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Abstract:   

Background – Matching to a residency is a great success, but it is also a significant change in the lives 

of many graduating medical students. It is expected that during this time, many priorities may change, especially 

after participation in a residency program where residents are further exposed to the dynamics of the program. 

Purpose - There are no current studies that attempt to determine what factors residents prefer after the match. 

Methods - This study was an anonymous study conducted through an online survey. The survey asked two 

open-ended questions asking the survey taker to list four factors in order of importance that they considered 

important in a program, one as an MS4 and one as a resident. Results were compiled, tallied, and categorized to 

find common themes between the applicant’s preferences through descriptive statistics.  Results – Of the 24 

surveys sent out, a total of 15 applicants responded for a response rate of 62.5%. The most common preferences 

among both MS4s were “Work Environment” and “ Location,” however, factors like “Education” and “Faculty: 

Resident Ratio” was seen as increasing in importance among residents. Conclusion – While an increase was 

seen in some factors (Education, Faculty:Residency Ratio, and Program Size), the general trend of preferences 

going from MS4 to a resident was more spread-out in the distribution of what residents considered essential 

factors. Education involves both formal didactics and readout of dictated exams. Higher Faculty:Residency 

affects education because more faculty decreases the clinical workload of each faculty and leaves the faculty 

more time for teaching. Larger program size decreases the amount of call burdern per resident. 
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Introduction:  

The NRMP match process is a considerable change in the lives of many graduating medical students; 

the match is a time of many unknowns with varying factors  influencing how applicants rank specific programs 

within the Diagnostic Radiology match. Many studies have observed what factors these applicants prefer, 

attempting to discern trends that residency programs could use in order to improve their respective programs, 

increasing the quality of matched applicants in the process.[1, 3-6, 7, 9-12, 14] However, many applying medical 

students are inexperienced when it comes to the dynamics of participating in a residency program with many 

unknowns being left until after the beginning of residency. It is possible that once an applicant has gained 

experience as a resident that a shift in what factors they value in a program may be seen.[10, 14,16] Residency 

programs want to attract the most applicants with the best qualifications and the most exceptional fit for the 

program. These programs must be able to not only understand but develop a model that coincides with what 

modern Diagnostic Radiology requires to create a fulfilling career. 

This study is novel in that only residency program applicants are surveyed in order to determine what 

factors residency programs should consider when preparing for the match process in order to achieve the 

resident-program fit both during and after the NRMP match. This type of data is vital in assuring that the 

program’s residents have a voice in the development of their program as well as exposing future potential 

Diagnostic Radiology applicants to residency program ranking factors they had not previously considered. [7, 11-

14, 16, 18] In addition to this, by exposing these factors, it may potentially decrease the rate of future burnout 

associated with applicants going to specific programs for reasons that are not compatible with their idea of job 

satisfaction. [2-4, 7, 9, 11, 13, 17] A pilot study such as this one is important in establishing the potential for further 

trends to be seen among Diagnostic Radiology residents, trends that when further explored could potentially 

help program directors modify their program’s curriculum to increase the overall quality of resident education 

with minimal wasted resources. 
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Methods: 

 

This study was designed as an anonymous cross-sectional study conducted through an online survey 

hosted by the survey site Survey MonkeyTM (Palo Alto, Ca). Emails containing links to the survey were sent out 

to Diagnostic Radiology residents at the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) within different years of 

the program. This study received IRB approval from the UTMB IRB as well as an exemption from requiring 

informed consent due to the anonymous design of the study. No compensation was offered to candidates for 

their participation in the survey. 

 

Survey Enrollment 

 

This study aims to differentiate between what factors Diagnostic Radiology applicants consider essential 

in a program both right after they matched as a fourth-year medical student (MS4) and after at minimum a year 

of practice at the Diagnostic Radiology residency program at UTMB (Galveston, TX). Resident emails were 

obtained from the UTMB email directory that is available to all \ within the UTMB healthcare system. In total, 

24 emails were gathered and promptly sent out with the open-ended survey on March 16th, 2019. In the email 

containing the survey link, residents were made aware that the link would be available for two weeks, closing on  

March 30th, 2019. UTMB residents were informed via email on the anonymity of the survey, the purpose of the 

survey, and the availability of the option to opt-in or out by responding or not responding to the survey. 

 

Development of the Survey 

 

The survey protocol used in this study was developed through a review of recent literature in addition to 

discussion among the investigating authors, and input provided by the UTMB Department of Radiology faculty. 

