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n “The Residency Match: Interview Experiences,

Postinterview Communication, and Associated

Distress,” Berriochoa et al' discuss the current
landscape of postinterview communication with a
focus on the applicant perspective. This article adds to
the body of literature suggesting that postinterview
communication may be a significant source of stress
for applicants.”™

In our roles in student affairs, we see firsthand the
daily stress students experience trying to meet the
expectations of their potential future program. We
hypothesize that this dissonance is significantly exacer-
bated by generational differences in responding to
unclear expectations. FEighty percent of graduates
responding to the 2017 American Association of
Medical Colleges Graduation Questionnaire are born
of the millennial generation.’ In contrast, program
leadership and faculty more likely view the interview
process through different generational lenses. In several
fields, the average age for program directors is mid-
40s.%7

We know there are generational differences sur-
rounding expectations about and reactions to rela-
tionships.® Waljee et al® summarized these differences
and discussed how they affect mentoring in medicine.
These differences likely also affect the program
director—potential trainee dyad represented in the
match interview process.

Applicants who are members of the millennial
generation theoretically should be primed toward
positive perceptions of postinterview communication.
Raised in an era of instant communication, and
accustomed to frequent short meetings to communicate
expectations, they tend to favor flat, nonhierarchical
structures and expect rapid responses. Motivated by
purpose, they may rely on an ongoing relationship with
the program director to inform their opinion of
personal “fit” in the program. With applicants applying
to more programs than ever,” we can postulate that
they willingly aim to meet the given program’s
expectations that increase their competitiveness. The
reported stress of postinterview communication thus
could be related to unclear rules of engagement.
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Millennials are dutiful and rule conscious.'® Even if a
program director states postinterview communication
is unnecessary and actively discourages it, millennials
still may worry that they should engage in it, based on
the fear that other applicants may be doing it. In the age
of social media, the “fear of missing out” often is
amplified, and this may contribute to explaining
Berriochoa and colleagues’ finding that 91% of
applicants did engage in postinterview communication.

Millennial applicants likely are contacting baby
boomer and generation X program directors. Baby
boomers typically feel that direct communication
subverts conventional hierarchies and workflow.
During the time-pressed residency application season,
these program directors may feel time pressures, and
they might unfairly typecast millennial applicants as
“needy.” This unconsciously sets up an adversarial
relationship and may subvert the very relationship
millennials are trying to cultivate with their outreach.

Generation X representation among program di-
rectors is on the rise. Members of this generation tend
to favor direct communication; they may reject
authority and mistrust rules. Therefore, they have
more in common with millennials in their communi-
cation style. However, unlike millennials, they tend to
use e-mail as their preferred communication strategy
and keep communication bound within work hours.
In that context, postinterview communication may be
viewed as additional work, and they may not
appreciate its relationship-forming aspect—particu-
larly during the busy application season.

Thank you notes are a specific subset of post-
interview communication that deserves comment.
Baby boomers may not even view thank you notes
as an example of postinterview communication but
rather as a standard extension of an interview.
Millennials may have been raised with this construct
by their baby boomer parents. Some specialty-specific
sources of advice for applicants continue to recom-
mend thank you notes.'""'* However, this strategy
can result in a significant workload for applicants,
who typically interview with many faculty and
residents at a given program. Regardless of whether
postinterview communication takes the form of other
thank-you notes or other formats, engaging in this
activity can be a significant distractor for senior

Journal of Graduate Medical Education, August 2018 409

$S900E 93l} BIA /Z2-01-GZ0g 1e /wod Aioyoeignd:poid-swud-yiewlarem-jpd-awiid;/:sdiy wouy papeojumoq



COMMENTARY

medical students, whose time could be better spent in
critical educational and residency preparation tasks.'?

It is heartening that the medical education commu-
nity is examining this issue. Some programs tell
applicants that they will not engage in postinterview
communication. The 2014 Association of Program
Directors in Internal Medicine (APDIM) Statement on
Post-Interview Communication & Second Visits rec-
ommends that this should be adopted by every internal
medicine program.'* Three years after the APDIM
guideline release, the rate of programs engaging in
postinterview communication has dropped only 7%,
despite a majority of program directors stating that
postinterview communication has no effect on their
rank list. In line with baby boomer era norms, program
directors mentioned good manners and applicant
expectations as their top reasons for continuing post-
interview communication.’®> While 71% of applicants
in the Berriochoa et al' study would feel relieved if
postinterview communication were actively discour-
aged, we do not know whether they would still engage
in this activity, or whether programs discouraging
postinterview communication would actually reduce
applicant stress. Some question whether the National
Resident Matching Program (NRMP) should play an
expanded role in providing clear and binding guidance
on postinterview communication.” In our opinion, this
would be a step in the right direction, as students are
mindful of the NRMP as a powerful policymaker, but
they are less likely to be aware of their individual
specialty society recommendations.

