981
and 1982 faculty and student research programs based on the viewpolnts
expressed by the participants and the DOE facility staff members in the
surveys; and (3) to eveiuate the programs on the basis of the extent to which
the survey res. ts reflect that ORAU program objectives were met.

METHODOLOGY

The majority of the questions Inciuded In the 1981 and 1982 Faculty and
Student Research Particlpation Program evaluation surveys elther required a
response of "yes® or "no" or an indlication of the respondent's |evel of
agreement or disagreement with a‘parilcular statement. [In addition, there were
a few multiple~cholice questlons which asked the respondent 1o choose from 2
predetermined 11st of possible responses the answer which best refiected how
he/she wouid compiete a given sentence. However, there were aiso several
survey questions which wer~ open-ended and which the respondent answered In
his/her own words. These open~ended questions were In reference to the

followlng Issuas:




*Participants! objectives
*Major value of the program
*Participants' accomp!lIshments
<Areas of expertisa particlipants expect to acquire : N
*Reason for particlipant selection } '
« [mpact of program on particlpants! caresr goals
*Particlpants! beneflts from program
« impacts of program on DOE facll Ity staff
Whereas survey resuilts for "yes/no," degree of agreement, and multiple=
choice questions were determined by a simple summation of the Indlvidusl .
responses, the open-ended quastions fnvolved the author's judgment In
categorizing thé responses_lnfo simifar groups to be used as unlts of
comparison In the description of the results. Data in thls report, which Is
based on categorized responses rather than a simple arithmetic summation by

type of response, are noted as such In the tables in which the data occurs.

1981/1982 FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM-EVALUATION

Entry Survey Results - 1981 and 1982
Faculty Rosearch Participants (FRP)

Dasqription of Survey lostrument. The 1981 and 1982 faculty research
particlpants (FRP) were glven a quastionnaire at the point of entering the

program which requested they supply Information In the following flive topleal ~
areas: Particlpantst Oblectives, Prior Particlpation and Research Experlence,
Program Awarensss and Particlpation Support, Particlpant Benefits, and Student
Population Taught by Faculty Research Particlpants. |In 198f, 37 of the 46
faculty research particlpants (80 percent) responded to Hye entry
quasflonnalre;'and In 1982 31 of 40 participants (78 percent) respondsd.

Particlpants® Qb jectives. The 1981 and 1982 FRPs were asked In an
open~gnded question to [lst thelr objectives for participating in the progrém.
These objecflva§ were to be |isted In thelr order of Importance, wlth spaces
allotted for up to three ~bjectlas to be cltad (see Methodology section for
explanation of how categories of objectlives werd determ!ined). !

As can be se9n In Table 1, the primary objec+iva clted by both the 1981
and 1982°FRPs was to conduct research In thelr’ fleid of Interest. The second

most frequently clted primary objective In bo#h years surveyed was to bro2den
i

¥
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thelr scientiflc background. Agreamsnt [n the ranklng of primary objectives
cited In 1981 and 1982 ended at thls point. The remalning 18 198! responses
vere distributed fairly evenly among nine categorles and the remalning 13 1982
responses fell into five primary objsctive categorles.

Not only was the opportunlty to conduct research in one's area of Interest

the most frequentlv clted primary objective, It was also the most commonly
Ilsted response of the total objectives clted by the FRPs In 198! and:1982
without regard to the ranking of Importance (Table 2). The ablllty to broaden
one's sclentlflc background was the second most commonly clted overal |
obJective for the 1981 FRPs, as was the case for both years In the Indlcated
orimary objectives; however, thls posi-tlon was held by the objective of
providing the opportunity to Interact with researchers In onets fleld of
Interest for the 1982 FREs. . Y .

The majority of the obJecflves.clfed by the FRPs In both 198t and 1982
related to develonlng research ski!ls and having access to DOE facl | Ity
equlpment and staff expertise. Only 3 bercenf of the 1981 faculty parviclpants
and nons of the 1982 FRPs Indlcated that one of thalr objectives In
particlpaiing In the program was to become & better Instructer.

Prior Partiglpation and Research Experience. Although aimost one~third of
the 1981 FRPs had prevlousl? participated In the program at the same DOE
tacl [ty, 62 percent indlcated that ihls appolniment represented the first tlme
they had been Involved In any research particlgation program (Table 1}. In
contrast, aver 60 percent of the 1982 FRPs indlcated they had prevlousiy
particlpated elther [n the program at this or another DOE faclllity or In a
similar resesrch partic!pation program. .

Prior program particlpation might suggest Increassd research capabllltles,
or, In the case of those Irdlviduals who had previously worked at the same DOE
faclllty, more Indepth rasearch conducted on the same project ¢« In the same
subject area. However, a greater percentage (57 percent) of the 1981 FRPs
Indlcated thelr research asslgnment was an expansion of present or past work
that they pursued on their own than did the 1982 FRP respondents (45 percent},
oven though a greater number of the 1982 FRPs had prior program particlpation
experlence {Table 4). Thus, elther through prior program participation or
through work pursued Independenfly, I+ appears that a considerable percentage
of both the 1981 and 1982 FRPS had related research experlence pefore they

17
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appoiniments. Furthermore, whether or not the FRPs hqq prior program
experience or research experience In the same subject ares, the majority of
both the 198t and 1982 respondents (81 and 87 percent, respectively) Indicated .
they expected to contribute expertise that was not available at the DOE

tacility where they were assigned.

Progran Awarsness and Participation Support. The most frequently clted
means by which the 1981 and 1982 FRPs bacame aware of Hhe program was by seelng
announcements posted on bulietin boards at thelr canpusas*}Tabla 5). Approxi-
mafely one-fourth of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs Ind]cated they learned of the
progran through former program particlpants, and a considerable number of the
1982 FRPs Indlcsted they were made aware of the program through DOE faclilty
contacts. " )

‘ Al though only 7 bercant of *hq,1981 respondents and 3 percent of the 1982
respondents Indlcated they had become 2ware of the program through-information
supplied to them by the head of thalr depariment at their unlversities, approx-
imately three~fourths of both the 1981 and 1982 FRPs Indlicated that their
depariment chairmen were supportive of thelr participation In the progrem
(Table 6}, Furthermore, two~thirds of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs Indicated they
knew members of the DOE facilldy staff prior to 3pplylng for the program.
[nformal feadeck from program participants indicé?es that having prior contact
with the DOE faci|lity personnel results In a8 more satisfying research _
experience for both the staff and the FRP. Apparently personai know!edge of 3
potentlal participanits Interests and expertlse often ‘allowod a better match to
be made with the facility's ressarch needs.

. Participapts' Benaflits. The majorlty of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs anticl=
pated that there would be beneflts from participating In the program. Speclfi-
cal ly, approximately three-fourths of the FRPs Indicated they anticlipated using
equlpment at the DOE facl| Ity that +he§ did not have access to on campus
(Table 7). |In additlion, almost all the 1981 and 1982 FRPs exbac?ad to gain
expert!se that they currently dic not have from participating in the program.
Furthermore, 78 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 94 percent of the 1982 FRPs ax=
pected to continue to collaborate with the DOE tacliity staf¢é after thelr
a%Poln?manfs axp I red.

-
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Exit Survey Results - 1981 apd 1982
faculty Research Participants

Student Populstion Taught by Faculty earch Partlcipants. Both the 1981
and 1982 FRPs Indlcated they taught a slgnlflcantly higher number of
undergraduate t+  graduate students. A'summaflbn of the approximate number of
students taught per-academlc year resu]fed In & total of 5$p35 undergraduﬁigs
and 770 graduates for the 1981 FRPs, and 4,880 undergraduatﬁg-and 345 graduate
students for the 1982 FRPs. The lesser number of graduate students was to be
expected slnce graduate programs are seldom, |f ever, as large as undergraduate
programs. Approxfmafeiy hal f°of the FRPs taught between 1 and 25 graduate
sfudenfs In an academlc yesr, whereas one-third of the FRPs féughf from 151 to
230 undergraduates In an average academlic year {Tables 8 and 9).

* The Importance of the number of sfudenfg the FRPs teach In any glven
academic year Is that potentially these students wili benefit from the
Increased expertise and knowledge that the FRPugglns through the program, énd,
as a result, these students can be fralned In e manner that more closely meets
the needs of DOE. N

A
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Dascription of Survey. Participants in the Faculty Research Partlclpation

Progrem in 1981 and 1982 were glven a questionnalre when thelr asslgnments were
compieted which requested that they provide Information ¢n the followling seven
toplcal areas: Research Plans and Objectives; Research Experlence and
Intentions; Research Time, Personnel, Skills, and Equlpment; Major VYalue of
Program; Program Recommendations; Houslng and Stipend; and Suggestions to
Increase Program Effectlveness. In 1981, 33 of 46 FRPs {72 percent) responded
to the exit questionnaire, compared to 38 of 40 FRPs {95 percent) responding if

1982, .
]

Rasearch Plans apd QbJactives. Seventy bercanf of the 1981 FRPs and

almost 75 hercanf of the|1982 FRPs Indicated that thelr research assigrment was
planned with thelr DOE facillty contact prior to thelr appolntment (Tabie 10}.
Furthermore, only 3 perceAf of the 1981 FRPs and 8 percent of the 1982 FPs
reporféd that thls prearranged research plan was not followed once thelr

assignment began.
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Whether or not research had been planned bsforehand or if such a plan had
heen fo| lowed, the vast major |ty of the 1981 and 1982 respondents feit that the
outcome of thelr 2ppolniments was consonant with thelr expectations and that
thelr or!glinal objectives had been ful fllled by thelr research experience.

Resaarch Experience and Intentions. Approximately two-thirds of the 198!
and 1982 FRPs indlcated they were fnvolved in energy research prlor 7o ;jtheir
prograa appoiniments; however, 2n even greeter number Indlcated that they
Intended to continue ressarch [n energy once they returned to campus (Table
11}, Furthermore, almost all of the respondents surveyed In both years
reported that they Intended to pursue additional research in Hie same general
area wvith which thelr program appolniment had been concerned, aithough oniy 36
percent of the 1981 FRPs and 45. percent of the 1982 FRPs had recelved or
expected to recelve a grant from the DOE facillty to contlnue thelr research on
Camp us.

These responsas suggest that the majorlty of the faculty participants had
2 sfrong commltment O energy research pricr to their appolniments and that
thelr progrem experlepCe Intenslfled that commitment to continue thelr research

In energy arecas whether or not %ﬁey recalved flinanclal support from DOE.
Over 80 percent of the

prrch 2 ) 1K - DIANT
1981 FRPs and almost 100 percent of the 1982 FRPs agreed that they had
accompl 1 shed more research durlng their program appolniment than they would
have [f the time had be-n spent on campus (Table .12). In addition to
accompt | shing an Increased smount of research;, the FRPs, wlth very few
exceptlons, felt they had beneflited from thelr Interactions with facllldy
personna!. Furtherwore, aver 75 percent of 1981 FRPs and aimost %0 percent of
the 1982 FRPs |ndlicated *hef had |earned energy technologles with which they
were unfamlllar prior to program participation and the majority of the
partic! pants reported that the facl !ty provided them access to equlpment +he§
dld not have orn canpus (Table 13},

Increased ressarch time, supportive DOE facility personnel, nsw learning
exporiences, 3nd access 1o new equlpmenf made the program a posl tlve experlence
for a large proportlon of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs.
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Major_Yalue of the Program. Both the 1981 and 1982 FRPs most frequently
clted the interact!ion that oééyrrad between academ!clans and DOE sclientlsts as

the major Qaigg of the brogram (Table 14), The second most commonly &ited
program value ln‘bo*h,yqars surveyed.was that the nrogram provldbd-?he
participants with tacllitles, the'latest equipment, and funds for uninterrupted.
research. These iwo progran values account for over. half of the responses In
both 1981 and 1982. o - . )

Another frequently clted response in the 1981 survey was that the program
provided an opportunlty to ledrn new research methods {18 percent of the
total)., In contrast, this v§gua represented onl} 8 percanT of the 1982 FRP
responses, However, a simllar percentage of the 1981 and 1982 FRP respcnses
indfcated that ome of the major va!ugs‘of the program was that |t kept facul ty
avare of new developments In energy research.

- Program Recommendations. Over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs
indicated they would recommend a simllar research experlence for any Interested
graduate student, and 91 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 100 paﬁcanf of the 1982
FRPs reported they would recommend thls program to Interested facul ty members
{Table 15), Thesa responses further substantlate that the research participa-
tlon program was & posltive.experience for the 198! and 1982 faculty partici-
pants, & sltuation evidenced by the responsas ?o_maqéso+her_questjons In the

ex|t survey,

Hgnalng_ahﬂ_ﬁilnend. Temporary, short-term housing can be a problem for
participants In a program such as this, and could decreass the {avel of

participant satisfaction and program productivity, Although over 50 percent of
the 1981 and 1982 faculty participants Indlcatad that thls was not the case In
their sltuvation, 16 to 18 percent were undecided on the questlion of satlsfac-
t+lon wlth houslng arrangements. Another 9 to 13 percent reported they were, in
fact, dissaflisfled with the housing accommodations durling thelr tenure with the
yrogram (Table 10). " o

Although housling was an area of concern for some FRPs, stipends do not
appear to have been the source of any probiem for most particlpants. Eighty-
one percent of the 1981 FRPs and 92 percent of the 1082 FRPs reporied that
payment for thelr assignments had been adequate.

Suggestions to Increase Program Effectiveness., In 1981, 25 percent of
those participants who made a suggestlon they felt would increase program
of foctiveness recommended that houslng arrangements be Improved; however,

D o
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thls response represents only 5 FiPs out of a total of 33 (Table 17}. Further=~
more, In 1982 only 2 FRPs:Indlcated that better houslng arrangem?hfs would
Increase program effectiveness. Thus, the degree to which housing was a
“problem to the FRPs 1s stll| not certaln.

The 1982 FRPs mosf‘freqyanfly suggested that arrangements be made for

participants to continue their research during future summers or &t thelr
unlversities, a suggestion also stated by 1981 FRPs. Further particlpant

) suggestlons Included announclng appé?n*menfs earlier and more planning and
contact before the appolntment. began. Hewever, 48 percent of the 1981 FRPs and
40 percent of the 1982 FRPs feit that the program effectively met thelr needs
as 1t is currently structured and/or had no suggestions to offer.

Description of Survey. Six months after the, 1981 and 1982 FRPs had
compl eted thelr asslgnmahfs, a questlionnalre was distributed to the DOE

facl 1ty staff members who had worked collaboratively with the FRPs durlng the
sunmer. This questionnalre requested that ihe research col laboraters provide
Information about the following seven topical areas: Research Coliaborator
Benef its from the Program, Facl]lty Ressarch Program Beneflts from the
Partlclpants, Energy Technology Tralning, Contlnulng Collaboration with
Participants, Major Yalue of the Program, and Suggestiops to Increase Program
Effectiveness. Twenty-elght of 46 of the 1981 research col laborators (61
percent), and 22 of 40 of the 1982 research cof laboraters (55 percent)
rasponded to thls survey.

Rase 2ol [aborato neflts e The 1981 and 1982
research coliabcrafors percsived the Facul?y Research Particlpation Program as
benaflclal. In general terms, over 90 percent of the research col |laborators
found the experlence fo be rewarqlng {Tabie i3). More specifically, the
major ity Indicated that they had galned new knowledge 2as a result of thelr
col laboratton with the FRPs, and approximately 1uo~+ﬁlrds of the research
collaborators In both Years surveyed reportad that the FRPs provlded expar?lsa
that was not avaliable from any facllity stafi member. .

Further research col |aborator benef ITs were evidenced by the approximately
80 percent who reportad thelr research pregrassed much more quickly due to the
asslstance provided by the 1981 and 1982 FRPz, and by the fact that all the

22




D . .

1982 rescaréh col laborator respondents andf97 percent of the 1981 responrdents
Indl cated they would be wlliing to supervise another faculty membér In the
future, * . Ny - L o ¢

Ressarch P qgram Baneflts from the Pa oant. Nlinety-six percent of the
1981 and 1982 research col | aborators repor+9d°+ﬁaf the DOE faclil?y research
program had beneflted from the contributions of the taculty particlpants (Table
- 19), . Approximately 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research col laborators
agreed that the FRPs brought creative Ideas to the faclility and that the
Intel Isctual climate of the research group was strengthened by the presence of
‘the faculty partlclpants, In addition, over three-fourths of the research
col labor ators I nd cated that contributions from the FRPs would result In
additional publications from the facillty, .

Fﬁnally, Bl though around 95 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research
col | aborators felt that the faculty participants had contributed to accom-
plishing the misslon of the taclllty, oplnlon was evenly split concerning
whether the faculty membéc‘s participation had resulted In an axpanded rappor+
between the facl|lty and the FRP's university In the 1981 survey. However,
almost three-fourths of the 1982 research co! |aborators ﬁbporf?d that an
expanded rapport betwesn the facillty and the FRPs' unlversity was a result of
the program. . = .

Participents' Cortribution to Factlity Research. Almost halt of the 1981
research col lsborators and two-thirds of the 1982 research col laborators »
reported that the FRPs contributed to the faci|ity research program by
developling background data and/or new experimental data for an ongoelng research
project (Table 20}, Thirteen percent of the 1981 and 7 percent of the 1982
research col laborators stated that the FRPs contfributed to elther the
development of new research procadures or the revliew of dats. The remaining
contributions cited were elther In Inltlating new work or 2 new perspective In
the research project or In alding DOE staff in thelr ressarch efforts,

Energy Tachnoiegy Tralning, Although over two-thirds of the ressarch
col laborators in both years surveyed ?eporfed that.the FRPs had been trained In
advanced energy technolc.les during thelr facillty assignments, approximately
one~third of the research collaboratqg s were elther undecided or did not agree
that such tralning had teken place (Table 21), A portion of these undecl dod
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and negaflve respQnses can be explalnéd by the %acf ‘that some resear‘ch’za
appolniments are only Indlrectly energy-ralafed and thus would not Involve
specl flc energy technuiogy tralnlng. Fur?hermore, the nature of some research
assignments, such as comﬁufer progranmlng, simply does not warrant advanced
energy technology tralning. ) .

Continuing Collaboration with the Pacticlipant. Eigh?y-slx percent of the
1981 and 1982 research collaborators Indlcated they expected to contlnue
col laborative assoclatlon with thelr faculty particlpants, and over 75 percent
of fhéucoilaborafors agreed that the FRP they had been asslgned could be a '
useful contractor for DOE (Table 22). In further support of thls opinlon,
50 percent of the 1981 research collaborators and 4! percent of the 1982
research collaborators indicated either they had glven or Intended to glve the
taculty particlpant they had worked with a grant or éanFac+ to tinish his/her

resaarch.

~ Major Value of the Progeam. The most frequently cited major program value
from the perspective of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators was that It

offered the opportunlty for an exchange of methodelogles, techniques, and
viewpolnts between the DOE staff and the faculdy participants (Table 23).
Another frequently clted value was that the program provided an increased
number of tralned staff members to work on a project. The majorlty of the
remslning values clted were galns reelized by the FRPs In ferms of ressarch
skllls, use of facllltles for research, and subject matter f6r use In the FRPs!

academlc programs.
Sugge BASE YQran : pness. Forty percent of the

sugges?!ons of fered by the 1981 research col | aborators fell Info ‘the category

of renewling app01nfmen?s for future summerﬁg@nd/or conflnued Inferacflon with

the FRPs (Tnble 24).; In contrast, -only 6 percent of the 1982 research

col | aborators offered thls suggestion. The most ;\aquanfly clted way In which

the program could be made more ef fective, according 1o the 1982 research

col | aborators, would be to Improve planning and arrangements for the FRP &

positions. This category included such responses as snsuring that the

tacl | 1ty's needs and the FRPs' Interests are maiched, ear| | er ynot| fication of

app! Icant acceptance, and better planning by'faclli1y staff tq set uﬁ the FRPs'

research asslgnments. Another suggestion of fered by the 1982 research

collaborqfcrs was to arrange an annual meeting for the FRPs to presenf papers
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"on thelr resesrch. Eleven of the 1981 research col laborators and 5 of the 1982

_the 1981 and 1982 FRPs were sent a follow~up questionnalre which réquesfad

research col laborators found the program to be very. effective as It was struc-
*

tured, ‘ : -, . - .

