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Objective: Since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of digital resources available for medical students
interested in radiation oncology (RO) has increased. Here, we evaluated the utility of webinars focused on educating
medical students about the RO residency application process.

Materials and Methods: The American College of Radiation Oncology (ACRO) Resident Committee hosted webinars
in 2021 and 2022 prior to the Electronic Residency Application Service (ERAS) application deadline. For each webi-
nar, program directors gave short presentations about the ERAS application, interviews, and program ranking, and
concluded with a question-and-answer session. Participant demographics were collected using live poll questions,
and understanding was assessed using a Likert scale (range, 1-4). Recordings were available online for asynchro-
nous viewing. Differences between groups were assessed using Chi-square statistics.

Results: Between both webinars, there were a total of 69 participants and 340 asynchronous views. A total of

86% and 71% of participants answered the demographics and understanding questions, respectively. The majority
attended medical school within the US (75%), were in their third/fourth year (70%), were graduating with an MD de-
gree (88%), and planned to apply to RO residency (78%). In terms of baseline knowledge of the application process,
49% believed they knew “a lot,” while 51% believed they knew “a little” or “nothing.” Most participants noted that the
webinar improved their understanding of the general application process (mean 3.80), the ERAS application (mean
3.65), and the interview process (mean 3.90). When stratified by baseline understanding (n = 39), participants who
knew “a little” about the application process reported higher scores than participants that knew “a lot.” However,
these differences were not statistically significant.

Conclusions: Webinars can improve medical student understanding of the RO residency application process. Given
the recent decline in applications to RO, engaging with medical students through dedicated webinars is a unique
strategy worth continued utilization.
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Table 1. Baseline Characteristics of Webinar Participants

TOTAL (N = 59)

Current Training Level

2021 (N = 31)

2022 (N = 28) P-VALUE

M1-2 Year 4 (6%) 4 0 0.05
M3-4 Year 41 (70%) 22 19
Resident/Fellow in Another Specialty 7 (12%) 1 6
Not a Current Student or Trainee 7 (12%) 4 3
Location of Medical School
Within US 44 (75%) 25 19 0.26
Outside US 15 (25%) 6 9
Expected Degree
MD 52 (88%) 28 24 0.50
DO 1(2%) 1 0
MD/PhD, DO/PhD 5 (8%) 2 3
Other 1(2%) 0 1
Plans to Apply into Radiation Oncology
Not Planning on Applying 1(2%) 1 0 0.63
Considering Applying 12 (20%) 6 6
Definitively Applying 46 (78%) 24 22
Baseline Knowledge of Radiation Oncology Residency Application Process
Nothing 4 (7%) 3 1 0.56
A little 26 (44%) 20 21
Alot 29 (49%) 8 6
Since the start of the COVID-19 applicants using the Zoom videocon-
pandemic, the number of webi- ferencing platform. Webinars were
nars and virtual sessions dedicated held in August of 2021 and 2022 prior
to medical student education has to the initial submission deadline of
increased. In radiation oncology the Electronic Residency Application
(RO), virtual disease, site-specific Service (ERAS) application. Webinars
educational sessions were shown were advertised by multiple meth-
to significantly improve medical ods including direct email to ACRO
students’ understanding of the role and the Association of Residents in
of RO.! The utility of webinars to Radiation Oncology (ARRO) list-
prepare medical students to apply servs and social media (Twitter and
to residency, however, is largely Instagram). Emails and/or social
unexplored.>® Here, we present the media posts were performed weekly
preliminary outcomes from a we- starting 1 month in advance of the
binar series dedicated to educating sessions. Each webinar consisted of
medical students on the RO residen- 2 resident moderators and a panel
cy application process. of 2 to 3 residency program direc-
tors. New moderators and program
directors were used each year, rep-
resenting 9 residency programs. For
The American College of Radiation both webinars, program directors
Oncology (ACRO) Resident Commit- provided a general overview of the
tee hosted webinars for RO residency residency application process by
28 Applied Radiation Oncology