Regardless of generation, human nature craves
certainty. Creating explicit rules for postinterview
communication, or actively discouraging or eliminat-
ing it altogether, offers the potential for time savings
and decreased stress on applicants and program
directors—a win for baby boomers, members of
generation X, and millennials.

References

1. Berriochoa C, Reddy CA, Dorsey S, et al. The residency
match: interview experiences, postinterview
communication, and associated distress. ] Grad Med
Educ. 2018;10(4):403-408.

2. Grimm LJ, Avery CS, Maxfield CM. Residency
postinterview communications: more harm than good?
J Grad Med Educ. 2016;8(1):7-9.

3. Jena AB, Arora VM, Hauer KE, et al. The prevalence
and nature of postinterview communications between
residency programs and applicants during the match.
Acad Med. 2012;87(10):1434-1442.

4. Yarris LM, Deiorio NM, Gaines SS. Emergency
medicine residency applicants’ perceptions about being
contacted after interview day. West | Emerg Med.
2010;11(5):474-478.

410 Journal of Graduate Medical Education, August 2018

5. American Association of Medical Colleges. Medical
School Graduation Questionnaire 2017 All Schools
Summary Report. https://www.aamc.org/download/
481784/data/2017gqallschoolssummaryreport.pdf.
Accessed June 22, 2018.

6. Beeson MS, Gerson LW, Weigand S, et al.
Characteristics of emergency medicine program
directors. Acad Emerg Med. 2006;13(2):166-172.

7. Siegel DM, Parker RM, Gillman MW et al.
Demographic features and attitudes of program
directors of combined internal medicine and pediatrics
residencies. Am | Dis Child. 1988;142(10):1104-1108.

8. Waljee JF, Chopra V, Saint S. Mentoring millennials.
JAMA. 2018;319(15):1547-1548.

9. National Residency Matching Program. Results and
data 2018 main residency match. http://www.nrmp.org/
wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Main-Match-Result-and-
Data-2018.pdf. Accessed June 22, 2018.

10. Borges NJ, Manuel S, Elam CL, et al. Comparing
millennial and generation X medical students at one
medical school. Acad Med. 2006;81(6):571-576.

11. Olson DP, Oatts JT, Fields BG, et al. The residency
application abyss: insights and advice. Yale | Biol Med.
2011;84(3):195-202.

12. Gisondi MA, Fant A, Shakeri N, et al. A user’s guide to
the ALiEM Emergency Medicine Match Advice web
series. West | Emerg Med. 2017;18(4):698-704.

13. Lyss-Lerman P, Teherani A, Aagard E, et al. What
training is needed in the fourth year of medical school?
Views of residency program directors. Acad Med.
2009;84(7):823-829.

14. Alliance for Academic Internal Medicine. APDIM
Statement on post-interview communication & second
visits. http://www.im.org/p/cm/ld/fid=802. Accessed
June 22, 2018.

15. Chacko K, Reddy S, Kisielewski M, et al. Post-interview
communications: two surveys of internal medicine
residency program directors before and after guideline
implementation [published online ahead of print April
24, 2018]. Acad Med. 2018. doi: 10.1097/ACM.
0000000000002261.

/\
7B

At the time of writing, Nicole M. Deiorio, MD, was Professor,
Department of Emergency Medicine, and Assistant Dean for
Student Affairs, Oregon Health & Science University, and is now
Professor, Emergency Medicine, and Associate Dean for Student
Affairs, Virginia Commonwealth University; and Benjamin N.
Schneider, MD, is Assistant Professor, Department of Family
Medicine, and Assistant Dean, Undergraduate Medical Education,
Oregon Health & Science University.

Corresponding author: Nicole M. Deiorio, MD, Virginia
Commonwealth University School of Medicine, McGlothlin
Medical Education Center, 4th Floor, Suite 4-100, 1201 East
Marshall Street, PO Box 980565, Richmond, VA 23298,
804.828.9788, nicole.deiorio@vcuhealth.org

$S900E 93l} BIA /Z2-01-GZ0g 1e /wod Aioyoeignd:poid-swud-yiewlarem-jpd-awiid;/:sdiy wouy papeojumoq


https://www.aamc.org/download/481784/data/2017gqallschoolssummaryreport.pdf
https://www.aamc.org/download/481784/data/2017gqallschoolssummaryreport.pdf
http://www.nrmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Main-Match-Result-and-Data-2018.pdf
http://www.nrmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Main-Match-Result-and-Data-2018.pdf
http://www.nrmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Main-Match-Result-and-Data-2018.pdf
http://www.im.org/p/cm/ld/fid=802
http://www.im.org/p/cm/ld/fid=802
mailto:nicole.deiorio@vcuhealth.org