A

Eollow-up Survay Results = 1981 and 1982 .
Eacuity Research Particlpants ¢ = ~ -

Description of Survey. Six months after they had compieted the program,

information In the foflowing three topical sreas: Banefifg from Program
Participation, Contact wlth the Facility, and Grant Proposals Resulting from ™
Program Research, Twenty~elght of 46 of the/1981 FRPs {61 percent) and *31 of
40 of the 1982 FRPs (78 percent)} raspondad to the follow-up survey, S
) Bﬂﬂﬂiliﬁ.i:ﬂm_Enngcﬁm_EﬁLIl:lnﬂilﬂﬂ Over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982
FRPs agreed that they had Incorporated knowledge galned from thelr program
participation into their teaching (Table 25}, However, only a.little more than
one=fifth of the 1981 FRPs Indlcated that they planrned to offer "a gew course v
based on the knowledge they acquired through the program. In contrast, almost
half of the 1982 FRE§§£jannad to cffer a new course based on thelr research
experience, ' ,

Although there was someg variation In the number of courses *hé+ resul +ed
from the progran, the research benefits the FRPS acqulrad +hrough their
facl1lﬁy ass|gnments were more clearly defined, Almost 100 percent of The FRPs
Indicated that, ?hey were better prepared to direct studant research as a result |
of their program particlpation, and 68 percent of the 198! FRPs and 84 perconf )
of the 1982 FRPs elther had already or were plannfng *o inltiate a hew research
progran ralafed to the work they had dona durlng ?halr program appolniment
(Table 26),

Contact with the Facllity, All of ;ha 1982 FRPs and almosf 90 percent of
the 1981 FRPs reparted they had maf ntal ned wn?adfwifh the facllity since ‘!‘hey

had returned to their campuses (Table 27). Furfhermora, thé large majorlty of
the FRPs IndIca+ea that they elther were currently or intended to continue

collaboraflng with the DOE vacil ity on the research *hay conducted during fheir
_ o

= ’
% .
-] )
HEwnrrm e e A T e YT

assignmenf » C
Befwaan 82 and 87

percent of “the FRPs reporfed[?haf the ‘ressarch fhey conductad was of value In
preparing grant proposals (Table 28), However, aimost twe~thirds of “the




13

1981 FRPs compared to Jusf over one~third of the 1982 FRPs had acfuaily
submitted or were planning’to submit a grant propésal based on thelr DOE
research. Twoe-thirds of the 1981 proposals and hal f of the' 1982 proposais were
‘subml tted to DQE, and another cne-flf+h to one-third .of the proposa!s were
subml+ted to the Natlonal Sclence Foundation.

) In scme Insfances, informafion abouf the same subjacf area nas requesfad

~ on the .entry, axif research collaborafor, and/or tol low=up quesflonnalres.
The FRPs were\sfﬁgd about varlous program expecfaflons at the point of ﬁnferlng
the program and asked If these expectations had been reallzed when they exifed‘
the program. Also, questions regarding the program’s value and effectivengss
wore asked of both faculty participants and résaarcﬁ cot taborators. Tﬁe
subject sreas which were cross-referenced in the different surveys are as a
‘tollows: (1) Use of Equipment, (2) Parficipanfs' Exper+lse, (3} Energy ‘
Technology Tralning, (4) Major Program Value, (5) Suggasfions to increase
Progrezm Effectiveness, and (6) Résearch'Supporf and Collaboéaflon. A

%

. compar|son of the responses glven ln these subject areds can serve as.a means ’

‘of evaiuating both the degree of agré@ﬂbnf between FRPs' axpecfafions and

experiences and the perceptlons regarding progrsn parformance held by ‘ .

particlpants and thelr rasearch collaborafors. Pleagde nofeéghaf ali rasulfs
reflected in this section are based on data Included In Tables 1-28.
usa_gf_ﬁgulgmani - At the point of enfarlng the program, 76 percenf of the
1981 FRPs and 74 percenf of fhe 1982 FRPs Indlcated they expecfed o use
tacll ity equipment which +hay dld not.have access to on cmnpus' however, only
60 percent of the 1981 +RPs lndlca*ed’pn the exlf ques?ionnalre that, In fact,
they had had access to such quipment’ at the DOE facllity, T7The margin of
di fference between expecfaflon and experlence was much less for the 1982 FRPs,
with 71 percent reporting they had usad equipment not avallable on their -
campuses when surveyed at the cnmplefton of thelr appolniment.
Eﬂ:ilﬁlgﬂﬂiﬁ..ﬁ&&ﬁtii&ﬁ The FRPs were also queried at the time +hey
began thelir appoliniments as to whether they expected to contribute experflse
that was not available at the facillity, Elghty~one percent of the 198! facuity
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participants and 87 percent of the 1982 FRPs responded "yes™ to thls question;
Fxwever, approximately 67 pefcenf of the research col laborators agreed that the
7 FRPs assligned to thelr projects had actually contributed expertise that was not
_ avaliable at the DOE facllity. The discrepancy between *he FRPs! expecfafléns

and thelr research col laborators! p. .eptlons can possibly Se explalned by the
. fRPs lack of awareress at the polnt of entering ‘he program that there were DOE
staff members who shared thelr area of expertl se,

Engrgy Technolggy Tralning. The FRPs were asked at the point of
completion of the program [+ they had |earned ensrgy technologles which were
unfaml(lar to them prior to program particfpation, and the research
col laborators were asked if the FRPs had been iralned In advanced energy
technologles while at the faclllty, Seventy-elght percent of the 1981 FRPs &nd
87 percent of the 1982 FRPs agreed they had |earnad prevlously unfamillar
energy technologies during their appointments, compared to 68 percent of the
191 research co!laborators and 72 percent of the 1982 research collaborators
whp felf that aQVanced energy tachnologles had been a part of the FRPs'

.

tralning, ¢
It shouid be noted that the questions asked of the two groups were not

identical, The FRPs might, [n fact, have learned energy technologles which
were unfamlliar to them put which the research col laborators did not percelive
as advanced, or perhaps the research collaborators did not percelve the
appoln‘ment as having a formal fraining component In advanced energy
technologles, Nonetheless, a 10= to 15-percent variation in the response
suppilaed by the two groups Is not."a wide margln of dlsagreement.

Major Program Value. Both ths 1981 and 1982 FRPs and reseerch
.20l laborators were asked what they thought was the major vaiue of the program.
The most frequently cited faculty responses fell Into the category of
"Interaction between academiclans and DOE sclentists,” and the most commonly
cl+ed research col laborator response was Mexchange of methodologles,
techniques, and vlewpoints.™ Both responses refer to a similar Idea, I.e.,
that the prodgrem provides an opportunity for an Interaction +ha+'leads 1o an
exchange of research skills and knowledge.

" In general, there Is agreement petwesn the FRPs and ressarch col [aborators

as to what the major program values are, although the percentage of responses
al Igned wl;h any glven value differs between the fwo groups. In 1961, both
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faculty participants and research collaborators Indicated that faci|l+ties ang

equipment for the FRPs' use was 2 major program value; however, 20 to 23
percent of the FRPs clted thls response compered +o 4 to 6 percent of the
col labor ators. Thls ranga.of differen.s was to be expected since the faculiy
particlpants would be orlented more toward those values which met thelr
research needs and the research collaborators wouid be more orlented toward
those program values which met the needs of the project and the DOE faclllty.
in fact, around one~flfth of the 1981 research col lsborators' responses clted
the major program value to be the avellablilty of an Increased number of
~ tralned staff members, a value not flke!y to be 2 perspective held by the FRPs
who have nelther a long~-term commliment to the project nor any m&nagamenf
concerns. ‘ '
1986 2 . | tlvenass. The 1981 and 1982 FRPs and
research collaborators also were asked for suggestlons that would Incraase
program effectiveness. Although the research collaborators ard the FRPs often
offérad similar recommendations, the frequency In which suggestions were clted
varles both batween the FRPs and the research col laborators and bpiween the two
survey years. The 1981 research col fsborators and the 1982 FRPs Eosf
trequently suggested that appol ntments should be renswed for future summers or
that some other means of continued Interaction between the FRPs and the DOE
staf{ should be Implemented. [n contrast, this suggestion was offered by only
6 percent of the 1982 research cdllaborators and 15 percent of the 192) FRPs.
The most frequently clved suggestion offered by the 1981 FRPs was that
nousing arrangements should be Improved, a suggestlon not mentloned by +ha.1981
or 1982 research collaborators. However, 3s was dlscussed earller In the major
values clted by both groups, the concerns of the research c<oilaborators and
faculty particlpants would not nscessarily bs the same. Overall, the research
col laborators offered suggestions which would lead to longer and/or better
planned appointments for a more wlda?f qual Ified and larger group of FRPs.
While the 198! facully research particlpants’ suggestions addressed a need for
fonger appolntments, they also volced a concern for better prepara+10nsfand

services which would enhance thelr research exper!oence.

Besearch Support and Coltlaboratign. When the 1981 facuity research
particlpants were asked at the time they completed thelr appolniments

O
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_..xhether they expected to rpcaiv§ 3 grant or contract from the DOE faclllty for

work on thelr campuses, 36 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 45 percent of the 1982
FRPs reported that they anticlpated such funding. However. 6 months |ater the
number of 198] FRPs who reported they had submitted or planned to submit 2
grant proposal had increased to 64 percent of the total. In conirast, the 1982
FRPs' response In the follow=up survey §howad a 6 percent decrease froam the
exit survey Indication of the expectation’ of funding. These figuras suggest
that even though many of the 1981 FRPs may not have anticlpated funding at the
end of their appolniments, they were actlively pursulng such funding to continue
thelr research 6 months later. One-half 1o two~thirds of these grant proposals
were submltted to DOE, and approximately half of the 1981 and 1982 DOE faclllty
"research col Iaborators reported that they elther had given or were pleanning to
give the FRPs a grant or contract 1o contlnue thelr research on campus.

Al though not ail the DOE facilltles were able to contlinue funding of the
FRPs' research, 86 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators expected
to continue a collaborative assoclation with the participants. The intention
of a continued collaborative assoclation wvas also affirmed by over three-
fourths of the 1981 FRP3 and almost all of the 1982 FRPs In both the entry and
follow=up surveys. ’

Finally, these compar[sons batween the surveys lndlcafé a general agreo-
ment between the FRPs and thelr research co!lzborators on saveral Important
I ssues. The FRPs' expectations at polny of enfry were reallized through thelr
progran particlpation, and the DOE facll ity research cof jaborators had access
to +ralned personnel who not only provided project asslstence but also new
perspectives on the rasaarch.In progress. '

Program ObJactives ~ Faculty Regearch
Participation Program

The Unlverslty Programs Dlvlsjon of Oak Rldge Assoc!ated Universities,
which administers the Faculty Ressarch Particlpation Preogram for the U.S.
Depar-tment of Ensrgy, has outilined a set of objectives which the bPOQr&m s
designed to reaflze foF both the faculty research participants and the
parffhlpa?lng DOE facllitlas. This sectlion of the report will examine the
degree 1o which the 1981 and 1982 Faculty Research Participation Pr‘dgr&mJr




evaluatlion survey responsas Indicaie thet these. objectives were mot. Results
are based on data included In Tables 1-28,

Program Objectives for Faculty Research Participants. The first program .
objective is to provide resaarch particlpation opportunities for faculty
members in ongolng easrly research. This objective Is met slmply through +he
ex|stence of the Facuity Resesrch Particlpation Progran and the DOE faclllity
appol nfments that resuit from fhe'progran.

With 78 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 87 percent of the 1982 FRPs ’
tndica+lng they had lesrned energy technologles unfamilliar Y0 them prlor to
program participation, the QRAU/DCE objective of iralning faculty in up~to-date
energy technclogles wes reallzed in large part in both years surveyed.

Over 90 per~ent of the 1981 and 1982 faculty particlipants Indlicated they
Intended to pursue additional reseaPch In tho same areas us thelr research
progran assignment, and 68 to 84 percent of the FRPs reported they had
Inltiated or were planning to Initiate a new research progran related 1o the
research they conducted at the DOE faclllty. These responsas Indicate that the
program objective ot lﬁcorpora?!ng new knowledge galned through the program
into the faculty members® own ressarch programs has bgsen met. '

The fourth program objectlive of providing the opportunity to propose and
conduct research which Is responsive to the needs of DOE appears to be met In
part by the fact that approximately 40 to 60 percent of the 1931/1982 FRPs
reported they had submitted or were Intending to subml+ grant proposals as a
resylt of thelr research at the DOE faclilty. Over three-fourths of the 19g!
FAPs and aimost ali of the 1982 FRPs Indicated they Intended to continue
col laborative resasrch with the DOE facii!¥y where they had been asslgned.

Al though onlvy 22 to 45 peréenf of the FRPs Indlcated that they planned to
offer 'a new course based on knowledge galned through the ﬁfogram, almost ail
reported they had Incorporated kniwledge gs=ined through prog;an participation
Into their teaching. Thls latter response afflrms that the objective of incor=
porati ng new know!ledge Into the faculty's teaching program has boen reallzed,

The program objective of providing the opporfunlty Yo focus on a research
agenda wlth nonre of the distractions of classroom, office, or administrative
autfes was affirmed by 82 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 97 percent of the
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1982 FRPs. They reported that belng away froem thelr unlverslities had al lowed
them to conduct more research than they would have If the tIime had been spent
on cempus. Furthermore, the second most frequently clted major program value
by both 1981 and 1982 FRPs was that the program provided the facil!tles, !
equlpmant, and funds for unlinterrupted resesrch.

Glven that a total of 75 or more actual publ lcations {journal articles,
proceedings, and/or DOE reports) were clted by the 1981 and 1982 FRPs as 2
resuit of thelr qppoinhnenfs, the QRAU/DOE objective to provide the opportunity I
for faculty to have their research published was reallzed by the 1981-and 1982
programs {See Appendix B for a |Ist of publlcaflons).'

Finally, the last program objectlive for the faculty particlipants Is to
provide the oppérfunt?y to +raln students more closely to DOE needs. WIth just
under 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs reporting they were bstter prepared
to direct student research In areas related to thelr program appolniments, this
goal was obvlouslé-mef.
am Oh Jecti va < ating Fa ties. The first objectlve for
the parflclpaflng faclllflas Involved In the Facul?y Research Partlelpation
Progran Is to provide the baglnnings for future or collaborative research.

This goal was af fIrmed by 86 percent the 1981 and 1982 ressarch
col laboraters, who Indlicated they expected to continue coqgaraflva research
efforts with the faculty particlpants. _

Atmost 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research <ol laboraters Indicated
that thelr ressarch Programs had denefitad from the contributions of the . £
facuity particlpants, which supports the conclusion that the objective of
strengthening the ressarch programs at the facllitles was res! ized.
Furthermore, the majorlty of the resesrch col laborators affirmed that the
program objective of strengthening the Inte! fectual climate at the fecl!ities
+hrough the Interaction of DOE and the faculty particlpants was also met,

Another program objective for the facliitles |g to traln potent!al
manpower In advanced energy technologles, a goal that g8 percent of the 1981
research <ollaborators Indicated was reatl lzed.

Over three-fourths of the 1981 and 1982 research cof Jaborators rapcr?ed
that additlonal publ Ished resesarch from #ie facillty had resul ted trem the
contributions of the FRPs, thus afflrming another program objective. However,
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half of the 1981 ‘research col laborators were In agreement and the other half

wore undecl ded about whether the objsctive of the expanded rapport between the
FRPs! unlversitlies and the DOE facllItles had actual ly occurred as a resuit of
the progran. The 1982 research coilaborators were In greater agreement that
the program had expanded rapport between the academlic sphere and DOE, wlith
aimost three-quarters of the respondents afflrming this statement and the

remaf nder undecided. _

Almost 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research col|aborators égreed that
the faculty participants had contributed o the mission of the DOE facllity
through the research they had conducted during thelr appolniments, and
approximateiy half of the col|aborators reported they had given or intended to
give a grant to the FRPs to contlnue thelr research efforts. [t should be
noted that budget restrictlons were clted by almost 30 percent of the 198f
rasearch col laborators as the reason they wouid not be funding the FRPs!
conti nued resserch, rather than & decisfon that the resgarch was Inapproprlate
for DOE or a questlion of the FRPs' expertiss. These responsas support the fact
that the program objective of encouraging research responsive to the needs of
DOE certalnly was met dur!né the 1981 FRPs! appoiniments, and, to a large
extent, this objective continued to be realized even after the completion of
the faculty anpolntments through facliity funding of research efforts on
CampuS.

Finally, with spproximately|fwo-thirds of the 1981 and 1982 research
collaborators In agreement that the FRPs had contr(buted expertlse not
available from the present staff, the |ast facllity objec*f&e vas met In large
part through the Faculty Research Particlpation Program.
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1981 AND 1982 STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

Entry Survey Results - 1981 and 1982 -
Student Research Participants (SRP)

- Pascription of Jucyay. The student research participants {n 1981 and 1982
were requested at the polnt of entering the program ¥o provide Information
regarding the folld@lng four toplcal areas: Particlipants! Objectives, Means of
Program Awareness, Particlpants! Expectations and Progréﬁ“ﬁraparafIOn, and
Areas of Expertise Partlclpants Expect to Galn from the Program. Only 38 of
the total QB SRPs (43 percent) In 1981 responded to the entry survey; however,
74 of the 76 SRPs (97 percent} responded In 1982,

Partlclpants! ObJectives., The student research particlipants were asked to
I1st thelr objectlves for participating In the program. These objectlves were
to be Ilisted In thelr order of Importance wlth space al lotted on the
questionnaire for up'fo Hree purposes T¢ be |listed, Individual responses were
grouped Into !lke categories by the author,

As can be seen [n Table 29, over half of the 1981 SRPs and aimost
two-thirds of the 1982 SRPs Indicated that thelr primary objective In
participating In the program was fo galn research experience, Although the
majority of the responses was Included In this objective, several 1981 and 1982
SRPs Indicated thelr primery objectlive In particlipating In the program was ¥o
galn further knowledge In thelr fleld, In additlon, 11 percent of the 1981 SRP
primary objectives fell Into the category of assistance In making career
declsions, and the same percentage.of 1982 SRP respondsnts |1sted thelr primary
objectlva In participating In the program was o gain handswon |aboratory
experlence,

As was the cake in the SRPs' primary objectlve, the opporfunity %o galn
research axparlence was almost +hq most fréguantly ¢!ted overal! obJectlive,
regardless of ranking of Importance for both years surveyed (Table 30). The
second most commonly clted overall program objective for both 1981 and 1982
SRPs was to galn further knowledge in thelr field (18 and 14 percent,
respactively), Another frequently c¢lted objesctive was to galn assistance [n
making career declislons. Although similar obJectives were clted by the 198!
and 1982 SRPs, the percentage of the total responses & given object!ve
represents diff¢ers In many [nstances. For example, aimost 10 percent of the
1582 SRPs reported an objective In participating In the program was to have
summer enployment, compared to 3 percent of the 1981 responsas In this

33
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years was corcerned with-experiencing the nonacademic worlid and galning .

research skifis.