To ensure anonymity between participating residents in addition to allowing residents to have the full ability to 

express what they believe is essential in a residency program, it was decided that the online survey website 

Survey Monkey would be used to gather responses. The survey design was developed to include two mandatory 

open-ended questions in order to maximize the number of responses in addition to eliminating any bias from 
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predetermined answer choices. Each question asked was designed to elicit the top four factors the resident 

considered most important in a Diagnostic Radiology residency program both after their match as a fourth-year 

medical student and after at least a year of practice at a Diagnostic Radiology program. Participating residents 

who chose to take the survey were instructed to “Describe the top four factors (from most to least important) 

you considered when creating your residency program rank list?” and to “Describe the top four factors (from 

most to least important) you consider in a Diagnostic Radiology after practicing at a residency program?”  Once 

the survey was completed, the answers to the open-ended question were compiled, grouped into categories, and 

tallied amid discussion by the investigating authors. 

 

Disbursement of the Survey 

 

Emails to UTMB residents containing information on the anonymity of the study, the purpose of the 

study, and the survey link were sent through the blind “carbon copy” feature in order to ensure anonymity 

between residents participating. Initial emails containing this information was sent to each potential participant 

on March 16th, 2019, with a notice that the survey would only be open for two weeks until March 30th, 2019. 

Only surveys completed before closure of the survey on March 30th, 2019, were considered during the data 

analysis.  

 

Results: 

 

A total of 24 emails (n = 24) were gathered from the UTMB system email directory with 24 email 

invitations to participate in the study being sent out to residents at different years of training. Of these 24, 15 

UTMB residents responded to and completed the survey before the set date, giving the survey questions a 

response rate of  62.5%. Responses to the 15 completed surveys were compiled, grouped into categories, and 

tallied after discussion by the investigating authors. Grouping  of resident’s responses found the standard 

answers to fall under the factors “Location,” “Reputation,” “Work Environment,” “Education,” “Work-Life 

Balance,” “Fellowships,” “Board Pass Rate,” “Moonlighting,” “Program Size,” “Faculty:Resident Ratio,” 

“Family & Friends,” “Case Volume/Diversity,” “Research,” and “Other.” The factor “Other” was reserved for 
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answers that did not fit within any other of the other factors decided on. Common examples that were 

categorized under “Other” include benefits/book and travel funding, ancillary opportunities, visa sponsorship, 

gut feeling, organization/willingness to change, and program diversity. Due to the themes in “Other” not being 

common to other responses, the “Other” factor will not be discussed in this analysis. 

 

Top Factors Considered a 1st Preference Pre and Post Residency 

 

 The top factor that the then MS4s considered prior to joining UTMB Diagnostic Radiology Program, as 

per Figure 1, is “Location” at 46.7%, with “Work Environment,” the only other factor receiving as many 

mentions for most crucial factor.The only other factors being ranked are “Friends and Family,” “Fellowships,” 

and “Board Pass Rate,” all being tied for MS4s most important residency factor at 6.7%, albeit mentioned less 

often than “Location” and “Work Environment.” The two factors, “Location” and “Work Environment,” 

remained to be factors significant to residents, as per Figure 2, both being tied at 26.7% for the most essential 

factor.  

Top Factors Considered A 2nd Preference Pre and Post Residency 

 A similar shift from MS4 to resident can be seen in the 2nd most preferred factors with “Work 

Environment” being the second most 2nd preferred factor for MS4s at 40% now followed by “Reputation” at 

26.7%, as per Table 1. “Location” trails both of these at 20% with the only other factor being mentioned as 2nd 

most preferred factor being “Education” at 6.7%. The 2nd  most preferred factors for residents are “Work 

Environment” at 33.3%, followed by “Education” at 26.7%, and “Reputation” at 33.3%.  

 

Factors Considered A 3rd Preference Pre and Post Residency 

Looking at Table 1, it is seen that the factor that was most often mentioned as the residents' 3rd top 

factor prior to their experience at a residency program was the factor “Case Volume/Diversity” at 26.7% with 

the factor “Work Environment” trailing at 20%. After “Work Environment,” the factors “Location,” 

“Education,” and “Fellowships” were all mentioned as 13.3% of residents' 3rd top factor. The factor that most 

residents believed was 3rd most important was the “Faculty: Resident Ratio” at 26.7%, which was closely 
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followed by “Location” at 20%. The factor “Education” was mentioned as the 3rd preference by 13.3% of 

respondents. Interestingly, the factors “Work Environment,” “Case Volume/Diversity,” “Work-Life Balance,” 

“Family & Friends,” “Program Size,” and “Research” all tied together with 6.7% of respondents choosing these 

as their 3rd most important factor they considered as an MS4.  