presenting short lectures about the
ERAS application, interview process,
and residency program ranking. Ses-
sions did not focus on the specifics
of a particular residency program.
The sessions concluded with an open
question-and-answer segment. Each
webinar lasted approximately 1 hour.
Afterward, a recording of each webi-
nar was posted to the ACRO YouTube
channel for asynchronous viewing.
Baseline participant demographics
were assessed using the questions
listed in Table 1. These questions
were presented as a live poll within
the Zoom videoconferencing platform
prior to the didactic presentations,
and participants were given 2 minutes
to respond. At the conclusion of the
webinar, after the question-and-an-
swer segment, participant percep-
tions were evaluated using a Likert
scale ranging from 1 (No, not at all)
to 4 (Yes, definitely). These questions
were also presented as a live poll
within the Zoom videoconferencing
platform and participants were given
2 minutes to respond (Table 2). Both
sets of questions were developed by
consensus with the ACRO Resident
Committee. Given the use of live
polling, a limited number of demo-
graphics and perceptions questions
(and choices for each question) were
used. Results of both questionnaires
were combined and reported using
descriptive statistics. While the struc-
ture of each webinar was the same,
comparisons between each year were
performed to assess for changes in
applicant demographics and per-
ceptions. A subset analysis was also
conducted to assess whether partici-
pants’ baseline knowledge level of the
residency application process impact-
ed their perceptions of the webinar.
Comparisons between groups were
performed using the Chi-squared test
in SAS (Carey, NC). A P value < 0.05
was considered statistically signifi-
cant. The study was approved by the
Wake Forest University School of
Medicine institutional review board.
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Baseline Characteristics of
Webinar Participants

The baseline characteristics of
webinar participants are outlined in
Table 1. Between the 2 webinars there
were a total of 69 participants (36 in
2021 and 33 in 2022) and more than
340 asynchronous views online. Of
all participants, 59 (86%) responded
to the demographics questions (31
in 2021 and 28 in 2022). The majority
of participants (70%) were in their
third or fourth year of medical school,
while nearly one quarter (24%) were
either resident/fellows in another
specialty or not currently students/
trainees. When examined by year,
there was a trend toward a significant
increase in nonmedical student par-
ticipation: 16% vs 32% of participants
in 2021 and 2022, respectively (Chi-
square, P=0.05). Additionally, most
participants attended medical school
in the US (75%) and were planning to
graduate with an MD degree (88%).
While most participants were plan-
ning on applying to RO for residency
(78%), baseline knowledge about
the residency application process
was relatively split: 44% identified
as only knowing “a little” about the
process, 49% identified as knowing “a
lot” about the process, and only 7%
identified as knowing “nothing” about
the process. Other than training level,
there were no statistically significant
differences in baseline characteristics
between each year.

Changes in Participant
Understanding

Participant perceptions at the end
of the webinar are outlined in Table
2. Of the 69 total webinar partic-
ipants, 49 (71%) answered these
questions (27 in 2021 and 22 in 2022).
Overall, participants had favorable
perceptions of the webinar with the
majority noting a definitive improve-
ment in their general understanding
of the application process (82%) as
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Table 2. Perceptions and Application Plans of Webinar Participants

TOTAL (N = 49)

2021 (N = 27) 2022 (N = 22)

P-VALUE

Webinar Improved My General Understanding of the Application Process for Radiation Oncology

Yes, Definitively (4) 40 (82%) 21 19 0.27
Yes, Somewhat (3) 8 (16%) 6 2
No, Not Really (2) 1(2%) 0 1
No, Not at All (1) 0 (0%) 0 0
Webinar Improved My Understanding of the ERAS Application
Yes, Definitively (4) 34 (69%) 20 14 0.78
Yes, Somewhat (3) 13 (27%) 6 7
No, Not Really (2) 2 (4%) 1 1
No, Not at All (1) 0 (0%) 0 0
Webinar Improved My Understanding of the Radiation Oncology Interview Process
Yes, Definitively (4) 44 (89%) 23 21 0.24
Yes, Somewhat (3) 5(11%) 4 1
No, Not Really (2) 0 (0%) 0 0
No, Not at All (1) 0 (0%) 0 0
Plans on Applying to Radiation Oncology
Within the Next 2 Years 47 (96%) 25 22 0.19
Within 3-4 Years 2 (4%) 2 0
Not Applying 0 (0%) 0 0

Abbreviation: ERAS, Electronic Residency Application Service

well as their understanding of the
ERAS application (69%) and inter-
view process (89%). The webinar
appeared to have the highest impact
on participants’ understanding of
the interview process (mean 3.90),
followed by general understanding
of the application process (mean
3.80) and ERAS application (mean
3.65) (Figure 1A). However, these
differences were not statistically
significant (Chi-square, P=0.12).
For a subset of participants (n = 39),
survey results were able to be strat-
ified by a baseline understanding of
the application process (“a little” vs
“alot”). Compared with participants
who felt they knew “a lot” about the
application process, those that knew
“a little” about the process reported
higher scores in general under-
standing (mean 3.80 vs 3.60), ERAS
application (mean 3.72 vs 3.50), and
interview process (mean 3.93 vs 3.8)

at the end of the webinar (Figure
1B). These differences, however,
were not statistically significant by
the Chi-square test. Finally, at the
end of the webinar, the majority
(96%) of participants indicated they
plan to apply to RO residency within
the next 2 years.