Megans of Program Awareness. The 1981 and 1982 SRPs most frequently

indicated that they became aware of the program through Ijterature posted on .

their campus bulletin bosrds (Table 31). Almost one=fourth of the responsss In

both years, however, indlcated that the students had been Informed of the

program by thelr major professors. Former participants and depariment chairmen

were also sources of informatlion about the program; however, journal

advertisements reached only one student In each of the iwo years surveyed.
Partlicloants' Expectations and Program Preparation. Thirty-nine percent

of the 1981 SRPs and 45 percent of the 1982 SRPs had talked 1o elther a formér

student or faculty program participant and, as a result, had some {dea of what

to expect from thelr program assignments (Table 32). However, only 5 percent

of the 1981 SRPs and 16 percent of the 1982 SRPs knew any members of the DOE

facll 1ty staff prior to belng sslected for the program. Not only wouid

contacts at the fzclilty better Inform the students what Yo expdct ;fom a given

program assignment, informal feadback suggests that student participants who

are sglected for an assignment because a faclllty steff member is personnally .

aware of his/her interests and skilis often have more satisfy Ing research {

exper iences, ' :
Close 10 two-thirds of the 1981 and 1982 studsnt research particlipants

reported that their research assignment was 1n an area In khich they were

primarify Interested. Studsnts whose assignman+s were in toplcs of thelr first

cholce would no doubt be better satisfled with thelr work and possibly would

have & stronger background In an area of primary interest.
In terms of actual preparation efforts made by the faclllty staff, 71

parcent of the 1981 SRPs and 64 percent of the 1982 SRPs reported that thelr

research -mentor had contacted them prior to the bahlnnlng of thelr assignment

and informed them of the nature of the regearhh they would be conducting (Tabhg

33), However, thls contact included a speclflc work plan and reading

refersnces for only 37 percent of the 1981 SRPs and 46 percent of the 1982

student particlpants. ) '




than half of the 1981 SRP responses and half of +hose reporfeddln 1982 clfed an

expectation to galn expertise In research and research technlques (Table 34),
In 1981, the student research participants! second’mosf frequently cited
response was that they expected to gain expertise in thelr major subject,
vhereas In 1982 the students more frequently clted an expectatlon to galn
expertise In the use of equipment through thelir program participation. Other
areas In which the SRPs hoped to galn expertise Included practical
applications, Independent work, and writing and/or publIshing.

Ex!i f.‘.‘“m:ﬂ;.[ Rﬂﬁllliﬁ - 1951 and 1952
Stusient Research. Partigipants !

Descriptlon of Survay. At the end of thelr summer research assignments,
the 1981 2nd 1982 SRPs were requested to provide informatlon regarding the
fol lowing elght toplca! areas: Program Preparation, Asslstance in Meaflpg
Progrem Requirements, Satlsfaction with Assignment, Housing and Transportation,
Program Impacts, Future Plans, Major Value of the Program, and Suggestions to
Incfeése Program Effectiveness, Eighty-flve of 88 of the 1981 SRPs (97 per=
cent) and 74 .of 76 of the 1982 SRPs (97 percent) responded to the exit survey.

Progean _Preparation. Although 56 to 59 percent of the 1981 and 1982 SRPs
reported that thelr research supervisors had4ac?ually contacted them prior to
Hhelr arrival, alm&sf 100 percent of the participants In both years surveyed
felt that research supervisors should contact students and provide them with _
written material prior to the beginning of their assignment (Table 35}, i

In addition fo the preperation provided by the DOE faclllty research
supervisors, the majority of 1981 and 1982 student particlpants agreed that
thelir acedemlc preperation had been adequate for meeting the requlrements of
the research assignment (86" and B8 percent, respectively),
anGe : : aral _ < Approximately 90 percent of
the 1981 and 1982 student participants agreed that thelr supervlsors were
avallable to guide or assist them In the laboratory (Table 36),

Although sround half of the 1981 and 1982 SRPs felt the orlentation
sesslon had been beneflcial, one~flfth of the 5RPs did not flnd the session
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--to be .of .value. Nonetheless, 90.to 92 percent of the 1981 and 1982 student

participants found the informatioén and equjpmenf at thelr disposai to be
adequate to carry‘out their research assignmants. '
Satistaction with Assigoment. Almost ali of the SRPs In both years
surveyed Indicated that thelr research axperlence had been personally - valuabie”
{Tabie 37}. Furthermore, over half of the 198t and 1982 SRPs reported that
their research experlence had exceeded thelr expectations, and three-fourths of"
the SRPs Indicated that their asslgnments had matched thelr Interests.
The genérally high degres of satisfaction with their assignments Is
further reflected In the 74 to 82 qucenf of the 198! and 1982 SRPs who found

. the content of thelr assignments *o be investigative and challenging, while

only 10 and 16 percent, respecflvqu, felt that thelr asslgnments were

somotimes borling.

Housing and Transportatl ,n. Sixtesn to 21 percent of the 1981 and 1982

SRPs fel+ that housing arrangements served as a mejor drawback In consldering
progran acceptance, aithough a lesser percentsge felt that housing was @ more
dl fficul ¥+ Issue than one would expect for a short=term stay In any location
(Table 38}. -

-‘Close to 60 percent of the sfudenfs In both years surveyed felt that ORAU
had been frank about the housing situation from the beginning of the offer, “and
approxlmafelY 50 percenf of the SRPs Indicated that communlications fron ORAU
‘regarding houslng had mlnlmized problems actuaily encountered. ‘n addltion,
two~thirds of the 1981 student research particlpants and cver half of the 1982
SRPs indlcated that transportation was iess of a problem than they had
anticlpated. |t should be noted, howsver, that ﬁn average of spproximately
ong~f1fth to one-quarter, respectively, of the sfudeqf‘raspondenfs were
undecided on housing and transportation issues. %

Enggn;m_imnngis.' Forty~four percent of the 1981 student participants and
62 percent of the 1982 student partic!pants agreed that the tralning they had
received through the program had provided them with an Indepth background for a
major senlor or honors course o paper (Table 39). Not only did a large
proportlon of the student participants feel that the program had banefited
thelr present educatlional pursuifs,"ower half of the 1981 SRPs and fwo-thirds
of the 1982 SRPs Indlcated +hat thelr assignment had Increased thelr desire to
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go to graduate school. Furthermore, 40 to 50 percent of all the SRPs reported

that ?hefr participation In the program had led them to conslder & career with
DOE.

Enin:gﬁﬂlanﬁ. Less than 10 percent of the 198! and 1982 student
parfchpanfs reported that they [ntended ¥o sTart careers when they had
complefed thelr undergraduate degree programns {Table 40). Instead, the
majority indicated that ?hef planned to go to graduate scheol, with
approxImately one~third of the SRPs reporting they wouid pursue graduate study

“1n an energy-related area. - ’

Over half of the SRPs In both years surveyed reported they Iatended to
pursue a Ph.D. In graduate school, whlle approximately one=flfth of thes SRPs
tntended to cease formal education at the M.S. level (Table 41). '

Major Vaiuve of the Program. The most trequently ¢ited major program value
for both the 1981 and 1982 SRPs was the research experlence it provided

A{Tabfe 42). The second most commonly clted major program value for both years

surveyed was the exposure the program provided to sclentific research cutside
the acadqmlc setting. The two groups of students also freguently Indlicated
that the qssoclaflon wl+h peopie well versed In thelr flelds and the oppor=-
tunity to conslder career possibllitles In research were primary advantages
provided by the progran.
) _ 8 I g B0e 0f the suggestions offered
by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs to Increase program effectliveness, the majoriiy ware
grouped Into the category of "increased communlcation prior to student's
arrival.” Another frequently clted suggestion by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs was
that ORAU should Increase supervislion over the particlpating faciilitlies In the
futufe to ensure there will sctualily be research for the' student to conduct.
Other suggestlons were concerned wlth better Information sbout the
research projects and more communication with other student parflclpanfs;
Finally, given the mixed responsss to questlons congernling houslng ‘and trans-
portation which were discussed earller In this report, It Is not surprising
that 17 percent of the 1982 SRPs! and. 9 pércenf of the 1981 SRPs suggestlons

were that housing and transportation arrangements should be Improvea.”
; .

£
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Qescription of Survey. At the end of the SRPs' assignments, question-
nzires were distributeu to the students! research mentors requestling Infé}m\\
tion about the following 10 toplcal areas: Preparation Provided for +he
Research Mentcrs, Preparation Made for Program Partlic¢ipants, Reasons for
Participant Selectlion, Satlsfaction with Particlpants, lnfluence of Research
Program on Students! At+ltudes Toward Research or Career Goals, Student
Benefits from Research Asslgnment, Research Mentor Beneflts from the Pr0gram,
Progran Impacts on Faclllity Staff, Faclllty Research Program Benefits from the
Particlpants, Major Valus of the Program, afid Suggestions to Increass
Effectiveness. Seventy~nines of 88 of the 3981,resaarch mentors (90 percent)
and 58 of 76 of the 1982 research mentors (76 percent) fesﬁandad to this

SUrysY.

Preparatiq w i ar 1) 1S8al 1Iuﬁs or. As can be seen in Teble 44,
the majority of the research mentors In hoth yean§ surveyed felt they were well
prepared t0 sarve In thelr supervisory capacity with the program. N!ne+? ‘o 97
percent of the research mentors (ndlicated they understood what thelr dutles
would entall, and over 80 percent were satisfied with the Information provided
by ORAU prior to the students’ arrival.

- A further reflac+lon of the success of efforts made o a!d the research
mentors In thelr prepatation for the studawt research particlpants wﬁg_ e fact
that approxlmafel§ two~thirds of the research mentors reported that +h§i ore
notlfled.of thelr student assignment 2 to 3 months In advance (Tsbie 45). In
addltion, 86 *0 91 percent recelved a copy of the student’s flle prior to the
SRP's arrival, These factors would ail suggest that the majorlty of the
rasearch mentors had an adequate amount of Information and time to make the
neces sary arﬁgngemen?s tor a satisfactory placement of the students In the
facllutiqs' rgsearch projects.

Approximately fwo-thirds of

the 1981 and 148 research mentors reported they had confacfed thelr student
resgarch particlipants regarding the general nature of +helr rasearch assignment
prior to thelr arrival {Table 46). However, only 56 percent of the 1981
research mentors Indlcated they had provided 2 spaciflc work 9lan and readling
raferences to the SRPs prior to the program starting date. On the other hand,
a siightly greater percentage of the 1982 research mentors provided the SRPs
with speclfic assignment Information rather than more géneral Information.
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: Beasons for Participant Jelection, A student's academlic record and

3 * background In the subject area of the research projecf were the most frequenfly N

L m~cI?ed conslderations for particlpant selecflon for bofh the 1981 and 1982
research mentors (Table 47}, A student's Indicated Interest on hls/her
appllcafﬂqn and the recommendations the student's proféssors presented were
other commonly clted reasons for selection of a particular student,

It shou!d be noted that 8 of the 1981 research mentors and 5 of the 1982

t research mentors supervised students who were selectad for the asslgnment by

other faci|Ity personnel, '

‘ ﬁﬂilsiﬁq{fnn_ulih.Eattigioanfs. Over 90 percent of both the 1981 and 1982

) research mentolrs reported that the student parflclpynfs they selected matched

; the quall?y suggesfed In their applications (Table 48). Furthermore, of the

1981 and 1982 research mentors who had prlor experlence supervlsing student . .
parflc!panfs, ovér half found the work of the sTudenfs curren?ly assigned to be
superlor to work done by prevlious student research par?lclpan?s. k
Another measure of satisfactlon with the student research participants was
reflected In the performance ratings provided by the research mentors,
ApproxImately 50 psrcent felt the SRPs assigned to their projects performed
thelr dutles In & superior manner, and another 38‘+o 40 percent indlicated thelr
SRPs! ‘work performance was above avaﬁage (Table 49), Only 2 of 79 of the 1981
research mentors found the students! performance to be .below 2verage, and none
of the 1982 research mentors reported the SRPs! work 10"be below average,
InfiJence of Research Experience. on Students! Attltudes Toward
Resaearch or.Career Goals. Approximately half of the 1981 and 1982 research s
mentors felt that the research asslignment had influenced the student |
particlpants! attlitudes toward research or career goals (Table 50)..
Spectilically, 52 percent of the 1981 research mentors who percelved &n Impact
on the students' attltudes Indlcated that the SRPs were now planning to pursue
gi-aduate écﬁool and/or a career In the area of thelr research assignments,
." This same response was reported by 36 percent of the 1982 research mentors;
i however, an ejual number of the 1982 mentors felt that the nature of the

b
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. program's infiuencé\had been the students' development of additional research
or technical skills. AppF5§1m5+éf§ one-f1fth of Hé Tresearch .mentor's who clted————
evidence of program Impacts In both years reported the SRPs under their
supervision. had dgveloped a more Intense Interest in research.

ﬁiunenijaannflis from Research &5s]gnmﬁni Eighty-three percent of the .
5+uden+ reseaich parflcipenTs' beneflts clted by the 1981 research mentors and
86 percent of the SRP beneflts clted by the 1982 research mentors fall Into the -
fotlowing four bafeﬁorles: (1) experience working iR @ research environment,
£2) use of equipment and techniques not avzllabie on campus, (3) more dotalied _
know | edge and. sklll in the speclflc subject s*udled, and (4) +he appllcaflon of _:
knot i edge Iearned {n an academic e=tting (Tabie 51). f

OpInion was fairly eveniy spl 1+ among the research mentors concernlng
whether the students had recelved the benefi+ of training In advanced energy
technoiogles, with e'sllghfly higher percentage of 1981 mentors agresing rather
than disagreelng tha* such 1rainlng had occurred. Just the opposite s!ruation
occurred among the 1982 research mentors (Table 52),
Mantor | pgran. Close to 90 peircent of the
1981 and 1982 research menfors tound thelr experlence of superv!sing the SRPs
to be rewdrding (Table 53). More specifically, the major ity of the research
entors In both, years surveyed felt they had galned feachlﬁ&;and adninistrative
skills from supervlsing the student participants. Fur?hermcre, 85 parcent of
the 1981 and 1982 research mentors reported that +heir research had progressed -
at a faster rate due to the assistance of the students, and aimost 100 percent
of. the mentors indicated they would be willing to.supervise another student In

the future.

Program. impacts on Facllity Staff. Beyond the benefits the research )
mentors felt they had speclfically gelned \+hey al so reported beneflts that

‘were provided.to other facl|ity staff members fhropgh the program. Somewhat
over one-third of the 1981" and 1982 researgh montors reported that:the
students! efforts ailowed the facility staft to complefe ‘cr gét nearer to
completion on a current project (Table 54)., Other program impacts on the
tacil !ty staff Included the abillty for the staff to pursue research In new:
areas due to the students' assistance, the positive effect of the students’
enthuslasm on the rest of the aroup, and new insights provided by the studedts

Alé() - . | L
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regarding the research work at nand. All of the impacts clfed were of a
posltive nature, except for two research mentors in 1982 who reported that
student participants had a negative effect In the research group due to the
amount of time reguired to supervise and train them.

EﬁQLLLLx_Bﬁsﬁarnh_E:9gcAm_Bﬂnﬂilis_innm_Iha_Ennilglnani. in general
terms, over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research mentors felt that the
research program at their factlity had benefited from the contributlons of #he
SRPs (Table 55). In specific terms, however, the mentors were more divided in
thelr oplnions regarding the contributions of the studenis. Less than half of
+he 1981 and 1982 research mentors thought that the students had brought new
ldeas and appruaches to the research group, and only sl lghtly over half of the
manfoEQ thought that the Infellec*ual climate of the group had been
strengthened by the student participants. Glven the dlfference in the level of
experience and education between the students and the faclllty staff, these
numbers nonetheless Indicate an {mpressive Impact by the SRPs. The most- .
concréfe ovidence of the students' contribution to the facll|tles! research
programs, however, Is reflected in the fact that 39 fq 40 percent of the
research menfohs reported that the students’ efforts had resulted in adgltlional
publlcations from thelr faclllties.

Major Value of the Program. The most frequently clted major program
values by the research mentors IN both years surveyed were the pra~tical
research experlence the program provides the students and $he opportunity the
students have 1o consider what research careers In their flelds would entall
(Table 56). Seyeral of the resaé;ch mentors Iédlcafed that the Interaction
between the professionals and students was a major program value, &lthough this
response was ch{e%?mobe frequently In 1981 than 1982.

) Other clted major program values are concerned primarily with the teeching
opportunlties provided to the research mentors and the research and *ralnlng
experiences gffered to {ﬁe student garticlpants.

Suggestions to fncrease Program Effectiveness. The majority of The
suggesflbns offered by the 1981 research mentors tali Into the category of
extending the length of the SRP appolniment or al fowlng students to return In
future summers (Table 57¥. This reséonse was also offeredsby the 1982 research
mentors, but they suggested an equal number of times that there should be
contact with the students prior to the beglnning of thel#ass| gnments.




Other research mentor suggestions were of the nature of better and earlier
program preparation and assisting the students In houslng arrangements;
however, 44 percent of the 198! research mentors and 48 percent of the 1982
research mentors found the p:ogram ef fective as currently structursd and/or had

" no suggestions to offer.

Follow=Up Survev Resujts =
1981 Student Research Pacticlpants

DﬂsﬁclnIlQ&Jlt_ﬁutxﬁg. §1x months after the 1981 and 1982 SRI's had com=

pleted fhe!r asslgnments, a short fol low-up quustlonnalre was distributed
requesting they provide Information regarding their publlications and sem!nars
and the Impact of the program on their career goals. Thirty-three of 88 of the

* 1981 SRPs (38 percen?) and 30 of 74 of the 1982 SRPs (41 percent) responded to

"?hls survey.

Eunilgnilgna_nnd_hemlnacs Only 21 percent of the 1981 and 30 percent of
the 1982 SRPs reporfed that they had authored, co-authored, or had thelr

ass]stance acknowledged In & sclentiflc publication as a result of thelr
participation In the program; however, 50 to 61 percent reporfed that they had

presentad a seminar (Tabie 58),

D3 m on Career Goals. Thirty percent of the 1981 SRPs and i3
percent of the 1982 SRPs Indlcated that as & rasult of thelr particlpation [n
the program they Intended to pursue a career In research, and another 7 percent
of the 1982 SRPs rgported they had already sccepted a position In 3 research
Iaboratory. Approximately one~third to one-half of the SRPs reported they
Intended to enter graduate school 1to study In the same subject area as thelr
program assignment. The majorlty of the SRP responses were positive, with only
a few respondents Indicating they had chosen not to pursue a career In research

8s 3 resuit of their program experience.

. -Selected Survey Data Comparlsons = 1981 and 1962
+ Studant Regearch, Partlclpants

' The 1981 and 1982 Sfudent Research Participation Program evaluation
surveys requestsd Information about the same subject area in saveral Instances
on the entry, exit, research menfor‘anf fol low~up questionnalres. The subject
areas whlch were cross-referenced in the dlfferent surveys Include: (1)} Com-
munication with the Research Mentor Prior to Program Assignment, (2) Major
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Program VYatues, (3) Suggestions to Increase Program Effectiveness, and (4)
Progran Impact on Career Goals. A comparl!son of respunses given |n these
subject areas can serve 85 a means of evaluating the degree to which student
program expectatlons were met and a8s & measure of agreement between student and
taci |1ty statf perceptions of the program.