 

Top Factors Considered A 4th Preference Pre and Post Residency 

 

 The residents' fourth most important factor when they were MS4s was the factor “Fellowships,” placing 

highest at 26.7% with the factor “Family & Friends” continuing to trail it now at 20%. Following these factors 

are “Location” and “Work Environment,” tied with 13.3% of residents believing this is the 4th most important 

factor in a residency program. The fourth most considered factor for the residents was the factor “Fellowships” 

at 20%, which was followed by the factor “Family & Friends” at 13.3%. After these two, there is a six-way tie 

between “Location,” “Work Environment,” “Work-Life Balance,” “Board Pass Rate,” “Moonlighting,” and 

“Program Size” at 6.7%. 

 

Discussion: 

 

Determining what factors residents value in a residency program is an essential piece of information 

necessary for a program to align itself with the interest of its residents further, allowing both the program and its 

residents to grow and prosper. While each program has different dynamics that may make generalizability 

difficult, this study aims to highlight some interesting points that may not be commonly discussed or even 

thought about. Some of these points could allow program directors and program committees to modify their 

program’s growth plan to fit what their residents value the most more accurately. The findings of this study help 

us to better understand “how do a medical student’s priorities change after matriculating into a program?” and 

“what are the most important factors to change to meet the needs of the residents?” It is important to note that 

the survey was disbursed to residents with different years of training at the program, which may be an indicator 

of why results seen from the residents after their residency program exposure seems to be so dispersed. 

However, this may be a sign that after acceptance into a residency program, residents were able to experience all 
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of the dynamics of not only the radiologist’s career but of the residency itself. These changes may have played a 

part in the shift in priorities that can be seen when comparing the MS4 results to the resident results. While the 

sample size of this study (n = 15) was a limiting factor, we believe the overall design, communication, and 

timing of the survey’s disbursement was able to convince 15 participants to respond to the survey, giving the 

survey a response rate of approximately 62.5%.  

 

Factors Most Commonly Preferred As an MS4 vs. Resident 

 

Once tallied the results show that the factors that were thought to be important in choosing a residency 

by the MS4s were seen to be both “Location” at 46.7% and “Work Environment” at 26.7%, with “Family & 

Friends,” “Fellowships” and “Board Pass Rates” at 6.7% as shown in Figure 1. A substantial shift in priorities 

can be seen when comparing these numbers to the post-residency participation numbers where the factor 

“Location” ended up decreasing from 46.7% to 26.7%. While “Location” received a decrease in preference 

among residents, the factor “Work Environment” neither had a loss nor gained in preference 26.7%. It is worth 

noting that other than these two factors the other factors such as “Reputation,” “Faculty: Resident Ratio,” 

“Education,” and “Case Volume/Density” all increase from 0% in the MS4 preferences to 13.3%, 13.3%, 6.7%, 

and 6.7% respectively. In addition, a decrease of 6.7% was seen in the factors “Family & Friends,” “Board Pass 

Rate,” and “Fellowships” among residents, likely hinting at there being an underlying change in life or career 

goals that a resident may develop as they mature throughout their career. It is also interesting to note that while 

some of the mentioned factors are not capable of easily being changed by the program such as the program’s 

location or the surrounding family/friends, there are modifiable factors such as “Work Environment,” 

“Education,” and “Faculty: Resident Ratio” that programs can work on. By understanding these preferences, 

residency programs can more effectively grow towards achieving goals that would attract potential fellows 

while also keeping their residents satisfied. 

 

Factors Most Commonly Mentioned As an MS4 vs. Resident 
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While it is essential to consider the factor that most residents considered their highest priority, it is also 

essential to look for any trends in the data itself. Table 1’s “mean percentage” and “post-mean percentage” 

columns are the aggregate averages of the number of times each factor was listed as a primary, secondary, 

tertiary, or quaternary preference. With that in mind, the means of each factor was found in order to discern how 

often a preference was mentioned as one of the top four factors, allowing any patterns in terms of significant 

shifts in preference during the shift from MS4 to resident. Something to take note of is that while a noticeable 

shift did happen in the transition from MS4 to resident, two factors stayed relatively constant as seen when 

comparing these means to the raw percentages in Figure 3 and Figure 4. These two factors were “Work 

Environment” (25% to 18.3%) and “Location” (23.3% to 15%), both of which received decreases in their 

percentages, remaining relatively constant. This consistency shows how important these are in defining a 

program’s identity. It is also worth noting that in the transition from MS4 to resident, factors such as “Faculty: 

Resident Ratio” and “Education” saw significant increases in overall mentions, going from 5% to 11.7 and from 

0% to 11.7%  respectively. At the same time, other factors such as “Fellowships” and “Case Volume/Diversity” 

had decreases going from 11.5% to 5.0% and 6.7% to 3.0% after this transition. The causes of these changes are 

not evident. However, the fact that they do change after the transition from MS4 to the resident can be indicative 

of a shift in priorities or a greater understanding of what is essential to a resident while practicing within the 

program. 