Since the start of the COVID-19
pandemic there has been an increase
in remote learning opportunities for
RO trainees, including virtual clerk-
ships,*” online educational videos,®’
and webinar series.! Moreover, a
recent systematic review identified
47 free digital educational resources
specific to RO.1° As the number of
digital resources in RO increases,
we must examine their utility and
whether they meet the needs of their
target audience.

Applied Radiation Oncology
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Figure 1. Impact of webinar on participant understanding. At the end of each webinar, participants
identified whether the webinar improved their understanding in 3 domains (general application process,
ERAS application, interview process) using a Likert scale from 1 (no, not at all) to 4 (yes, definitely).
Displayed are A) the mean scores of all respondents (n = 49) and B) mean scores stratified by baseline
knowledge level (n = 39). Error bars represent standard error of the mean.
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Overall, our results suggest that than 340 views. We believe a webinar
a national webinar dedicated to the is an ideal format to educate medical
RO residency application process is students about the RO residency
both feasible and has utility, as most application process because it
participants noted improved under- utilizes both attending and resident
standing of the general application physicians—two sources of informa-
process, the ERAS application, and tion that medical students consider
the interview process. Since the highly trustworthy for residency ad-
webinar recordings were placed vice.!! Additionally, webinars are an
online, they have garnered more opportunity for active participation
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as medical students are able to ask
program directors specific questions
of interest.

While participant perceptions
were similar each year, there was a
greater proportion of non-medical
student participants in 2022 than
2021 (32% vs 16%). This potential-
ly reflects the ongoing changes
in the educational and training
backgrounds of RO applicants. For
example, in the 2023 Main Residen-
cy Match, 24% of RO PGY2 positions
were filled by international medical
school graduates or non-US senior
medical students.’ While these
webinars were intended to educate
medical students, who comprise the
majority of RO residency applicants,
they can also be informative to
applicants with other training back-
grounds who are looking to become
radiation oncologists in the US.
Given that these webinars discussed
the nuances of applying to RO, and
not just the residency application
process in general, this change in
participant training background is
unlikely to impact our study’s as-
sessment of participant perceptions.

Our preliminary findings are also
in line with the results from other
studies on residency application
webinars. Within RO, for example,

a 2016 webinar on medical student
applications was noted to have “pos-
itive feedback” from participants.'
Dedicated residency webinars also
have had favorable results in other
fields. In plastic surgery, Serebra-
kian et al* found that a webinar led
by a single institution increased
medical student confidence levels
about matching into residency. Sim-
ilarly, Fereydooni and colleagues?
found that a webinar led by recently
matched medical students improved
participants’ understanding of

the vascular surgery application
process (eg, number of applications
needed). Thus, our findings add to
the limited body of literature that
demonstrates the utility of webinars
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dedicated to the residency applica-
tion process.

Our study is not without its limita-
tions. For example, we used built-in
poll questions during the webinar
in place of postwebinar surveys to
increase participation. While the
response rate to the polls was high,
particularly for the initial question
set, it limited the number of demo-
graphic and understanding domains
we could evaluate. Additionally,
because perceptions were assessed
at the end of the webinar, it is likely
that some participants left before
answering these questions. Because
these webinars were held prior
to ERAS application submission,
we were unable to assess whether
participants retained the knowledge
they learned and applied it to the
application process. Additionally,
since postwebinar surveys were
not conducted, we were unable to
assess whether participants applied
(or matched) into RO. In the future,
detailed pre- and postwebinar ques-
tionnaires could be used to address
these limitations. The Zoom live poll
questions could also be distribut-
ed throughout the webinar, which
could help increase response rate. In
terms of accounting for participants’
baseline knowledge, we did not find
a difference in understanding when
stratified by baseline knowledge due
to the smaller number of partici-
pants who answered both sets of
questions. Additionally, because the
webinars were advertised digitally,
it is possible that this self-selected
for participants who proactively

June 2023

sought out information on residency
applications and were already well
informed about the process.

A national webinar with program
directors and residents can improve
medical students’ understanding of
the RO application process. This re-
source should continue to be offered
for future applicants given the cur-
rent landscape of the RO residency
application and match process.
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