Al though there was only an approximate response rate of 40 percent for the
1981 SRP enfry survey and the 1981 and 1982 SRP fol low-up survey, these
responses are¢ used In the data comparisons for the purpose of assessing &
general frend. However, comparisons made with these three syrveys' results
should be viewed with csution. All other 1981 and 1982 SRP surveys had
comparable response rates. Results discussed [n this section zre based on dats
Included in Tables 29-59,

di*h Rasaa
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Seventy=one percent of the 1981 student participants Indicated at the polnt of
entering the program that they had been contacted by thelr research mentors
regarding thelr assignment, a situation which was affirmed by a close 67
percent of the 1981 resesrch mentors. However, only 56 percent of the 1981
SRPs reported prlor contact wlth the ressarch mentor at the point of program
exlt, Slixty-four percent of both 1982 SRPs enferlhglfhe program and their
research mentors agreed that prlor contact had occurred, and 59 percent of the
1982 student particlpants afflrmed on the exIt questionnaire H.at they had ‘
communicated wlth their mentors prior to beglnnlng thelr program assignment.
Although there was baslic agreement among the survey respofses regardlng
genersl communication betweer students and mentors prior to +he!r program
assignments, Thls Is not the case when comparing responses to the question of
whather a speclfic work plan and reading refsrences were provided by the
research mentor before the program began. Thirty-seven psrcent of the 1981
SRPs Indicated such assignment specifics had been sent to them prior to
starting thelr research In the program compared to 56 percent of the 1981
research montcrs who reported providing a work plan and feferences to the
students before the starting date. This may be expislined by the differences In
the number of 1981 SRP entry survey and research mentor survey respondents.
However, in 1982, where the dlfferences In the response rates are much smaller,
46 percénf of the SRPs reported receiving 8 work pian and reading references
prior to the starting date compared to 69 percent of e research mentors who
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reported they provided these materials. Regardiess of whether such contact and
wri4+en maferlalj had been nrovided or not, almost 100 percent of the 1981 and
1082 SRPs feit that such provislons shouid be made.

Ma jor Epggnzm Yalua. The most frequan*ly cited major program value from
the perspective of both the 1981 and 1982 student participants and their
reseaarch mentorswas that +the progr:n provlded the students wlth research
experience. In addition, both 1ha qfudenfs end thelr research mentors feit

that exposure tojresearch In a nonscademlic environment was a major value of the
the students gave thls response mors frequentiy than the

program, aithou
research mentor's. However, the opportunity to see what a research career would
ental| was 3 value clted almost equally by the 1981 and 1982 students and thelr
research mgntors. °

The femalnling program values cited by the students were primarily con-
cerned #i?h galning resacrdh skills, whereas the research mentors often °
indic¢ated values oriented more toward g3Inling teaching skills. This dIfference
of barspac+lve Is appropriate given the roles of the iwo groups.

_ . 8. ot cffontlvenas There was very little
agraemenf betweon the 1981 and 1982 student P&r*fclpanfs and research mentors
as to what changes shouid be made to improve the program's effectlveness.
However, given the students! and supervisors! dIfferant concerns with the
program, one would not expect a high level of agreement. From the supervlsory
polnt of view, the research mentors' major concerns were with the quallty and
quantity of work the program couid ald them In acconiplishing In thelr research
projects. As a result, thelr suggegtions In large part were o extend the '
lengzh of the program, to ensure thar assigmnments matched student Interests and
skills, and to provide more particlipants. (n the other hand, the udent
particlpants were primar!ly concerned that the progran be sfruciﬁgz: In such &
way that they were prspared for thelr research assignments and that there be
adequate research for them to conduct. Of course, there was some overfap In
+he suggestions offered by the two groups, but the frequency with which a glven
suggestion was clted dlffars. However, both research mentors and students
sxpressed 8 naad for contact before the asslignment starting date and for better

housling arrangements to be made for the students.
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Progrem impact on Caresr Goals. There Is basic agreement among the survey

respondents regarding the program's Impact on the students® career goals.
Ftfty-seven to 66 percert of the student research participants Indicated at the
end of thelr research assignments that thelr program experience had Increased
their deslire to go to graduate schoot. '

One=third to one~half of the SRPs reported in the folldw-yp survey that
not only did they intend to go to graduate school, but that they also intended
to pursue thelr studies In the same subject area as thelr research 2ssignment.
Another 37 to 43 percent of the SRPs reported in the exit survey_jﬁaf as a
result of thelr assignments they might consider a career with DOE. In fact, 6
ronths after their prog}am exlt, 7 percent of the 1882 SRPs had accepted a
position In 2 research laboratory, The research mentors were basically In
agresnent that the program made an Impact on the SRPs career goals, with
one~third to one~half reporting the students’ increased interest in the subject
matter and/or reseurch,

Final ly, these comparisons show a genoral agreement among the surveys.

Al though thiere was some disagreement in the student and research mentor
responses, the majority of differences were appropriate given the different
roles of students and mentors within the program., Overall, the responses from
the tndtvidusl surveys and the comparisons made In this section reflected a
progran which was percelved as successful for both 1981 and 1982 students and

mentors,

The Unlverstty Progrems Division of Oak Ridge Assoctated Unlversities,
which administers the Student Research Program for the U,$. Depariment of
Energy, has outlined a2 set of objectives which the progran Is designed to
reatize for both the student research participanis and the participating DOE
tacitittes, This section of the report will examine the degree to which the
1981 and 1982 Student Research Participation Program evaluation survey
Indicates that these objectives were met, Rq;utfs discussed tn the fol lowing
paragraphs are based on data Included In ables 2959,

e
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agram. O T3 lant Reust The first program
objective for the student participants is to provide research participation
opportunities for students in ongoing energy research. This goal s met simply
through the existence of the Student Research Perticlpation Program and the

student asslignments which ware made at DOE faclilties during 1981 and 1982 as a

result+ of the program,

The second progran objective of complementing educational programs as an
extension of the classroom enviromment appears to have been met In part in
1981, with 44 percent of the SRPs Indlcating they received an Indepth
background from thelr iralning which they would use {n @ senior or honers
course o paper. This cbjective yas met to a greater extent in 1982, when 63
percent of the students reported that the program had provldad 1hem with such a

-

background,

Over 60 percent of the major progran values clted by the 1981 and 1982
student research particlpants werg concernaed with galning research and
laboratory experlence at DDE facliltles. Thls suggesfs that the objective of
providing the students with hands—-on !aboratery euparlance was roallzed by a
majorlty of the parficipan?s. Further support that this objective was met Is
refiected by the fact that 83 to 90 percent of the benofits the 1981 and 1982
SRPs received from thelr participation, accordfng to thelr ressarch mentors, %
ware related to gaining research skilis and axperienca.

The progrzn objective of Tralning-fha students In up-to=date energy
technologles was met to 2 Iimlted degrea according to the 1981 and 1982
research mentors, who reported that 44 percent.of tha 1961 $RPs and 36 percenf
of the 1982 SRPs received such #rainling.

The next three cbjectives were not addressed in any speclfic survey
quaestion. However, by referring to the major program values citad by the
students and the benefits the program provided the students accordlng +o’ thelr
research mentors, the degree to which these cbjectives were met can be
dafenuined +o some extent,

The sacond most frequently cited benef! the 1981 and 1982 research
mentors reported the students received from the program was the use of
equipment not avallable on campus. This response suggests that ths objective
of exposing students to special rasearch facl!itles was met to some degree.
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The program objective of providing the opportunlty for students to focus
on a regsearch agenda wlth none of the dlsfracflons‘of the classroom appears to
be supported In part by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs! Indlcation that exposure 1o
sclontific research In & nonacademic env!ronment was a major program value. !n

_2addition, the program objactive of &llowing the students to assoclate with

experlenced Invesflgg?aFE'QEEJ?ﬁé'*ﬁTFH_EBS¥_?FE&EEﬁ?T?hET?EH"EF6§rEﬁ'VETUEMbV‘m"——=*“~;
both the 1981 and 1982 student research participants. .
Since only 21 percent of the 1981 SRPs and 30 percent of the 1982 SRPs

Indlcatdd that they had authored, co-authored, or had thelr asslstance

acknowiedged In a scientlflc publication, It does not appear that the program

objective of providing the students with the opportunity to have thelr research

published was reaifzed In large part. However, thls response represents only

38 to 40 percent of the total 198! and 1982 SRPs and should be viewed with E

caution. Furthermore, slnce spproximately 40 percent of the research mentors

Indicated that contributions from the students had led to additlonal F

pubitcafléns from the facility, perhaps +hls objectlve was met wlth some degree

of success. '

The final +wo objectives for the SRPs are to provide a pool of potential g

employeas for DOE and to Infiuence career cholces. Ailthough oniy 37 percent of

+he 1981 SRPs agreed that they might consider @ career with DOE as a resuit of

thelr particlpation In the program, cver 50 percent of the 1982 SRPs felt they i

might make thelr careers with DOE. Two-thirds of the 1981/1982 SRP respondents

to the fol low~up survey reported that as a result of the program they I[ntended

to pursus further studies and/or a career In research. Furthermore, 57 percent E
E
E

of the 1981 SRPs and 66 percent of the 1982 $RPs reported in the exi+ survey
that the program asslignment had Increased thelr deslire to go 1o graduate
school. Further evidence that the objectlve of Influencing caresr cholices was
real jzed In the 1981 and 1982 programs was reflected in the fact that the
students repoirted having the opportunlity o conslder career cholces In resea ch
to be a major value of the progranm.

Program Objectlives for Pat pating £a as. With almost 100 percent
of the 1981 and 1982 resaarch mentors reporting that In an overall sense their
research programs had banefited from the contrlbutions of the students, the
objective of sirengthening the research programs at the facllity appears to

I
I
memhm -
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. ‘ d
have been met. However, In more speclfic terms, oniy 61 percent ot?the 1981
research mentors and 65 percent of the 1982 research ménfors felt that the
inte! lectual climate o&f the research group had been strengthened by the
students' l|deas and approgfhes, which was another program objective for the
tacllities. Glven the differences in the education and experience betwesn the
students and the fac[llfy staff, these percentages represent a positive showlng
by the SRPs. ‘

The pregram objective of fralning patentlal manpower In advanced energy
technologles was met only to a IImlted degree, with 44 percent of the 1981
research manfors and 36 parcent of the 1982 research mentors lndlcaflﬁ§ such
tralning had occurred. However, considering the educational isvel of *hase
undergraduate students, perhaps advanced ensrgy technology fralning was not
deemad appropriate by many of the ressarch mentors. Furtharmore, some student
research assigaments were only Indlrectly energy-related (such a3s assignments
In computer programming}, and thus wouid not warrant advanced energy technology
fralning.

Considering the education and experienca of the students, It Is not
surprising that only 40 percent of the 1981 and 1982 resesrch msntors Indicated
that conirlbutfons from the students had resuited In addi+lonal publications
from the facllity, another program objective for the participating facllIties.

Although less than half of the 1981 and 1982 research mentors indlcated
they had 9alnod new tesching sklils as & result of supervising the SRPs, zround
three-fourths.of the mentors reported they had galned adminlstrative experlence
in deallng with personnei due to supervising the students. Furthermore, almost
100 percent of the research mantors stated they wouid bg wiilling to supervise
apother student In the future. These‘responses suggest that the 1981 and 19862
Student Research Particlpation Programs fuifilled the program objective of
enriching staff members through superv | sory responsjﬁliiflés.

The fInal objective for the participating tacill+les Is to have ne¥ and
fresh ldeas brought to the research group by the students. This objective was
realized to a iImited extent according to the ressarch mentors, with 46 percent
reporting this type of student contribution In 1981 and 45 percent In 1982,

fin
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CONCLUS ION

The 1u81/1982 Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provided
research opportunities for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraiyate students at
a dozen DOE facilltles. The responses to the four surveys conducted wlth each
group Indlicate that these probrams were @ rewarding experlience for both the
participants and the DOE sclentists with whom they worked. Furthermore, the
programs fulfllied the objectives that ORAU determined shou!d be met; In fact,
In some cases these objectives were reallzed by almost 100 percent of the
participants.,

There were some ways in which the particlpants and the faclllty statf felt
the program could he made mofe effective, Primarily, these suggestions were
concerned with securing a way for the continuation of the participants!
research efforts, |a addition, many respondents encouraged both greater and
ear!ler communication among participants, DOE faclllty staff, and ORAU,
Flnally, it appears that temporary housing arrangements were not satisfactory
In many situations, particulariy for participants assigned to DOE facllitfes in
Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The City of Oak Ridge has a |imi+ad number of renfa}
propsrtles, and many participants must find houslng In Knoxvile, approximately
20 miles away from thelr work site, Furthermore, there is no publlc
transportation betwsen the iwc cities, a situation that apparently proved
problematic for those participants who did not have access to a prlvate
automoblle. Thesa conslderations aslde, both the participants and the facli!ty
statf found the program to be a successful means of providing research
experlience and an exchange of Ideas beiween tho academlc world and government
research facilities,

The Faculty and Student Research Participat!|om Programs are ar Important
means of developing essont!al manpower to address the natlon's energy concerns
and of providing both students and faculty.members the opportunity to conduct
energy~reiated research In their flelds of Infterest, The exchange of ¢xpertise
petween faculty and DOE faclllty staffs leads to new approaches 1o research
problems, and the students have the opportunity to work with Individuals who
are highly qualified In thélr fleld of study. The energy-related training
real|zed by the participants, the expertise the facillties gain from'fhe

N




\ 37

S

taculty participants, and the potentiai future wanpower the student rasq_a,r_g:}}é‘r;_sw
might -provide DOE resuit In a worthwhiie and beneficial program for ali £
fivolved. \ \
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ENTRY SURVEY TABLES
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TASLE 1. PRIMARY OBJECTIVE FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM:
Faculty Researct Rarticipation Program Evaluation
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondefits = 37)
o (1982 Respondents = 31) ~

s

1981 1982

_ Primary Oh jectived : kasponsa Response.
1. To ¢onduct research In my fleid of _

interest 38% © 328
2. To broaden my-sclentlflc background 118 .
3. To galn abllities as a researcher or

sharpen previously acqulr'ad skills 1% . 6%
4 To provide expertise , T T ey T T
5. To contlnue work on projécfs begun ,
T 7 |ast summer 8% ———
6. To interact with ressarchers In my fleid 58 C108
7. To use equi‘bmen'l' and/or faciiitles not ' SN

. avallable on campus . .53 T 6%-

8. To have an enriching cultural and :

‘soclal experlience 3% ‘ ——
9. To become awere of the latest develop~ . %

ments and new techniques tn my fleld 33 4%
10. To have summer employment ' 3% | -
11. To beceme famtliar with DOE and to )

estabiish contacts with DOE personnel 3% 6%
12.- No response . 3% _ 34 _

7
TOTAL - 1008 100%

ACatagories of |ike responses to an open-ended survey question

NOTE:. Columns may not add to 100% due to numerical roundlng.

T
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TABLE 2. TOTAL CBJEC‘!:EVES CITED FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM:
Facuity Research Particlpation Program Evaluation ~
Entry Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982

{198t Respondents = 37) _ , _
(1982 Respondents = 31} -~ . S

- 1081 . 1982

Primary Objective® ResponseP ™~ __ Responsa® . - -
— 1. To conduct research In my fis!d of .
Interest _ 21% 23%
2. To broaden my sclent!flc background 138 : ng > <
3. To galn abllltles as a researcher o _ :
sharpen previously acquired skf!is 138 108 ",
4, "To becoms aware of the latest develop— , i _ '
ments and new Techniques in my field 10% 10%
5. To Interact with researchers If my ) i )
tleid 7% C 148 Y
6. To beccme fam!llar with DOE and make |
contacts wlth DOE personnel 7% 11%
7. To have summer employment 5% .} |
8. To use equipment and/or faclilties not - ¢
avallable on campus 44 . 10% \
9. To provide exiert!se 4% 5% \ i
10. 7o have a change from the academic .
enviroment 4% 3% . .
1. To continue work on projocts begun iast ,
summer 4% ey
12. To become a better Instructor ) C 3% —
13, To have an enrlching cuftural and soclal
’ experlence : 2% ——
14, No response - 1% 14
TOTAL ' 100% B 100%
aCa‘hagor'les of ilke responses to an opan-ended survey quesﬂon. .
bRepresents 98 responses by 37 respondents. 5 4
O  SRepresents B1 rasponses by 31 respondents .
Columns_may not add to.100% dud. to aumer!cal r‘guncﬁqg. «
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TASLE 3., NUMBER OF RESFONDENTS WHO HAVE PREVIOUSLY PARTICIPATED
IN THE PROGRAM OR IN A SIMILAR PROGRAM:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaiuation
“Entry Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982 '
f

(1981 Respondeiits = 37)
(1982 Respondents = 31)

k!

198t 1982
Pridr/participant at same faclilty 328 39%
Prior participant at another facillly or
through a different program 4 5% 22¢ -
First-ttme participant In any progran 6? 39% .
TOTAL 100% 100%
< /‘ . K

NOTE: Colunns may not add to 100% due to numericai rounding.
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TABLE 4. RESEARCH EXPERIENCE: A
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 37
31

)
(1982 Respondants = 31)

1961 1982
Response: . Response
A, is your research project at the
faciilty an expanslion of prasent
or past work on your own? .
Yes 57% 459
No 58% 52%
No raesponss 5% 3%
1008 100%
B. Do you expect to contrlbute
expertise that is not avaliable
at the factility?
Yes a1g - 87%
No 8% 13%
No response 114 —
100% 100%

36

r:_'_g
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TABLE 5. MEANS BY WHICH PARTICIPANTS BECAME AWARE OF THE PROGRAM:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Entry Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982
(1981 Respondents = 37)
{1982 Respondents = 31)

1981 . 1982

Rasponsa® EﬂannSEb

"ui letin board® |iterature 32% 39%
Campus recrul ter e 6%
Former particlpant | 23% 22%
Head of depariment 7% 6%
Journal 9% | 6%
Other | 30% 198
No response 3%

TOTAL - toof . 100%

8Reprasants 44 responses by 37 raspendents.
bRepresenfs 36 responses by 31 respondents. :

NOTE: Cfolunns mey not add +o 100% due to numerical.rounding.

—,
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TABLE 6. PARTICIPATION SUPPORT:

Facul ty Res®arch Participation Program Evaluation
Entry Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondents = 37)
(1982 Respondents = 31}

Did you recelve support from your
depariment head to preceed with
this venture?

Yes
No
No response

-

DI d you know any of the members of
the facl|lty staff before applyling
for the progrem?

Yoz
No
No responss

1981 1982
Respense _ _  Response
78% 74%
19% - 26%
k3. ——
100% 100%
62% 65%
354 35%

3% ———
100% 100%

x oo
T s ——— it . i

—
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TABLE 7. PARTICIPANT BENEFITS:
g : Facuity Resserch Perticlp~*ion Program Evaluation
Entry Quostionnaire, 1981 and 1982

E (1981 Respondents = 37)
.(1982 Respondents = 31)

1981 1982
Response Baspanss
A. Do you anticipate using faclildy
equlpment that you do not have
access Yo on campus?
Yes 76% 74%
No 22% 26%
No responss 3% wwarn
100% 100%
B. Do yow anticipate that this experlence
wlit provide addltional expertise that
you do not nou have?
Yes 95§ 973
No 3% 33
No response J 3% e
1008 100%
C. Do you antlcipate ressarch collaboration
with the DOE facililty after your present
appel niment has expirad?
Yas 768 94%
No 22% 3%
No response - 3%
100% 100%

NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 due to numerical rounding.