 

Conclusions 

 

Seeing as some of the most commonly mentioned factors for surveyed applicants were a program’s 

work environment in addition to its location, this study finds that it may be advisable for residency programs to 

invest in the development and discussion of a program with a collegial environment with a team player culture 

in order to effectively recruit and attract the residents with the best fit to their program.  Due to the factor 

location being one that is not easily changed, program directors may find that discussing the program's location 

with applicants to discern fit may help make sure that both the applicant and the program director are satisfied 

with the match. Regarding residents, it seems that the significant life change with beginning a career as a 

physician is a time where residents are beginning to explore available factors to them. Factors with low 
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importance to MS4s such as “Moonlighting,” “Program Size,” and “Research” are seen as being at least 

somewhat important to residents, again likely identifying either a shift in their overall priorities or showing that 

the residents are beginning to understand the dynamics of working in a residency program. A similar effect can 

be seen when comparing the rates of the factors “Education” and “Faculty: Resident Ratio,” which were barely 

mentioned in the MS4 results but had gained significant increases in the results for the residents. 

Interestingly, the preferences seen in the MS4 results are more concentrated into nine different factors, 

as seen in Figure 3, when compared to the more even distribution over 13 factors seen in Figure 4. These shifts 

once again show a higher degree of differing priorities upon joining the residency program. Future studies 

encompassing multiple institutions and larger sample sizes would need to be considered in order to ensure more 

definitive and generalizable results. 

 

Potential Benefits 

 

This study helps identify factors that current Diagnostic Radiology residents consider necessary during 

their education at a residency program. Determining this type of data is essential in that it allows Diagnostic 

Radiology residency program directors to modify program curriculum and allocate program resources as 

efficiently as possible. In understanding what factors current residents find essential in the modern residency, 

program directors could increase the overall “fit” between the program and residents. Further potential benefits 

include an increase in ABR Core Exam board scores, higher fellowship match rates, and the potential for 

attracting higher-quality candidates into the residency program. 

 

Limitations 

 

Limitations seen within this study include those seen in many similar survey-based studies. These 

limitations include intrinsic biases due to self-reporting data, misinterpretation of questions by responders, 

evasive answers, and misinterpretation of answers by the investigators. In addition, this study only included 

UTMB Diagnostic Radiology residents, which introduce limitations such as a reduced overall sample size, 

limited generalizability, and findings with possible bias affected by the UTMB Diagnostic Radiology residency 
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curriculum. Other limitations include the lack of clear set definitions for what is considered “Reputation” or 

“Work-Life Balance,” which may have influenced the applicant’s answers when tallied and categorized. 

However, the most substantial improvement from this study would be increasing the overall sample size by 

including residents from other partnered Diagnostic Radiology residency programs, increasing the overall 

significance of the results found. Future investigations should be conducted to further refine and build upon the 

results of this study. In addition to including other Diagnostic Radiology residency programs, a comparison 

between what residents from different specialties consider essential in their program could be an appropriate 

continuation of this pilot. 
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Table 1: Shifts in Responses to the Importance of Factors in a Residency Program between MS4s and DR 

Residents 

Ranking 1st 
1st-

Post 
2nd 

2nd-

Post 
3rd 

3rd-

Post 
4th 

4th-

Post 

Mean 

% 

Post-

Mean 

% 

Location 46.7% 26.7% 20.0% 6.7% 13.3% 20.0% 13.3% 6.7% 23.3% 15.0% 

Work 

Environment 
26.7% 26.7% 40.0% 33.3% 20.0% 6.7% 13.3% 6.7% 25.0% 18.3% 

Reputation 0.0% 13.3% 26.7% 13.3% 6.7% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 10.0% 6.7% 

Faculty: 

Resident     

Ratio 

0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 26.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.7% 

Education 0.0% 6.7% 6.7% 26.7% 13.3% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 11.7% 

Case Volume/ 

Diversity 
0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 26.7% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 3.3% 

Work-Life 

balance 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7% 3.3% 5.0% 

Family & 

Friends 
6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 20.0% 13.3% 6.7% 5.0% 

Fellowships 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 26.7% 20.0% 11.7% 5.0% 

Board Pass 

Rate 
6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 1.7% 1.7% 

Moonlighting 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 1.7% 

Program Size 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 3.3% 

Research 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 

Other 6.7% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 26.7% 6.7% 10.0% 

Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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