55
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TABLE 8. NUMBER OF GRADUATE STUDENTS TAUGHT BY PARTICIPANTS
Qo IN AN ACADEMIC YEAR: N
Faculty Research Participation Prugram Evaluation
Entry Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982

" {1981 Respondents = 37) .
(1982 Respondents = 31}

Numbar of Graduate - 1981 1982
Students Taught : Rasponse . _Response
125 514 45%
26-50 5% 13%
Over 100 39 —
None 388 42%
No response 3% S
TOTAL o ’ 1008 1007

LTI R o A e TRl = g
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TAGLE 9. NUMBER OF UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS TAUGHT B8Y PARTICIPANTS
IN AN ACADEMIC YEAR:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1082

1981 Respondents = 37)
{1982 Respondents = 31)

Nunber of Undergraduate 1981 1982
ght Rasponse. . Response .
I1-50 119 ? 6%
51~100 22% 35%
101-150- 16% 19%
151=250 328 29%
Over 250 | 14 108
No responsa 5% o
TOTAL . 100% 100%

'NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 due to numerical roundlng.

61
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TASLE 10. RESEARCH PLANS AND CBJECTIVES:
Faculty Research Participation Rrogram Evaluation
ExI+ Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 33)
(1982 Respondents = 38)

1981 1982
) Rasponse. . Responsa
é 8 A, DId you establ Ish 2 research plan ’ {
In consultation with your contact )
at the DOE facility prior to your
appol niment?
Yes 70%  74%
No 30% 24%
No response —— 3%
100% 100%
8., |f so, was the plan foiloved?
Yos | 67% . 66%
NA 123 24%
% No 3% 5%
No response 18% 54
§ ] 1003 100%
C. Wereo the outcomes of thls appolntment
consonant with your expectations?
) Yos 91% 89%
. No 6% 1%
No rasponse 34 w—
1003 100%
D, My orlginal objectives were fulfilled
In the course of the research exparience.
Strongly agree 36% 47%
Agraee 58% 39%
t Undecided 3; 51 -
DIsagree -— 5%
Strongly dlsagree 3% 33
~ 100% 100%

o '
EMC NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% dus to numerical round! ng.
A3
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TABLE 11, RESEARCH EXPERIENCE AND INTENTIONS:
Faculty Research Particlipation Program Eveluation

Exlt Questionaire, 1981 and 1982

{198) Respondenty = 33}
(1982 Respondents = 38)

1981 1982
Response .. Responso
Were you engaged In energy research
prior to this appolniment?
Yeos 64% 6&%
No 33% 32%
No response 3% e
100% 100%
Do you Intend to contlnue research in
energy on campus?
Yes 79% 9z%
No 182 8%
No response 3% -
" 100% 100%
I Intend to pursue additional research
In the seame general area.
Strongly agree 56% 63%
Agree 33% 32%
Undec] ded © 9 5%
Disagrese - ——
Strongly disagree - -
100% 1008
Have you or do you expecy 1o receive
a grant or contract from the DOE
tacl 11ty for work on your campus?
Yes 36% 45%
No - 55% 45%
No response 0% 10%
100% 1008




| malrt . T e =

57 4
T/BLE 12, RESEARGH TIME AND PERSONNEL: ™ 1
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Exi+ Quastionnelre, 198! and 19682

(1981 Respondents = 33)
{1982 Respondents = 38)

E ~ 1981 1982
Rasponsa ___ Response

A, Belng zway from the unlversity allowed
me to accompl Ish more researss than

E | would have 1f | had spent the ¥ime
on campus.
Strongly agree 643 63%
Agree 18% 34%
Undeclded ) 15% 3%
Disagres —— \ romee
Strongly DIsagree 3% -
1008 100%
B. Interszsctions ;Ifh the ressarchers at . '
the facllity ware enrlching.
Strongly agree. 55% . 74%
Agree 243
Undec] ded e 3%
Dlsagree 3% -
g Strongiy dlsagres — ===
1008 1008 \
1 ‘ -

C. The faclllty personnel were helpful '
during my orlentation perled,

Strongly agree 35%
Agree 36% 29%
Undec! ded — 5%
Disagres 3¢ N
Strongly disagrse ——— 3%

%
?
3 No response 6% -
|
3
|

o

4 100 . 1008

. S
NOTE: Columns méy not add to 100% due to numerical rounding.-

ERIC - 65
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TABLE 13. RESEARCH SKILLS AND EQUIPMENT:
Facuity Research Participetion Program Evajuation TN
» ~ - ExI+ Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1962

{1981 Respondents = 33)
(1982 Respondetits = 38)

1981 1982

Responsa . Response
A. 1 have learned energy technologies
unfemillar to me prior to my
participation In the program.
‘ Strongly agree 45% 29%
Agree 33% 58%
Undecl ded 6% 3%
Disagree 6% 8%
Strongly disagree 9% w—
No response o 3%
———— e
100% 101%
B, ! used equlpment not avaiiabie On -
campus.
Strongly agres - 36% 42%
Agres 24% 29% -
Undecldod 6% 3%
Disagree 15% 168
Strongly disagree 9% 58
No response 9% 5%
100% 100%

A .
NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerical rounding.
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“TABLE 14. MAJOR VALUE OF THE PROGRAM:

Faculty Research Particlpation Program Evatuation
£x|t Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 33}
{1982 Respondents = 38}

‘ - 1981 1962 .
& _ Mnjor Valus of Progrand RpsponseP . ResponsaC
1. The Interaction baﬂean academiclans and ' l‘
DOE sclentlsts 34% 363
2. Provides tsculty with the |atest equipment
and funds for uninterrupted research 20% 23%
3, An opportunlty to learn new rasearch
methods . 18% 8%
4, Keeps facilty aware of developments In
energy research 4% 17%
5. Provides govermment contacts and
current toples for usa In ona's |
university work . 7% 4%
6., Allows sclentists from small schools
to remaln researchers 5% 3%
7. Allows faculty to provide expertise to
government research Prograns ——— 8s
8. Other ) 2% 1%
1
TDTAL . 100% 100%

aCategories of |lke responses to an open—anded survey question.
brepressnts 44 responses by 33 respondents. .
CRepresents 66 responses by 38 respondents.
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TASLE 15. PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evalyation
Exlt Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 33)
(1982'R95ponden+s = 38)

1981 - 1982 |
—_Response - Response .
A. | recommend a simifar éxpeclence . i ¢
for any Interested graduate student.
Strongly agree 45% 58% .
Agree 48% _ 34%
Undecided - - wee 3%
D1 sagree 3% —
Strongly disagree . 3% e
No response" - - 58
100% 100%
B, | recommbnd this program Yo other ‘
Interested faculty members.
Strongly agree ses - 768
Agree 33% 24%
Undecl dod o¥  —
Disagres ' it -
Strongly agree — am
100% 100%

NOTE:s Coiumns may not add to 100% due to numerical rounding.
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TABLE 16. HOUSING AND STIPEND:
Faculfy Research Participation Program Evaluetion

IR Ex|t Questionnaire, 1981 and 1882
e (1981 Responidents = 33) | '
: {1982 Respondants = 38) \1M
: 1981 1982 L
—Response____Response .
g A, Housing vas sat!sfactory.
' "Strongly agree 6% 18%
Agree 48% 42%
g Undec! ded 8% 16%
Dl sagrea 3% 8%
" Strongly dl1sagree 6% 5%
] NA < 16 1%
. ) 100% / 100§
8. Funds provided ;‘or this program were
adequate.
Stropgly agree 33% 29%
Agr . 88 - 63%
Undeci dod 12% 3%
Disagree 3% 3%
Strongly disagree 3¢ —
P NO response e 3%
ﬁf: 1008 1003

.NOTE: Cofumns may not add to 100§ due o numericai roundlng.
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TABLE 17. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM:

Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Exit+ Questlonnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondenis = 33}
(1982 Respondents = 38)

Suggestions to Increase 1981 1982
Program Effsctlvenass® __Rasponsab Respanse®
{. [Improve housing arrangements 25% 7%
2. Arrange for participants to contlnue
research d.iring future summers or at
thielr own unlversity 15% 34%
3. Announce appolntments earller 10% 108
4. Projects need Yo be planned In advance 10% 3¢
5. More Inferac+lon before the program
star+ts 10% 7%
6. HMalntaln contect with particlipants
throughout the year 5% 3%
7. Provio. better support services
(secretarlal help, mall system, supplles,
etc.) 5¢ 7%
8. Provide longer research period for
particlpants on sabbaflcals or &-months!
teave 5% J—
@, Utll1ze equipment not available on .
campus 5% —
10. Allow flextime and/or leave t!me 5% ———
t1. Increase salaries . 54 —
12. Provide a description of the research needs
of the facllity before program starts o 7%
13. Provi¢e a better .crientation sxplainlng
DOE noricles and procedures — 74
(Conti nued)
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TABLE 17. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM (Cormtlnued)

Suggestlions to Increase 1981 1982
Program Effectiveness® Responge®  Response® .
14, Glve energy centers a free choice of
particlpants ——— 34
15, Other - 109
TOTAL 100% 100%

aCategorles of |lke responses to an open-ended survey questlon,

bRepresents multipte responses by 17 respondents. Sixteen respondents had
no suggestlions.

CRepresents mult1pie response by 23 respondents, FIfteen respondents had

no suggast!ons.

NOTE: Colur-= may not add to 100§ due to numerlcal rounding.
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TALE 18. RESEARGH COLLABORATOR BEMEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT:
Faculty Research Partlicipation Program Evaluation
Research Collaborator Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondents = 28)
(1982 Respondents = 22)

1981 1982
__Rasponze . Response .
A. My experlence of belng a research
»  col laborator was a rewarding one.
Strongly agree 39% 55%
Agree 57% 364
Undec! ded ‘ 4% we—
D1sagree - o%
Strongly disagree - -
100% 100%
8. | have galned new knowledge as a result
of coilaboration with thls faculty member.
Strongly agree 29% $n4%
Agrea 57% 50%
iUndec! ded 114 5%
Disagree - 5%
Strongly disagres e ———
No response , 4% -
100% 100%
C. The faculty participant conirlbuted
axpertl se that is not aval lable at
the facllifty.
Strongly agres 25% 188
Agree 433 45%
d Undeci ded 21% 18%
Di sagree 11% 14%
Strongly disagree —— ——
No response - 5%
100% T 71008
(Cont| nued) *
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D. My research has moved much faster
with the ald of the facully
parvicipant than 1+ would have
without his/her asslstance.

. Strongly agree
' Agree
Undecl ded
Disagree
Strongly disagree

E. 1 am willing to supervise another
facul ty member.

Strongly sgree
Agres

Undeci dad
Disagree

Strongly dlsagree

\,

i

TABLE 18, RESEARCH COLLABORATOR BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Contlnusd)

1981 1982 °
__Response, _ _ Rasponse .

39 36%
43% 45%
18% 14%
—— 55
1008 100%
43§ 45%
54% 55§
4 —
¢ 1009 1008

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100§ due to numerlcal roundlng.
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TASLE 19, FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Research Col laborator Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondants = 28)
(1982 Respondents = 22)

[ 1981 1982
. . Responsa _ Response
A, The resesrch progrzm at the facliity
has benefited from contributions of
this facuity member,
Strongly agree _ 508 414
Agrec 46% 55%
Undeci dad 43 . 5%
D1sagree -— ——
Strongly disagree m—— e
' 100% 100%
8. The facuf}y particlpant brought creative
idoas and approaches to the facillty,
Strongly agree 328 27¢
Agree 64% 59%
’ Undecided 4% 9%
' D1sagree | — . 5%
Strongly disagree wem v
100% 100%
C. The intel lectual c¢llimate of .the ressarch
group was strengthensd by the presence
of thls facuity participant,
Strongly agree 32 324
Agres 61% 55%
Undecl dad 7% 14%
Disagree o -—
Strongiy disagres m—— ——
1008 10142

(Cont!nuad)

-




TABLE 19,

D.

E.

F.

70

The confributions from this faculty
participant will result In additionai
pub! Icatlon(s) from the facllity.

Strongly agree
Agree

Undeci ded
Disagree

Sirongly disagree

Faculty partlicipants contribute to
accompl Ishing the mission of the
facility.

-

Strongly agree
Agree

Undecl dad
Disagree

Strongiy disagree

FACILITY RESEARCH PROGPAM BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Continued)

. 1esl 1982
- Response .. .. _Response

3% $n%
43% 41%
18% 18%

7% —
100% 100%
39% 55%
57% 413
4% 5%
100% 100%

The rapport batween this facllity and the

faculty member's university hes been

expanded as & result of his/her particlpa-

t+ion.

Strongly agree
Agres

Undeci ded
Disagree

Strongily disagree

13 o
46% 64%
508 233
—- . 5%

100% 100%

%
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TABLE 20. PARTICIPANT'S CONTRIBUTION TO FACILITY®S RESEARCH:
Faculiy Research Participation Program Evaluation
Resaarch Collaborator Questionnalre, 1981 and 1962

(1981 Respondents = 28)
(1982 Respondsnts = 22)

g ' Partlicipant's Contrlbution 1981 1982
to Facllity's Research® Response® ResponseC

1. Developad background data and/or new
experimental data for ongolng research

project 45% 67%
2. Developed now research methodology or

proceduras 13% 7%
3. Revlewed and/or organlzed data : 13% 7%
4, Enabied research to bes completed on

schedul e 6% ——
5. tnitlated work In a new research area 10% 49
6. Alded project staff In meeting thelr

goals T 6%
7. Provided a nex psrspective on the

project 6% 11%
8. No response —— 4%

TOTAL 1008 100%

1 3Categorles of iike responses to an open~anded question.

bRepresents 31 responses by 28 respondents.
CRepresents 27 rasponsss by 22 reaspondents.

NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 dus to numerical rounding.

ra
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TABLE 21. ENERGY TECHMOLOGY TRAINING:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaiuation
. Research Collaborator Questionnalre, 1381 and 1982
(1987 Respondents = 28)
{1982 Respondents = 22}
- : ' 1981 1982
—Response _____ Rasponse
The faculty participant was fralned
In advanced energy technologies while
at the faclllty.
Strongly agree 18% 2%
Agree 50% 45%
Undecided . 114 143
Dl sagree 21% of
Strongly dlsagree e 5%
1008 100%
]
)
- a )
NEC e
£
N
/ _
4 75
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TABLE 22. CONTINUING CONTACT WITH PARTICIPANT:
L Faculty Resosrch Particlpation Program Evaluatio
rRessarch Col laborator Questiornalres 1981 and 193@

{1981 Respondents = 28)
(1982 Respondents = 22)

1981 1982
fesponsa . Responsa .
A. | expect 10 continue col |aborative X
assoclaifon wlith this faculty
partic: ~ant,
Strongly agrese 364 43
Agree 50% Mn%
Undecided . 143 53
Disagree R 9%
Strongly disagree — svovme
100% 100%
B. | feel thls faculty psrticlpant )
could be a useful contractor for DOE..
Strongly agres 253 36%
Agree 508 . 45%
Undeci.ded 21% 9%
. Disagres ' ——— 9%
Strongly disagree —— —
No response 4% —
’ 100% 1003
C. Have you or do you intend to give
the participant a grant or contract
to continue his/her research?
Yeos 50% 4
No 39% ¢ 45%
No response 1% 14%
100% 100%

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerlical roundlng.
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TABLE 23. MAJOR YALUE OF PROGRAM:
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluatiorn
- Rescarch Collaborator Juestionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondents = 28}
{1982 Respondents = 22)

1981 1982
Major Value of Programd Rasponse® _ ResponseC
1. Exchange of methodology technlques and
viewpaints 42% X 37%
2. Incroased number of tralned staff members
t& short perlods of time 21% 11%
3. Stimulate research skifls In ali Involved 15% 26%
4, Faclilties avallabie for ﬁar?lclpanf to
carry out research on & topic of his/her
Interest 6% 43
5. Glve particlpant toplcs to use at his/her
unlverslty ' ) 3% —
6. Participant experlences the nonacadsmic P
world 3% 7%
7. Establlsh worklng reietionship between
DOE and academic community 3% 114
8. Other 6% 4%
:
100% 100%

;
\

aCategorles of |ike responses to an open—~ended squey question.
bRepresents 33 responses from 28 respondents.
CReprasents 27 responses by 22 respondents.

NOTE:' Columns may not add to 100f due to numerical rounding.
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1

! Sdggesﬂ ons to increase
Program Effectiveness®

1. Renew appolnfments for future ‘summer
} and/or ‘continued Interaction

b
2. Improve recrultment -
3., B8Better planning tor applicant positlons'

4. Extend the length of the appointment

. N
5. lIncrease the number of poslitions

6. linprove communicationg among tacliity,
particlpant, @nd ORAL L

7. Arrange sn annual meeting for participants
+o0 present papers on their ressarch

8. increase participant's stipend

8. Qther

TOTAL

respondsnts had no suggestions.

8Categorles of |lke responses to an open-ended surv
bRepresents multiple responses by 17 respondents.

o

{1981 Respondents = 28)
{1982 Respondents = 22)

1981

40%

203"
156, .
10% .'
5%

-y —

10%

———————

100%

amn Evaiuation
198% and 1982

ey question.
Eieven

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerical rounding.

1982

6%
6%
47%

'12%

128

12%
6%

100%

CRepresents 17 slngle rasponses. Five respondsnts had no suggastlons.

sy
Id

TﬁELE 24, SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM:

g o Faculty Research Participation Progr
ressarch Collaborator Questionnalre,

I T




1981 AND 1982 FACULTY RESEARCH. PARTICIPANT
FOLLOW=UP SURVEY TABLES
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1?51?“?5. ACADEMIC BEMEFITS FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPATION:-
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation
Fol low~Up Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 mospondents = 28)
(1982 Respondents = 31)

\ 1981. ' 1982
~—Rasponss . PResponsa
‘. ! have or wlil incorporate knowledge
galned from my participation In the
prograw. into my teachlng.
Strongly agres 50% 52%
Agres 43% 12%
Undecided 4% 6%
L1sagree Pom— -—
Strongly dlsagee | m—e— —
. No vesponse 4% ——
1008 100%
B. | plan to offer a new course(s) based on
knowledge gained from my participation.
Strongly agree 1% 19% o
Agree 1.3 26%
Undecl dad 28% 235%
Dl sagree 36% 16%
$trongly dlsagree 11% 108
No response . 4% 6%
[ ‘ —— ! m—
1008 100%
-

NOTE: Corumns may not add to 1003 due to numerical rounding.
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TASLE 26, RESEARCH BENEFITS FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPA™ "N:
Facuity Research Particlpation Program Evaluatioi
Fol low~Up Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982
{1981 Respondents = 28)
(1982 Respondents = 31)
1981 1982
_ _Responsges . Response._
A, As a result of thls experlence | &m
better prepared to direct student
research In related areas. éfzé
.- i
-
Strongly agree , 64% 74%
Agree / 328 23%
Undecided ——— -
Cisagres ’ —— —
Strongiy disagree — -
No response 4% 3%
100% 0%
H B, ! ha's or wll] originate a naw research
progrsm related to my research 2t the
OOE f& [l1ty,
Strongly agree 50% 52%
Agree 18% 328
Undecided 21% 6%
Dlsagree 7% 63
Strongly disagres ——— 3%
No response 4 —
1003 1008

NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 due to numerical rounding.
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TABLE 27. CONTACT WITH FACILITY:
Faculty Research Partlcipation Program Evaluation
Fol iow=Up Questlonnalre, 1981 2nd 1982

(1981 Respondents = 28}
(1982 Respondents = 31)

jo981
___PResponse  Response
A. | have malntalned c¢ontact .Ith the
faci| Tty slnce | returned to campus.-
Strongly agree 71%
Agree ' 18%
Undacl ded ———
Dlsagres 4%
Strongly disagree ———
No response ' 7%
100%
B. ! am now or Intend to contlnue
col |ahorating with the facliity on
the research conducted while there.
Strongly agree 64%
Agree 143
Undeci ded 14%
Dlsagree 4%
Strongly dlisagres o —
No response . 4%
100%

G
U
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TABLE 28. GRANT PROPOSALS RESULTING FROM RESEARCH
Faculty Research Particlipation Progran Evaiustion
Fol low=Up Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondents = 28)
{1982 Respondents = 31)

1983 1982
— Rosponse ______ Rezponse
A. The research conducted during this
appointment will &5 of value In pre=-
paring grant propuasals,
Strongly agree 508 61%
Agree , 3% 26%
Undec ded 7% 6%
Disagree 7% 3%
Sirongly dlsagres L —— -
No response 432 3%
1003 100%
8. Have you submlitted or plan to submit
grant proposals as a result of your
research with DOE?
Yes _ 64% L
No 32’ ad%
No response 43 3%
100% 1008
C. If yes, to what agencles?
Department of Energy 66% 50%
Natlonal Science Foundation 22¢% 33%
Natlonal institutes of Health 11% ——
Other — 174
100¢% 100§

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerical round!ng.
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1981 AND 1982 STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPANT
ENTRY SURVEY TABLES .
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TABLE 29, PRIMARY OBJECTIVE CITED FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM:
Student Research Partlclpation Program Evaluation
Entry Quest!{onnaire, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondents = 38j "
(1982 Respondents = 74}

'_Primary Obectlve®

2,

3.

G

3

6.

8.

9.

10.

it,
12,

To gain research experience
To galn further knowladge in my fleld

To ald me In making career dacisions or
meeting casrear goails

Te galn "hands~-on® |aboratory experience

“To apply knowiedge gslned in an academic

satting

To have a new learning experience and/or
chal lenging work '

To learn how & large research faclilivy
oparates

To tive in a dl fferent igcation and meet
different poopie

To have summer auploy:ﬁen?

To jesrn how to use new equipment and
new technigues

To obtain coilege credit

to response
‘ /

TOTAL ‘///

7

8Categorles of |lke responses to an open~ended survey question.

1981 1982
Response . Reshonse._ .
538 65%
13% 9%
11% 5%
5¢ 1%
5% 3%
5% —
54 3%
3% ——
an— 3;
—— 1%
- 19
—— 1%
100% 1 00%
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TABLE 30. TOTAL CGBJECTIVES CITED FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM:
Student Research Participation Program Evalustion
Entry Questionnalire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondsnts = 38)
(1982 Respondents = 74)

* 1981 - 1982
0b lact]ves® EesponseP Rasponse®
1. To galn research experience 28% 29%
2. To gain turther knowledge In my tleld 188 148
3, To ald me In making career declsions or )
mestlng career gosls 168 11%
4. To mest paers and professicnals with *
similar Interests 8% 5%
5, To learn how 8 large ressarch faclllfy - .
operates 8% 3%
6. To gain "hands~on®” laboratory emperlenge 6% 7%
“7. To apply knowledge galned In an academic
set+ing 74 : 1%
8, To live In a dlfferent location and meet
new pecpla 4% 3%
9, To have 2 new learnlng experience and/or T\\~
chal fenglng work 33 g
16, To heve summer erpioyment 3%, o%
t1, To learn how to use new equlpment and
new tachniques 1% 4%
12. To obtaln college credlit g 3%
13, To wrlte and publish papers —— 2%
14, Other - 2%
15, No responsa ‘ - d
TOTAL 100% 100%

qCategorles of iike responses to an open-snded survey cuestion,

bRepresents 102 responsss by 38 respondents. -
CReprasents 201 responses by 74 respondents. \

dLass than .05 pernent, 8y

NOTE: Oolunns‘may not ad¢ to 100% due to¢ numerical rounding.
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TABLE 31. MEANS BY WHICH PARTICIPANT BECAME AWARE OF THE PROGRAM:
Student Research Participation Progrem Evaluation
: Entry Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondants = 38)
(1982 Respcndents = 74)

1981 1982
Response® Easnnnaﬂb

"Bul letln board” I|1tarature 36% 29%
Campus recrul ter . 2% ——-
Former participant | 1% © 15%
Head of depariment . 13% 1%
Major profes;sor: , 263 3¢
Journal 2% 1%
Other ' o 218

TOTAL 1008 100%

8Reprosents 53 responsés by 38 respondents.
bRepresents 84 responses by 74 respondents.

NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 due to numerical rounding.
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TASLE 32, PARTICIPANT EXPECTATIONS:
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondants = 38}
{1982 Respondents = 74)

» 1981 168z
—_Rasponses . Responsa .

A. Have you had occaslon to talk to a
fallow student or faculty member wio
has participated In thls program

previousiy?
Yes 398 | - 45%
No X 61% 55%
1008 100%

B.: DId you know any members of fthe
faclllty staff before balng
selocted fo the program?

Yes 5% - 16%
No 95¢ 84%
. 100% 100%

C. The area of research for which your
were chosen was youri

Flrst c¢holes 63% 68%
Second cholce ;4 20%
Other 29% 8%
No response et 4%

100% 100%

- T O i e TR e s maw




. TABLE 33. PROGRAM PREPARATION:
S+udent Research Participation Progrzm Evaluation
Entry Questicnnaire, 1981 and (982

{1981 Raspondents = 38)
{1982 Respondents = 74}

1981 1982
- Besponsa Responsa
A. Have you had any communication with
your rasearch mentor concerning the
nature of the research that you ¥lli be
conduc+§§g?' )
. Yas 71% 64%
No ¥ 29% 35%
No response o .13
100% . 1008 : o
B. Were 2 spec!fic work plan and reading
roferences provided to you by your
ressarch mentor In advancs of the
~ starting date?
2
Yos : 37% 46%
No 63% 54%
N 100% 100%




TABLE 34. AREAS OF EXPERTISE PARTICIPANTS EXPECT TO GAIN FROM THE PRCGRAM:
Student Reseerch Particlpation Program Evaluation
~ Entry Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(198t Respondents = 38)
(1982 Respondeuts » 74)

1981 1982

Areas of Experiise? _Rasponsel  Response€

Research and research techn!ques 46% 51%
Major subject 14% 14%
Use of equipment 133 17% .
Practical app!!cations . 85’ 124
independent work 68 —
Cholcas for careers in enargy ressarch 65- ' 1%
Writing/pubiishing 3% ' 2% |
Other v 1%

1 No response 3% 3%

§

TOTAL 100% 1008

Aqcatagories of |ike responses fo an opem~ended survey question.
JRepressnts 65 responses by 38 respondents.
“Reprosents 102 responses by 74 respondents.

NOTE: Columps may not add to 100% due to numerlcal rounding.

I



1981 AND 1982 STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPANT

EX!{T SURVEY TASLES
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B.

c.

asslgnment was adequate.

" 93
TASLE 35. PROGRAM PREPARATION:
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation
Ex| + Questionnalre, 1381 ard 1982

(1981 Respondents = 85) .

{1982 Raspondents = 74}
1981 1982
— Response . Response

Prior to my arrivai my research
supery I sor had contacted me.

Strongiy agree 22% 32%
Agres - - 34% 274
Undecided — —
Dl sayree 16% ' 18%
Strongly disagree 24% 228
No response 4% 14

100% 100%

Resaarch supervigors should contact
students and previde them with
written material about thelr research
prior to thelir arrivai.

Strongly agree 78% 80%
Agree 16% 163
Undec! ded 4% 3¢
Disagree 2% 12
Strongiy disagres e —

My academic preparation for ny research

Strongiy agree N 31% 26%
Agree 55% - ' 62% .
Undec!ded 9% i 4
Disagree 4% 73
Strongly dlsagree ‘ 14 ———
1003 100%

£
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“BLE 36. ASSISTANCE IN MEETING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS: g
Student Rasesrch Particlpation Program Evaluation
Exlt+ Quastionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 85}
(1982 Respondents = 74)

T A

A. My supervisor In the [aboratory was

avallable to gulde or asslst me.

Strongly agree

Agrese

Undecl dad \
Dl sagree

Strongly dlsagree
No Response

The orientation session was beneflicial and

Interesting.

Strongly agree
Agree

Undec! ded
Disagree

Strongly dlsagree
No response

The equipment and Information at my
dl sposal were adequate to carry out

my research asslgnment.

Strongiy agree
Agree

Undacided
visagree

Strongly disagree
No response

s Pt .

Y
1981 1982
—_Response = RosOORSe ..
53% 55%
36% 36%
4% 4%
5% . 3%
1% 1%
- 1% e
100% #00%
5% C8f
% ’ 47%
314 23§
12¢ 149
83 75
4% 1%
101%8 100%
51% 46%
39% 47
6% 5%
2% ———
1% i
1% —
100% 100%

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100f due to numsrical rounding.
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TABLE 37. SATISFACTION WiTH ASSIGNMENT:
Student Research Farticlpation Program Evaluation
Exit Questionnalre, 1961 and 1982

{1961 Respondents = 85) (
(1982 Respondents = 74)
™
1981 1962
—.Rasponse _ Response
A. My research assignment was valuable
10 me, :
Strongly agree 62% 61%
Agree . o208 36%
% Undec! ded . 5% R
Di sagree ~_ 4% 1%
Strongly disagree . ——r ————
: No response —— 1%
100% 100%
B. My research asslgnment excesaded my )
expectations, ' .
Strongly agree 20% : 14%
Agree 33% 45%
= Undeclded 188 : + 148
DI sagres 26% . 24%
Strongly dlsagres 4% Fs . 4
8 ” — - .
¢ 100% 1008
C. My research assignment matched my ‘
Interest.
Strongly, agrse 24% 23%
Agree . 48% 55%
Undec! ded 12% . 12%
Disagree . 15% 7%
Strongly dlsagree 1%. 3%
1008 100% % .
(Continued)

2




TABLE 37. SATISFACTION WITH ASSIGNMENT (Continued)

~

C. The content of my assignment was
investigative and challenging.

Strongly agree

Agree

Undecided ° RN
5 Disagree -

Strongly dlsagree

E

€. The content of my asslgnment was just
a Job and at. tImes bonlng. ;- '

T4 oW

Strongly agree
Agree
Undecl ded
- Di sagred
Strongly dlsagree

1981 1982
.Raspopnse  Rersponse ..

343 v 314
40% 51¢
13% 124
1% 5¢
2% s
100% . 100%
2% 3%
142 7%
15% 16%
448 ' 54%
25%. S 20%
1008 100%

NOTE: _Columns may not add 7o 100% due to numsrical roundlng.
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| TABLE 38. HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION: .
Student Research Particlipation Program Evaluation .
Ex!+ Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respond'en'l:s = 85)

T " (1982 Respondants = 74)
- 1981 192\
A, Housing for an appointee i3 a major ,
drawback to acceptance. .
. Strongly agree : 7% ‘ 7%
N Agree ' . 148 9%
Undeclded 19% 27%
Di sagres 42% 47%
Strongly disagree 133 - 5%
No Responsa _ 5% ' 4%
100% 100%
, B. Housing for agn appointee Is no more
difticult than one would expect for
the average short-term stay In a new
location. . 8
. ‘o , %
( Strongly agree ) 138 . - 5%
: Agree 54% - 5038
Undec! ded 19% ‘ 24%
DIsagrese 9% . 128
Strongly disagrse 2% ’ 1%
r No response 2 ¢ - 7%
_ \-‘\ 100 1008
C. Advanced communications from ORAU
about housing were frank from the
beginning of the pof fer.
Strongly agree 13% . 12%
Agree 49 454
Undecl ded. 16% 16%
,  Disagree 114 15%
1 Strongly dlsagree 7% 5%
«,  No response 2% 4%
100% 100%

{Contl nued)
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TABLE 38. HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION ‘(Continued)

1931 1982 °

<« N EE
D. Advancs commun | catlons from DRAU about
houslng minlmlZed problens ac?ually .
encountered.
(5 -.S‘h‘Oneg' agree 7% \ 8%
' Agree _ 0% - ., - 343
. Sndecl ded .. 268 . 388
) . Dlsagree 21% 7%
. Strongly dlsagres 4% _ 8%
No response 2% 5%
" Lo 908 1003
- E. Transportation was less of a problam . - _'
| than | anticipated. ’
X ‘
Strongly agree 14% - 4%
\\ , hgree . . 1528 - 50§
" Undeclided w11g 25
- DIsagres 15% 54
Strosgiy: dl sagres % %
. . No response 13 43
. 1008 . 1008
— 3 r
, b . \
. - ) J

fOE: Columns may Jof add to #00% dus +o numer|cal round!ng.
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“TABLE 39, FROGRAM IMPACTS: /
Student Research Participation Program Evaluaticn \

ExiT Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respandents = 85)
(1982 Respondents = J4)

1981 v 1982
ﬂ\ . Respanse Response
‘A, As & result of my fralning, | recelved
Indepth background for a major senior -
year course or an honci's course or paper. /
’ Strongly agree 15% -‘ 27%
. Agree { - 29% 35%
. Undecide - o 228 16%
Disagres ( 218 18%
Strongly gl sagree - ug 3%
No respo * 1% 13
T g oo T 1008
. g’ . '
B. My'assignment increased my desire to
go to graduate school. -
‘ .. \ -
© Strongly agree - 288 ¢ 15%
Agree - 324 . 51%
Undec!ded . 28% 23%
. D] sagree - 128 8%
Strongly disagres 2% 13
No response - 1% o 1%
) 100% ’ 100%
C. As a result of my particlpation in this
, program | may conslder a career with DOE.
S'_h'ongly agree . . 128 124
Agree 25% 14 -
Undec| ded ‘ £ 36% 358
Di sagree : 18% 5%
Strongly d!sagree ; af 7%
No response 15 e
100% 1008

~

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerlcazl rounding.
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TASLE 40. PLANS AFTER COLLEGE GRADUATION:
Student Research Particlpation Program Evaluation
Ex!t Questionnalre, 19681 and 1982

4
(1981 Respondents = 85)
{1982 Respondents = 74)

14

1961

182 *

Go to graduate schoo! -in’ an énergy-rei'a?e‘d
L4

area ) ) 32%
o Go 1'; -g;'aduafe‘schcol fn a nonenergy- .

reiated area - 33% -

Go to medical {or other professional) school . 24%
Begin u career In an energy-related area 48 >

Begin a caresr In a nonengegyP=related area 2%

* Other R | . 63

TOTAL BT

NOTE: Columns may not add +o 100% due to numerlcal roundlng.

___ Plans Affer College Graduation ' Response Response

348
32%

} 163
4%
3% ‘
o

1008’

hR !
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, TABLE 41. HIGHEST DEGREE. PARTICIPANT EXPECTS TO RECE IVE:

a ' ‘ Student Research Particlpation.Program Evaluation i iL
Exit Questionnalre, 1981 and’ 1982 . :
‘ . T e
g ' P (1981 Respondents = 85)
. (1982 Respondents.s 74)
-—
: 1981 1982
. Highest Dogrea Expected - Response. . Respoase .. -
3 ~
Ph.D.. 54% 55%
M.D. 15% . 13
o .
M.s. . r 18% 26%
B.5./B.A. . 7% 1%
Other . 1% B
No response — 14 )
’ b
100% - 100%
~%
NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerlcal round] ng.. -
o Lo
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‘ . TABLE 42, MAJOR VALUE OF PROGRAM: ° i
‘ uru?enf Research-Participation Program Evalustion =
ExI+ Quastionnaire, 198] and 1982 ' _
A ) ' , (
N {1981 Respondents = 'g5) - ’
¢ (1982 Respondents = 74) °
. ‘.y . . \‘L
: 1981 1982 -,
‘_Major Vaiue of Program® . ResponseP . ResponseC . .
1, Provides research experlence , 26% 314
2, Expos;.lr to sclentific research In a . ' . ] -
nonacademic enviromment 21% 19% o
3, Assoclation with people who are EBucated &
and experienced In the fleld .« 128 16%
4. Provides the ppportunity to iook at
carser possibl!lf!es 12% 10% .
"5, Allowé~par?lcipan+ to iearn sbout & . !
specific field , 6% 23 ' ’
_ g ¥ . |
6. Provides the opportunlty to see how a . ﬂ
dovernment research facliity works 5% 7% \
7. Provides the_opportunlty to work _ - ' .
¥lth the |atest research equlpment A% 6% .
8. Aliogs the p&rflclpanf to work / '
indepaxdently on 3n entire research _
project or paper 4% 1% '
9, Teaches the particlpant dl fferent
research procedures and |aboratory
techniques ’ 4% ) 2%
10. Providas the opportunity to live —
I ndependently ‘ Py | 1%
*
11. Aliows the partlicipant to apply knowladge
‘learnad in an academic setting - . 54
12, Other v 1% : wo—es . &
13, No responss — ) 1%
TOTAL ' 100$ 1005 . ,

aCa'l'egorles of iike respon es to an open-anded survey question, .

brRopresents 138 responses
CRepresants 124 responsas by 74 respondents,

y 85 respendents,

104
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TABLE 43, SUGGESTIQNS TC INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROG»RA':'-I
Student Research Partlclpation Program Evaluation
ExI+ Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 85) .
(1982 Respondents = 74)

¥

Suggestlions to Increase ' 1981 b 1982

Progra, Effectivenessd Responseb ... Response .

1., Increase communication beiween student
' and hls/her supervisor prior to the
starting date In order to I}elpa the : -
studant prepsre for the tasks awalting | , ’
him/her 32% 248

2. Inpcrease the level of supervision by
’ ORAU over the supervisors In the
parﬂclpa? ng facllltles Yo epsure that
¢ students w111 have actual research to
conduct . 16% 9%

3, Provids more Information about research .
prograns and facillties both within 2nd
outside the depariment where the
student Is working - 13% 1%

4, Provide more opportunities for the
particlpating students to communicate

* wlth each other and share thelr resasarch
axgeriences ° 6% . 8%
ST _

5, Improve student housing and/or ‘ ‘s
transporsation sltuation both In Oak L=
Rldge and elsewhere 9% 17%

6. Provide more accurate matching of
students® skllls or Interests with the

7. Expand advertisements of program to a
targer audlence, Including publigity N -
for lesser'known divisions and .=
tacl|Itles : s 4% 2%

§. Increase the number cf weeks In the
progran from ten to iwelve or
tourteen c . 3% 2%

(Continued)

i
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TABLE 43. SUGGESTIDNS TD INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF

Suggestlons to Increase
Progran §ffectiveness®

1981

LY

\ ’ ) T e
+ 9, Increase communication betweéh research

mentor and student regarding the
progress and problens of the project
In which the student is working

10. Increase communication between DRAU
and student partlcipants, Including
ear|ler notlflicetion of student's .
accaptance ihd‘lnfd?haflon about the
faclllty prior to student's arrival

t1. Other . %

. TOTAL

b . H
8Categorles of ﬁlke résponses to an opsn-ended survey quesfl§n.
Thirteen respondents qu

bRepresents 91 responsas by 72 respondents.
no suggestions 't -

CRepresents 66 responses by 54 respondents. Tﬁén+y Féspondenfs had no

suggestions, -

NDTE: Columhs may not add to 1008 due to numerical rounding.
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" " FiBLE 44. PREPARATION PROY IDED TO RESEARCH MENTOR:
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation
Rasearch Meriter Ouesflonnaj ré, 1981 ang 1982

, (1981 Respondents = 79)
: (1982 Respondents = 58)

- . Tt 1981 . 1e82
A. Was It clear to you as to what your,
| e ' rote as a research mentor entalled?
. p _
Yeos ' Q0% . T 97%
No 108 - 2%
; No response — 23
_ : 1008 .~ 1008
\ , B, -Was the general Information you recelved '
! about ;the Student Rescarch Participation-
, Progran adequate? ‘ )
Yes ' . 668 - 83%
A No , ©LL 0 13% v 164
No responss’ ,' 1% 23
100 100%
. e | 3 .
c. Was a copy of the student's flle made - ) L
aval lable to you In advance? . o ¢
Yes ‘- 018 -
No .- 9% 148
, 1008 1008,
" '
N .o ,

L] ’ . -

- L

/“ - .t ? ’.‘

Rl

oy
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TASLE 45. AMOUNT OF ADVANCE NOTICE OF STUDENT ASSIGNMENT:
S+udent Reseerch Participation Progream Evaluation
Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respendents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)
1981 1982
——Amount of Advance Notice Rasppnse . Response
Less then one week 5% 33
One to two weeks 4% T
Three weeks ‘ 8% 12%
One month 29% 28%
Two months | : -398 36%
Three months B 10% 9%
Four months - 5% 3%
No advance notlce glven mne 2%
TOTAL _ 1003 100%
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T/BLE 46, PREPARATION MADE -FOR PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation
Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981 and [982

(1981 Respondsnts = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58}

198/ 1982
_Rasponse . Resgonse. .
0id you write or faik to the student ’
in advance about the nature or content
of posslible research participation
assignmants?
Yes i 67% © 643
No 339 \ 363
100% 100%
Was a speclific toplc of work planned
and reading references provided In
advance of the starting date? ‘ /
Yos 56% 69%
No 44% 3%
) o
— 100% 100%
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TABLE 47. REASONS FOR PARTICIPANT SELECTION:
Student Research Partlcipation Program Evalustion
Research Mentor Questlionnaire, 1981 and 1982
{1981 Respondents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = §8)
&
1981 1982
___Reasons for Particlpant Sejectlion® . RespopseP Responge®
Academic record 25% 28%
Background In subject : 243 27%
Indlcated Interes* 233 18%
Recommendations 16% 108
Total flle ' —— .
Only participant avallable 2% 1%
Did not select partlclpant 7% 5%
. _
Other - . 3% 4%
No responss 1% 3%
TOTAL 100% 1003

3Categories of [lke responses to an open~ended survey questlon.
PRepresents 116 responses by 79 respondents.
CRepresents 96 responsas by 58 respondents.

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due to numerlcal rounding.
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TABLE 48."

Student Research Partlclpation Program Evaluation

(AR

SATISFACTION. WiTH PARTICIPANT:

Research Mentor Questlonnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondsnts = 79)
{1982 Respondents = 58)

1981 1982
Response .. ... . Response.
Was the qual ity of ths participant
conslstenTt wlth your expectations
as judged by the appllcation?
Yes 91% 93%
No . . 5% e
No response 4% 7%
100% 100%
Have you supervisad other particlpants?
Yes " 628 669
No 388 33%
No rasponse —— .28
100% 100%
¥ yas, how did the quellty of the work
of s srudent compare with the work
dons by others?
Superior 59% 55%
Averags : 37% 45%
Poor : 4% e
100% 100%

!

Columns may not add

to 100§ dus to numerical rounding.
f
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TABLE 49. RATING OF PARTICIPANT'S PERFORMANCE:
Student Ressarch Particlpation Program Evaluation
Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)

1981 1982 4

Rating.of. Participant's Performance . Besponse _ .. Recponse ...
Superlor 48% 50%
Above average 38% 40%
Average 11% - 9%
Below averge . 5 33 m—
Poor ——— . -——
No responss ~— 2%
TOTAL ' 100% 100%

NOTE: Columfs may not add to 100 due to numerlcal rounding.
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INFLUENCE OF RESEARCH EXPERIENCE ON STUDENTS' ATTITUDE
TOWARD RESEARCH OR CAREER GOALS: -
Student Research Partlclpation Program Evaluation
Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

TABLE 50.

{1981 Respondents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)

1981 C 1982
A. Doyyou know whether the research
experience hud any Infiuefice on the
student's attitude toward research
or his/her carser goals?
| Yes 58% 48%
No 42% 45%
No response i - 7%
100% 100%

1. Plans to pursue graduste study
and/or career In program area [n which
student was assigned 52% 36%

2. Developec Increased reséarch and/or
technical skills as a result of

partlicipation In the program 22% 36%

3, Interest In resesrch was intens!fled 20% 18%
4, Other 74 11%
100% 1008

/
8Catagorlaes of |ike responses to an cpen~ended survey question.
brepresents responses by 46 respondents who indl cated "yes® In Part A

of thls table,
CRepresents responses by 28 respondents who Indicated "yes® In Part A,
of this table.

NOTE: Columns may not add to 1008 due to numerlical roundlng.
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TABLE 51, STUDENT BENEFITS FROM RESEARCH ASSIGNMENT:
Student Research Partlcipation Program Evaluation
Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

{1981 Respondunts = 79)
N {1982 Respondents = 58) ',
1981 1982 /
—Student Bepef)ts from Research Assignment? ResponseP  ResponseC .
1. Experience in wo;kiﬁg In a rédsearch
?nvlronmenf 28% 34%
2. Use of equipment and techniques not
avaliable on siudent's col iege campus 218 333
! Y
3. More detalled knowledge &id skill In the
. specl flc subject studled 20% 11%
4. Application of knowledge learnec In an kR
academlc setting 128 7%
De éxperlence of parforming Individual
\ - experiments In a chossn subject 6% 4%
6. Exposure 10 a research facllldy 4% 4%
v Te A}d In making decisions regarding career
and/or gradeate school 3% 5%
8. interaction wlth professional sclentlsts
and peers with slmilar interests 3% 1%
9. Other % -
16. No responss ) ' 43 2%
TOTAL : 100% 100%

%

aCategories of |lke responses to an open~ended survey question.
bRepresents 107 responses by {9 respondents.
5

CRepresents 83 responses by respondents.

» NOTE: Columns may not add to 100% due ‘Yo numerical rounding.




TTTABLE 52, ENERGY TECHNOLOGY TRAINING:T ~ ——
Student Research Partliclpation Program Evaluation
Ressarch Mentor Questicnnalre, 1981 and 1982

115

(1981 Respondents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)

1981

_‘w— L

The studsnt particlpant was tralned In
advanced energy technologies white af the

facility.

-Strongly agree 119
Agree 33%
Undec! ded 163
Dl sagree .23%
Strongly disagree 13%
No responss 4%

100%

116

124
24%

§43
17%
5%

100%
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TABLE 53, RESEARCH MENTOR BENEFITS FROM THE PRUGKAM:
Student Research Particlpation Progran Evaluation
Research Mentor Qﬁfsflonnalre, 1981 and 1982
N (1981 Respondents = 79) '
(1982 Respondents = 58)
" ' ‘1981 1982
—Response _____ Response._
A. My experlence of belng a research mentor
was a rewarding one. .
Strongly agres 42% ' 36%
Agree - 463 - 57%
Undec] ded of 7%
Disagree & 4% .
Strongly disagres —— —
100% 100%
B. { have gained new teaching skiils as &
result of supervising this studsnts — -
Strongly ‘agree k 6% 128
Agree ‘ 383 ~ 40%
Undecided 344 294
DI sagree 18% 17%
Strongly disagree’ 1% —
No response 3% 2%
— e
. 1008 100%
C. | have gained experience in dsaling with
personnel as a result of this supervlsory
experience.
Strongly agree 6% 128
Agree 66% 55%
Undec! ded 15% 21%
Disagree 0% 12%
Strongly dlsagree 33 e
100% 100%
{Contlnued)




7
fl
17/
A ' , .
TASLE 53. RESEARCH MENTOR BENEFITS FROM THE PROGRAM (Contlnued)
1981 1982 &
1 D.. My ressarch has moved faster with
the aid of this student than It would
have without his/her asslstance,
Strongly agree 46% 434
Agree 39% 41%
Undeci ded o 1% 10%
Disagree 3% 59
Strongly agree. 13 ——
100% 1003
~ E. ! would be willing to supervise another
student particlpant In the future.
~ Strongly agree 48% 50%
Agree 46% 45%
Undeclded 63 . 5%
Dl sagres ’ I ——
Strongly disagree e m—
~ 100% 1008

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100¢ due to numerical rounding.

e
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TABLE 54, PROGRAM EFFECTS ON FAC{LITY STAFF:
Student Research Particlipation Program Evaluation __
Research Mentor Quastionnalre, 1981 and 1982 ,
- ""\ . ‘
(1981 Respondenfs{x 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)

1., The student's work al lowed us to cumple;e
or get nearer to completion on a project
on which we were currently working 37%. 343

2, The student!s enthus!asm acted as a
stimulus to our .group 18% - 13¢

3. The s?udanf'ahwork-bllcued us to do _
research In an area in which we ware

Interested but unablie to pursue - 119 : 14%
- : :
4, Interaciion with the student gave the .
“group” new Insights _ 7§ 6%
5. Posltive etfect . 53 IR}
' l
6. Provlded research mentor experience In b
teach ing 14 5%
7. Other - - ) 8% . 5%
8, Negative effect due to the time layolved f .
In supervising and tralning the student S 3%
9. No effect on faclilty staff a4 5%
10, No response .8 5%
100% 100%

2Categories of [lke responses to an open-ended survey question,
bRepresan'l's 93 responses by 79 respondents,
CRepresents 64 responses by 58 recpondents,

NOTE; Columns may not add to 100% due to numerlcal roundlng.

“~
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TABLE 55. FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM EENEH'TS FROM THE PARTICIPANT:
_ Stdtdent Research Particlpation Program Evaluation
" Research Mentor Questionnaire, o8l and_1982

{ 1981 Responden+s.= 79)
(1982 Rgspondents = 58)

{Cont! nuad)

H

E

T 1081 . 1982
_ R . R
A. The resgarch progran at the facility has
benefited from contributions of this
student particlpant.
Strongly agres 42¢ 40%
Agree © 52% 53%
Undec! dad 43 3%
D! sagree 1% 2%
Strongly disagrse , 1% ——
» No response — z
1008 1008
B. The student participant brought new
: idoas and approaches to the research
group.
Strongly agree 6% 7%
Agree : 40% 36%
Undeci dad 28% 268
DI sagrae 19% 26%
Strongly dlsagree 5% 3%
No response 12 2%
100% 1008 .
C. The intellectual climate of the research
group was strengthened by the presence
of this student parficipant,
Sh'oﬁgiy agree | 10% 12%
Agrde ' 51% 43%
Undaci ded 223 29%
Disagree 15% 12%
Strongly dlsagres 3% 2%
No response —— 23
; 1008 100%
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TABLE 55. FACILITY RESEAhG% PROGRAM BENEF ITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Contlnued)

P 1981 , 1982 :
D. The contributions of this student .
.particlpant have resuited Ip additlonai
pubf Ication(s) fram the facl|Ity.
Strongly agree 8% 3% . §
Agree 324 36% i
Undecl ded 345 43%
D|sagree - 25% 16%
Strongly dlsagree 1% — J
No response ' — 23
. : ,1
100§ - . 100% ;

NOTE: Coiumns may not add +o 100§ due to numerical rounding.
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TASLE 56. MAJOR VALUE OF PROGRAM: o L

. * , Student Ressarch Partlclpatlion.Program Evaluation " : .

"Research Memtor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1882 )
. . - ) I * &
S . {1981 Respondents a 79}. )
v : {1982 Respondents = 58)

1981 1962+ - )

__&!wL\tnLun.ﬁi_Emgnama ResponseP _ RespopsaC -

1. Provides the student with prac+lca! ' | L. B :
experience In a |arge rasearch N . ’ -
organlzation ) _  36% 43% . -

2. Provides an understanding of what a ' R e ;.
resgarch career in the s*udan+'s chosen ' _ " e

v fleld would ‘ental | : 17% 18% o

3. The opporfunITy for Interaction bafween ) L
professionals and studonts 9% . 8 - -

G" 4. Exppsu?e Yo now techniques and equipment 6% o . 4% - ‘.,==5f
" 5. The inltlal training of future sclentists 63 3% B .
[ .
6. Valuable.asslstance Is prov!ded to the . _ , :
research mentor : 6% . 128 IR
. \ " .
7. A chance for the student to expiore fhe . -
, non~acadenic envlronnen+ 5¢ 5%
" 84 Provides 2 meaningful learning experiefce ~ & - :
<L ofor fhe student 5% 1% <
o . _ . :
9. S+Imulafas research mantors +o~explore
, ew areas of, researc 4% 1% V-
10. Opporfunlry to +each oh a one-fo—one .
baa!s ., , ) 3% - 1%
- ; _
11, Other X a, . - 2% 5% - .
12 No response © g T
.o . . N = ——
¢ @ ‘ ’

TOTAL : 100% - 1008

aCa~ragorles of I1ke responses to an opan-ended survey quas?lon.
bRopresents 108 responses by 79 respondenis.
CRepresents 74 responses by.58 respondents.

NOTE: Columns may not add to tDBﬁiqua o numérlcgj roundl ng,
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TABLE 57. SUBGESTIONS TO INCREASE PROGRAM EFFECT IVENESS:
Student Research Particlipation Program Evaluation
—-———— --——-Research Mentor Questionnalre, 1981-and 1982 __ _ _____

P

- T —— e

79}
58)

{1981 Respondents
(1982“Respondents

"1, Extend the length of the appolntment or

al low Fepetition In future summers 31% 188
2, ldentify research topics early |n order N

to match them to student Interests 6% - 128
3, Provide more Parflclﬁanfs ag 63

4, Provlde research mentor with more
Information &bout the program and/or

particul ar student assigned 8% 3%
5. Research mentor should have contact

with student prior 1o his/her assignment 8% 168
6. Arrangg closer housing or ald students - .

In locating housling 6% 12% : .
7. Scresn mentors careful ly 43 3% |
8. Expose studants to more than one aoroa

of research : 43 3¢
9., Place less anphasls on,gradss and more

,on overal | qualificatians . 4% 3%
10. More advance notlce 1& research mentor

, of student's acceptance 2% 15%

1. Increase advertisement of the program —— 3%
12, Other ) 8% ) . 6%

TOTAL 100% " 100%

-

ACategorles of |ike responses to gn open-ended survey question.
bRepresents 49 responses- by 4 respondents. Thirty~flve respondents

had no suggestions.
CRepresents 34 responses by 30 respondents. Twenty-eight respondents

had no suggestions.

NOTE: Columns may not 2dd to 100% due to numerical raﬁnﬂ'ng-
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g TABLE 58, PUBLICATIONS AND SEMINARS RESULTING FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPAT!ON:
Student Research Partlclpation Pregram Evaluation
g____wmm_ e ... FolloweUp Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982

(1981 Respondents = 79)
(1982 Respondents = 58)

§ . . 1981 - 1982
——Response _ ___ Responsa
E A, | am author, co-author, or my ass|stance

has been acknowledged In 2 sclentific
publ Icatlon. B

Yes 21% 308
No 79% 70%
1003 100

B. 1| have presented a saminar.

Yas 61% 50%
No 399 50%
1008 1008

3
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TABLE 55. |MPACT OF PROGRAM ON CAREER GOALS:
Student Research Particlpation Prograr Evaluetion
Fol low-Up Questionnalre, 1981 and 1982

(198 Respondents = 79}
(1982 Respeondents = 58)

1, Intend to pursue a career In research 30% 13%

2, Intend to enter graduate school to
study seme subject areas as my program

ass] gnment - 30% 53%
3, Changed my major to the subject area of
my program assignment 15% e
-4

4, Increased educational/employment
opportunities as & result of research

experlence . wmo 13%
5. Have accepted a poslition In & research

taboratory -— 7%
6. Declded not to pursue a career In

ressarch - 3% : 108
7. No response ) 1% 3%

TOTAL 100% 100%

8Cstegorles of |lke responses to an open-ended survey question.

NOTE: Colwnas may not add fo 10?5'due to numerical rounding.
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FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPLTION PROGRAM EVALUATION
FACULTY PARTICIPANT - ERTRY

DATES OF APPOINTMENT — ———  — " =

NAME : UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE
eACILITY:
FACILITY RESEARCH COLLABORATOR: DATE:

Please 11st in arder of importance your objectives for partic-
ipating in the faculty research participation program:

Have you participated in this or another similar research partic-
ipation program before this appointment?

-

Yes No

If Yes, give the name of the organization and briefly describe
the experience:

]

-

Is your research project at the facility an expansion of present
or past work of your own?

Yes No

How did you become aware of this program?

“Bulletin board” 1{terature
Campus recruiter

Former participant -
Head of my department

journal :

Other (define}

mMmmoO9O D
- ” i 3 - L

128

In order to improve the operation of the Research Participation program and to
better meet the needs of participants and DOE Laboratories, we ask you to respond
briefly to these questions:

FOR QFFICIAL
USE ONLY

—r—————
——
——




5¢ Did you receive Support from your department head to

7.

8.

9,

10.

11.

-—Ye§ o MNO e

proceed with this venture?

FOR OFFICIi;
USE ONLY

7.

Did you know any of the members of the fac111ty staff
before applying for the program.

Yes No

o

How many students (approximately} do you teach in an
academic year?

Graduate Undergraduate

Do you anticipate using facility equipment that you do
*_not have access to on campus?

Yes No

Do you anticipate that this experience will provida
additional expertise that you do not now have?

.Yes ! No

‘Do you expect to contribute expertise that is not avail-
able at the facility?

Yes No-

Do you anticipate research ¢ollaboration with the DOE
facility after your present appointment has expired?

Yes ' No #

123

8-11.
12-14.,

15.

16.

17.

8.




FACULTY RESZARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

FACULTY PARTICIPANT - EXIT

KANE ; ' ONTVERSITY/COLLEGE
FACILITY: DATES OF APPOINTMENT:
FACILITY RESEARCH COLLABORATOR DATE;

In order to improve the operation of the Research Pa.:icipation program and to
better meet the nseds of participants and J0f Laboratories, we ask you to respond
briefly ¢o these questions;

-

1. Research title; (Please write a brief summary of your
research accomplishments-item #21.)

) FOR OFFICIA
- USE ONLY
2. VWere you engaged in energy research prior to this appointment? 1.
ves ‘No
3. Do you intend to coniinue research in ensrgy on campus? 2. _
Yes U
4. Have you or dq you expect to receive a grant or contract from 3.
the DDE Tacility Tor work on your campus? '
Yes NO
5. Did you establish a research Plan in consultation with your . 4,
contact at the DOE facility prior to your appointment?
Yes No
5. 17 so, was the plan followed? 5, %
Yes NA (no plan) No
Pleasg elaborate: -
7. Yere the outcomes of this appointment consonant with your : 8.
expectdtions? ,
Yes Ho . 130




£, 'How can the effectiveness of operation of this program be

increased?

o

9, In your opinion, what is the major value of this prograﬁ?

e

e e

FOR OFFIC
“Dsg ont

7.

o3
-

8.

Neiate i e
 ——

0.
1.
12.

Please znswer the following group of questions by circling the number that corre.

sponds to your degree of agreement or diségreement with each statement,

10. 1 have Jearned gnergy techno]og1es unfamilfar to me prior temy .

perticipation in the program.

5 4 3 2 )
! i ! 4 a1 i
f 1 ] N\ ! i
Strongly Agree Undecided ﬁ?%agree Stronoly
hgree Disagree
1. 1 used equipment not-available -on campus.
5 P 3 2 : 1
! ' ! 1 |
— ] i 1 1
Strongly hgree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree
12, Being away from the university 2llowed me to accomplish more
resezrch than I would have if 1 had spent the time on campus.
5 4 3 ' 2 )
- — : | ——
| ]
Strongly Agree AUndecided Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Diszgree
13. 1 recomnend a similar experience for 3ny interested gradua;e:student
5 4y 3 2 1
i ! : A ! | : 1
f ' v, 1 I —1
Strongly Agree ' ‘Undecidell Disagree Strongly
Agree " Disagree

h

13.

14,

15,

16.




s~ & 11.BMG TO pursue 2dditiona) -resezrch in the same general area, 17,
| 5 Y 3 2 1 :
I 1 1 \ 1 I
] . 1 R 1 Tt
Strongly hgree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree " - Disagree
i3, 1 recommend this program to other interested fzculty membors, 18,
5 b 3 2 1
t 1 | ; )
e —_ [ S —— s - I }
Strongly Agree - Undecided Disagree Strongly
hgree Disagree
| 15. 1y original objectives were fulfiiled in the course of the reséarch 19,
1 experience, ‘ -
5 4 3 2 1
I ] ] 1 ' P i -
i [ [ ; L L
trongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree : Disagree
. ‘ o N
f 17. Intersctions with the researchers at the facility were enriching. 20,
5 = i i 3 . 2 " -1
E o 1 L ] !
j i i 1 1
trongly Agree Undecided -  Disagree - Strongly
Agree . Disagree
18. Furds provided for this program were adequate. 2. _
5 M 3 : 2 1
1 L] ] 1 | \
i ) i . 1 A
S<rongly Agree Undecided. Disagree trongly
. Agres Disagree
12, Housing was satisiactory. _ a2z,
5 ' Y 3 2 i
t 1 ' 1 1 !
1 1 b, 1 L
trongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly -
Agree - - Disagree
; EO. The faci]ity.personne1 were helpful during my orientation period. 23.

5 b 3 ) 2 . 1
l 1 ’ | ] ]
i t I L R
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree trongly
Agree P Disagree
-over-
°. ; S 132

[




21,

Pleas

s write a brief summary of your res

i

earch accomplishments:

¥




NAME . . CENTER:
FACULTY PARTICIPANT: DATE:
DATES OF APPOINTMENT: UNIVERSITY:
21, %it?e of participant's research: . N
Titie(s) of actual or planned pubiications based on participant's research:

FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATIDN
RESEARCH TOLLABORATOR ~ FOLLOW-UP .

{Please include journal citations.)

Seminars or other presentations based on participant's research:

Title: Date: Occasion:

FOR OFFICIAL

USE ONLY
Participant's accomplishments and contributions to ongoing work 1-2.
a2t the center, - ———
i
!
3-4,

In your opinion, what is the major value of this program? s

M 13

134




FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY

6. How can the effectiveness of operation of this program be "5ub,
increased? ‘ .

e . . . ¢

Please answer the following gquestions by circiing the numbe* that corresponds
to your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement:

7. The reseatuh program at the facility has benefitted from contri- 7.
butions of this faculty member. 7 o
5 4 3 o2 1 )
L [ ] e !
{ i i V 1 . 2
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree . ‘ isagree
&. 1 expect to continug collaborative association with this facu1ty - 8.
participant. ) . .
5 -k 3 2 _ 1
L 1 } : : ]
1 1 r "
Strongly Agree Undecided =  Disagree Strongly
hgree . D1sagr9e
8, . The facmty participant brought creatwe idsas and approaches to . 9.
the facility., = . -
5 " 3. _ 2 3
S : —— 7
Strongly _ Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
_— Agree . : Disagree

10. The intellectual climatg of the research group was strengthened by 10.
the presence of this faculty participant.

5 ) k4 3 2 0~ 1

z : : — |
Strongly ‘* * Agree Undecided Disagree " Strongly
Agree : Disagree

1. J The faculty participant was trained in advanced energy technoiogies| 11,
while at the facility.

s ‘ 4 ' 3 2 1

| | : | 1'

1 {
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree ‘ - JDisagree

e




additional publicatj {s) from the facility.

12. The contributions frop this faculty participant will result in

sity has been expanded as a r

' 5 B .3 -2 1=
| | +—— + I

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly

' Agree . ' Disagree

13, Faculty, participants contribute to accomplishing the mission

. of the facility. . )

' 5 "y 3 2 1 3

1 y 5 \ 3 : !
vV, T ] i T .. 1
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree , Strongly
Agree : ’ |- Disagree

J4. The rapport betwéen this facjlity and the faculty memberi's uniyer-
ult of his/her participathon.

t

. 5 4 3 2 1
o —+ 1 — 1
- Strongly Agree Undecided Disagrese Strongly
Agree —-- : - 0isagree
15, My experience of being 2 resea;ch collaborator was a rewarding
one. . '
’ 5 ) (3 2 2
Emm— — i —
Strongly Agree - Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

this faculty member. .
. 5 " 3 2’

[ 16, 1 have gained new knowiedge as 2 result of collaboration wiEn

-

1
| l ! | )
i b | 1 |
trongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
~ Agree, - Disagree
p’j;-]?. I feel this faculty participant could be a useful contractor
n - for-DOE. ' p )
o~ 5 " 3 E 2° 1
e 1 * L !
- 1 T - — ,
9 Strongly Agree - Undecidad Disagres Strongly
Agree . f s Disagree .
18. 1 am willing to supervise another faculty member.
5 - 4 3 2 1
| +— vepmm—— -
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagrae Strongly ~
* Agree : Disagree

Fl
i
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17.

FOR OFFICIAL
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14,

15.

15,

18,
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FOR OFF ClAL
USE ONLY )
19. My ressarch has moved much faster with the aid of the faculty 19,
: participant than it would have without his/her assistance.
i 5 4 3 2 1
| | ' | 1' -
3
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree -
20. The faculty participant contributed expertise that is pot ©m. < _
available at the faciiity. U -
5 4 3 2 1
i i ' i i
Strongly Agree Undec¢ided Disagree Strongly
Agree . Disagree
21. Have you or do u intend to give the participant a grant or 21.
contract to centsnue his/her research? - —
Yes - No

{omplete and return form to: Jak Ridge Associated Universities
University Programs
Faculty Research Participation Program
P.0. Box 117 _
. Q0ak Ridge, TH 37830
(615}5?6-3424 .
FTS 626-3424 .

.



FACILITY RETARCH COLLABORATOR:

NAME - UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE:

FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM £VALUATION
FACULTY PARTICIPAMT - FOLLOW-UP

T VT W T R ST e s VR T o i S T S

FACILITY: DATES OF APPOINTMENT:

DATE:

briefly tc these questions:

1. Research titie:

In order to improve the operation of the Research Participation program and to
better meet the needs of participants and DOE Laboratories, we ask you to respond

include Journa] citations)

2. Title(s) of actual or planned pub‘ications based on your research (Please

-

3. Seminars or other presentations based on your research:
Title: Date: Qccation:

R L D e e R BT BT

{112

in the program into my teachings.

4, | have or will incorporate knowledge gained from my participation

5 4 3 2 1
- -+ —— -
trongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Please answer the foliowing group of questions by circling the number that corre-

sponds to your degree of agreement or disagreement with each statement. -FOR OFFICIAL

USE ONLY

1.

—ar———
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FOR OFFICIAL

_ g USE ONLY
5. 1 ptan to offer a new course{s) based on knowledge gained from my 2.
participation. !
5 L 3 2 1
| . ] i) ¢
i T T — : =
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly >
Agree Disagree
6. As a result gf this experience I am better prepared to direct stu- 3, i
dent research in related areas. '
5 4 3 2 1
1 ! : 1 l
| t T 1 1
Strongly Agree Undsc ided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree \\\
7. I have or will originate a new research program related to my 4.
research at the DOE facility,
5 b 3 ‘ 2 1
— ~ - —| |
Strongly Aoree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
8. 1 have maintained contact with the facility since I returned to 5.
campus . )
5 4 3 2 1
| '. | e —-—
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree }
' {
9. I am now or intend to cortinue collaborating with the facility on 6.
the research conducted while there. _ _ 1
5 b4 3 2 1 . §
| 1 ' | l
| i ' — 1 . —
Strongly Agree Undec ided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
10. The research conducted during this apPointment will be cf value in | 7.
preparing grant proposals,
5 - 3 2 1
i i | ; i
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Aqroee Disagree
11. Have you submitted grant proposals as a result of your research 8,
with DGE,
Yes No

If so, to what agency(ies)?




s = == -

STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION
STUDENT PARTICIPANT ~ ENTRY

4
|

Date:

Faciity .

[

. !
In order 0 IMpProve the ogdaraks
participais and DOE laboratories, we ask you to respond brigfly to these questions

1. Piease bist un arder af importancel your objectives for participating iR the

Student Research Participationprogram e o

A, I
7
/
B. -
C!

2. How did you become dware of this program

A. "bulletin board”’literature
B. campus recruiter

C. former participant

3. head of m{ department
E. major profassor

F. joumal

G. other idefine)

3. Did you zalk to & fellow student or faculty member who had participated in this
program previousiy?
Yes No

4, Did You know any mesnbers of the facility staff before being selected for the program?

Y5 No

5. Have you had any communication with your ressarch mentor as to the nature of
the rizsearch that you will be conducting?

Yes No

6. Were a specific work plan and reading references provided to you by your research
rmentor in advance of the starting date?

Yes No

7. Thf area ol research for which you were chosan was your
. Other

First choice Second choice

8. What areas of expertise, that you presently do not have, do you anticipate receiving
from 1his research experience?

on of the research participation program and to better mest the naeds of

FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY

10,

M —

}2. ——— e

Q rnform to University Programs CHivision, Qak Ricge Associated Universities, .0, Box 117, Oak Ridge,

ERICpssee 37831, Tetephone 615.576-3426 140
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STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

"STUDENT PARTICIPANT ~ EXIT

Name Date
University/coliege - . Facility
Dates of appointmant ] Ressarch Mentor

In order to improva the opsration of the resesrch participation progrem and to better meat the needs of
participants and DOE facilities, we gtk you to respand briafly to thess questions

1. How can the effectivensss of operation of this program bs incraased? Foﬁsg%ﬁ&p‘i’

[

2

3.

2. In your opinion, what is the major valus of this Program?

3. Ater graduating from college | intend to . 4,
Go to graduate school in an enerpy-related groa
Go to graduata xchoot in a non-gnergy-relatsd area
—— C. Go to mdical {or other professionai} sehool _ - R—
o D. Begin a career in an eneryy-reisted area \
——.. E. Begin a caresr in a non<enargy-related area
e £. Other (dafine} :

4, The highest degree | axpect to recaiva is ,

—e A, PR.D.

— B, M.D.
—C. M.

e 0. B.S./B.A.
—E. Other {dafine)

—— A

e B,

© s B e



-

Please answer-the following group of questions by circling the number that corresponds to
your degree of agreement or disagreement with each statement,

5. My research astignment was valuable to ma. :
5 4 3 2 ot

L ! S L |
Strongly Agree Undecidad Dissgres Strongly
I _ _Agree . Disagree
6. My resaaréh assignment exceeded my expectations.
5 v 4 ) 3 2 1
L ] ! ] A
Strongly Agree Undscided Disagree Strongly
/  Agreg Disagres
7. My ressarch assignment matched my intsrest. '
5 4 3 2 1-
5 ! N— 1 !
._ Strongly ~ _ . Agree  Undécided Dissgree Strongly
Agree : T et ——— - Disagres—-
8. The content of my assignment was investigative and challenging.
5 4 3 2 1
1 | | 1 |
Strongly Agres Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
8. The content of my assignment was just a job and at times boring.
5 4 3 2 1
! ! L - i
Strongly Agree Undeeided Disegres Strongly
Agree . Disagres
10, Prior to my arrivai my ressarch supsrvizor had contected me.
5 4 3 2 o
— l : } !
atrongly Agres Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

11. Research supervisors shouid centact studants and provide them with written material
gbout their research prior to their arrival.

5 4 3 2 1

| | | i ;
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagres Strongly
Agree - Disagree

12. My academic preparation for my research assignmeant wss adequats,

5 4 3 2 1

- ! ! ! !
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

142

FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY
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L
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14, ..

15,




i3
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14,

16.

17

18.

. 19

20.

Q

My supervisor in the 1aboratory was available to guide or assist me,

Th d 3 . 2 ' 1
: ! o ]
Strongty - Adree Undscided Disagree ‘Strongly
Agree - Disagree
The Orientation sestion was beneficial and intéresting,
5 4 3 2 1
| L f ; |
Strongly Agree Undecidsd Disagree Strongly
Agres Disagres
The equipment and information at my disposal were edequate to carry out my resgarch
assignment,
5 4 3 2 1
L L — P _
Strongly Agrea Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree ~ Dissgree
Housing for an appointes is a major drawback to acceptanda. , )
5 4 3 2 1
! } l . — —
Strongly _ Agree Undecided Disagres . Strongly
TAgres 7 oo e e Dissgree

Housing for an appointee is no mors difficuit than ons would expsct for the average
short-tarm stay in 2 new location,

5 4 3 2 1
! | | ! 4
Strongly Agres Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree : Disegrse

Advance communications from ORAU about housing were frank from the beginning
of the offer.

5 3 3 2 1

L L | — ]
Strong Agree Undscided Ditagran Strungly
Agree Oissgree

Advanca communications from QRAU about housing minimized problems ectually
encountered. ‘

5 4 3 2 1
| _l | 1 f
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree . Disagree
Transportation was less of a problem than | anticipatad,
5 4 3 2 1
— ! ) | |
Strongly Agree Undecided - Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

FOR OFFICIALY

USE ONLY

17—

1 R—

19._—

Y

220

24




21,

22.

23,

As & resuit of my trammg, | received in-depth background for a major senior year
course or an honors coursa or Dapﬂl’

5 4 5 3 2 1
: —] | ! |
Strongly Agrse Undacided ' Digagree . Strongly
Agres _ Disagree
My assignment increased my dasire to go 10 graduate school.
5 4 . 3 - 2 1
! b— | + |
Strongly Agres Undécided - Disagree Strongly
Agres Disagres
As a retult of my participation in this program | mey considsr a caresr with DOE.
5 4 3 2 1
b | | A -
Strongly Agre. Undeclded Dissgrea Swongly
Agres Disagres

s mmr it e st as —mmr—— = =R R R " e e —m

FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY

26, ___ 1

28, ——




e y 24, Thehousing arrdngemént with The University of Tennasses preserited attentlve and

3 N, coOperative management personnel,
Y 5 4 3 2 1
- 1 L — !
Strongly Agrea Undecided Disagres Strongly
Agres Diszgree
| 25. The nousing arrangement with The University of Tennessee afforded efficient and
cemfortabie facitities. : _
5 4 3 .2 1
4 L l | } |
— . . Stongy Agres Undecided Disagres Strongly
Agree ) Disagrae

26. The housing arrangsment with Tha L'lnivarsitv of Tennessse offered vaiuabie social
benefits for the individual.

) _ 5 4 3 2 1
i ’ | i 1 }
Storgly . Agres Undecided Diszgres Strongly
Agres . Disegree
27. The housiﬁg amangament with The University of Tannezess includsd significant
advantzgas darived from the campus,
5 C 4 3 2 1
M | L ! |
Strongiy Agree Undscided Disagres Strongly
Agree Disagree

Tervnesses 37831, Telyshone 615-678-3428, FTS 626-1426

e e

Retum form to University Pregrams Division, Oak, Ridge Aszociated Universities, PO Box 117, Qak Ridgs,
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STUDENT REEEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
RESEARCH MENTCR -~ eXiT

RIC o ..148

: ) ! e
Name : . Facihty
Student participant . \ : University/College
Dates of appointment — Date
10 order to improve the operation of the research b@rticipatioh program and to vettsr meet the neads of
participants and DOE facilities, we ask you to respo‘ns briefly to these questions
- l bl
1. Title of student's research project: .
/ \“I . ]
%
2. Please cite putglicanons or reports resulting from the stu\;jem’s research:
) ) ) FOR QFFICIAL
3. How long in advance did you knows that a student would be assigned to you? USE QLY
) 1
4. Was a copy of the student’s file available to you in advance? 2 —
Yes No
5. Did you write or talk to the student in advance about the nature or content of possible | 3. -
research participatian assignmenis?
Yeos No
6. Why did you seigct this student?
4,
5.
— e
7 Were 4 specific tamic of work planned and reading refersnces provided in advance of the | 7
starting date?
N ) .
Yes 0 “~ '
8. Was the quality of the participant consistent with your expectations as judged by the 8.
apnlication?
Yes No \?
9. Have vou supervised other participants? B
Yes ' No
10. If yes, how did the quality of the work of this student compare with work done by 10, — o
others? )
SupkTig Averaye Puor
O



T

12.

13.

S Th

Was 1t clear 10 vou as 10 what vour role as @ research mentor entaijed?
Yes No *

Was the generdl infermation you recewed about the Student Research Participation
Program adequate? :

Yes No

Do you know whether the research experience had any influence ¢n the student’s
attitude toward research or his/her career objectives? ‘

Yes No

if 50, please elaborateon effects of the.experience.

What did the student gain from the research experiencs in your facility?

What effect has this pragram had on you, your regular personnel, or your. facility in
general?

How would yau rate the participant’s performance on the assignment?

Superior - S
Ahovie Avetaqge

Average

Below Averllage

Poor i

In your opinion, what is the major value of this program?

Mow can the effectiveness of operation of this program be increased?

—- —— e ————

i

F

FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY
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13.

14
18,

1

6. —
LIy J—
18,

19, —

20, —
2t

23—
24— _

28,

26, —
27—

28, ———




Ptease answer the f0HOwWING GuesTIONS.bY circiing the number that corresPonds 1o your fevel
of agreerment or cisagreement with each statement.

20,
Darticipant.
5 4 3 . 2 1
o 4 1 = } —i
Strongly - "Agree - ‘Undecided Disagree . Strongly
Agree ‘ Disagree
? . B .
1 21, The student particioant brought new deas and approaches to the research group,
: 5 T4 3 2 1
t ) § f ;
v Strongly " Agree Undecided Disagree Strangly
Agres Disagree
22. The intellectual climate of the research group was strengthened by the presence of
this student Participant.
5 4 ; 3 2 1
1 ] L 1 ]
I T. I 1T 1
Strongly Agrea” Undecided Disagree . Strongly
Agree Disagree
23. 'The student participant was trained in advanced energy technologies while at the
o fmlity.
.5 4 3 T T
: S - - ; +
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
¢ Agree - Disagree
24. The contributions from this student participant have resulted in additional publi-
cation(s! from the facility.
5 4 3 2 1
1 ] 1 I 1
T ¥ 1 I — T
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagres
25. My expsrience of being a research mentor was a rewarding one.
S 4 3 2 1
+ j . - :
Strongly Agree Undecider Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
26. | have gained new teaching skills as a result of supervising this student.
5 4 3 2 1
-— } + - }
Srrangly Auqroe Umie(:uh.:d Dlsuguf Strangly
Agree Disugree
27. | have qained experience in dealing with pe~sonnet as a result of thlls supervisory
HXPRCIETHL,
Yy i 4 2 |
S et e + ; oo
Strongly Agree Undeeided Disagres Strongly
O Agree . Disagree
ER 148

The research program at the faciily has benefitted from contributions of this student

B - - R ——

i

FOR OFFICIAL
USE ONLY

29, w— .

30, ——

3 —

K X N

34,

35,

36, — —




. i )
28. My research has movea faster with the aid of this student than (t would have without ROR. OFFICIAL |
his/her assistance. 1 ' b USE ONLY
3 S
5 L] 4 . 3 . 1 = _ . - )
- : : i — 3R L
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagres Strongly ST
Agree « Disagree -
29, | would be willing to supervise another student participant in the future.
-
4 ! 3 ‘ 1
i : r ; — 3.
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree . Disagree .
b= —_—_— “‘h—
i -
- { ‘
r
: !
=]
1 s mwsmararss gt -2 3 Bow 117 Qek Ridge, _ ..
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~
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As a result of my participation in the Studert Research Participation
program: .

1. | am author of/cozuthor of/my assistance has bean acknowlegged
in/a scientific publication.

Authors;

Title:

Journal Name:

Volume: y
Pages:

Date;

2. | have presented a seminar,

‘Tit!e:
. Darte:
Location:

3. - My career goals have been affected. Please detail in what way.
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