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Please select to what extent you agree with the following statement: "I wanted a program..." Please select how important each factor related to the program facility and staff affected your program selection.
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Purpose: To identify factors influencing pediatric dentistry residents’ decisions in selecting a residency program. Disagree Dlja(gl\:;ee th;:\'r;l l;g(r:s Agree vxelghted Impot:tam Imporlta:ce Neutral  Important Impj:ént Weighted * Response rate was 26% (N=206/788); 186 completed the survey. First and second year residents were equally
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Methods: A 24-question survey was distributed via SurveyMonkey to 788 pediatric dentistry residents enrolled in U.S. Bal{H) ol % (N) % (N) by bl % (N) I represented. Females represented 78%.

programs in 2025. The survey assessed various program characteristics, clinical and non-clinical factors, facility and staff with a Salary/ stipend 1.0% (2) 0.00% (0) 4.5% (9) 14.4%(29)  80.2%(162) 4.73 High ratio of faculty to * Most enrolled via the Match (83%), 11% post-Match, and 6% non-Match. Mean time between dental school and

attributes, and the interview process. I . — — e — 250 residents 0.5% (1) 1.5%(3) 19.8%(40)  55.5%(112)  22.8% (46) 3:99 pediatric dentistry residency was 1.4 years; 54% entered residency immediately following dental school.

Results: The response rate was 26% (N=206), with 186 respondents completing the survey entirely. Of the respondents, High ratio of dental s . gl ———— .88 * Applicants applied to a mean of 11 programs (max >31) and received an average of 6.4 interviews. Mean interview

78% were female, 22% male, and the average age was 30 years old. First and second-year residents were equally Ithat ‘:a; 5h°rte"3'“ 2.0% (4) 1.0% (2) 11.4% (23) 233%(47)  62.4%(126) 443 assistants to residents cost was $2,500 (vs. $201-$400 in 2007). Dental school debt did not affect number of applications submitted.

represented. The majority (54%) began residency immediately after dental school, while 18% completed GPR/AEGD. On ength (2 yrs vs. 3 yrs) e e L S e | e | mesE 279 Spending >$5000 did not improve match, with only 9% of this cohort matching to their first choice.

average, respondents applied to 11 programs, with 83% accepted through the Match and 54% attending their first choice. with a strong reputation 1.0% (2) 1.0% (2) 14.4% (29) 40.6%(82)  43.1%(87) 4.24 Top program factors influencing selection of a program were salary/stipend and low/no tuition. Table 1. However, only

The. most valued characteristics were sa.lal.ry/sj[ipend, low/no Fuition, a high faculty-to-resifient ratio, aqd a positive work e el e 0% () — O [N — 281 More hands on from faculty 2.0% (4) 6.9% (14) 26.7%(54)  39.1%(79)  25.3%(51) 3.79 32% of respondents agreed that “I chose my program because it paid the highest salary”.

environment. The least valued characteristics included extensive research and on-call requirement, obtaining an advanced Most valued clinical factors were: procedural diversity, diverse patient populations, majority of time spent in clinic
: : g S Cant : » : that was a combined . . A . > > . >

degree (MS/ RhD)’ anq Tnoonhght%ng opportunities. Majority (?31%) were §at1sﬁed/ very satisfied Wlth thelr current hospital/ university 2.5% (5] 4.0% (8) 32.7%(66) | 317%(64)  29.1%(59) 381 and high exposure to patients with special health care needs. The least valued factors were high call frequency (>6

program, particularly if it was their first or second choice. Residents were likely to attend a program within the same based ' ' ' ' ' ' . , , o _ , days/ month) and limited on-call scope. Table 2. While, only 36% of respondents agreed with the statement “I chose

AAPD district as their dental school. The amount of educational debt did not influence the type/number of programs — o Table 4. Non-Clinical Factors Influencing Selection of a Pediatric Dentistry Residency my program because it had an easy on-call schedule”.

li ith an aver £$2 nt on applications. i mitee amotin® o i i . . . - . .
applied to, wit a' ave age.o $ 500 spent o app icatio 'S. _ . . didactic lectures before/ 3.5% (7) 20.3%(41)  43.1%(87)  262%(53)  6.9%(14) 3.13 Please select how important each non-clinical factor affected your program selection. Faculty-to-resident ratio ranked highest among facility/staff factors. Table 3. Top non-clinical factors were positive
Conclusion: Residents prioritize programs with a positive work environment and financial benefits, while research after clinic Total N=199 work environment, work—life balance, location, commute, mentor influence while ability to moonlight was the least
opportunities and advanced degrees are less desired. These findings can guide program directors in shaping residenc i Not Of Little Very . ’ ’ ’ ’
oggrin s to better align with res% dents” preferences 8 SHICe PTog ping Y f:;;::;}'::’;‘cf;:)” Rl 100 (5) 163%(33) 45.5%(92)  13.4%(27)  12.4%(25) 2.97 Important  Importance N;‘;:;" ! 'm;"(:?"t Important Vx::fr:tzd valued. Table 4.

: % (N) % (N) 0 0 % (N) 8 Interview experience was critical with >95% valued resident interaction during the interview and perceived satisfaction
that prepared me for an it of residents with their current program. Faculty interaction, hospitality, and social events were also important. Table 5.
academic career post- 14.4% (29) 19.8% (40)  33.7%(68) 21.8% (44) 10.4% (21) 2.94 o vl 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 5.0% (10) 28.6% (57) 66.3% (132) 461 , _ prog _ Y P Y _ , 'p
INTRODU CTI ON residency environment Most residents chose their program for “being most supported by faculty/residents” (87%), and “being challenged the
rT—— Healthy work/ life A6 o R — . a4 most to learn” (75%). Residents were equally divided on the influence of “not having evening/weekend clinic hours”.
based SR | asShE) | ARBBERY ] sl —— 264 balance Respondents were more likely to attend programs in the same AAPD region as dental school (32 = 193.0, P= < 0.001).

— _ ' — . _ ' Location/city 1.5% (3) 4.5% (9) 11.6% (23) 37.7% (75) 44.7% (89) 4.20 ~ ~ ~ - - - Lo - -
Pediatric Dentistry has been an American Dental Association’s recognized specialty since 1940 and has grown Z:i;::':ﬁ:s:;i:;%o 28.2% (57) 33.2%(67)  24.3%(49) 10.9% (22) 3.5% (7) 2.28 c o ?p ph;:an;s Wlt}é prlolr reildeln y egfeflzerll;e rat_e(;l (§)3r ogramhselectlon fac;{orj s1gn_1t_'1cantly ilffergntly than th(zise entlir;nfg
significantly due to expanded healthcare policies. !> This expansion is reflected in the increase of the Commission on - - n:gr?;l;rioo d 1.0% (2) 2.5%(5) 21.1% (42) 49.3% (98) 26.1% (52) 3.97 rectly rom enta _schoo [t (64)=2.19, P o ]_' Both groups ran cdp ositive work environment and work-lite
Dental Accreditation’s approved residency programs, from 49 in 1970 to 90 in 2026.4° These programs offer rigorous :‘;'::aar:he::::isr':nem 37.6% (76) 37.6%(76)  20.8%(42) 3.5% (7) 0.5% (1) 1.92 Mentor i ; balan.ce h.l ghest, while differences emerged in ratings of mentor advice, ABPD performance, peer influence, and
training and prepare candidates for board certification through a minimum of 24 months of full-time education, with some a di?c:r inrence 3.0% (6) 5.0% (10) 23.1% (46) 38.2% (76) 30.7% (61) 3.88 vacation time.
also offering master’s degrees.! Most of these programs (82/90) participate in the National Matching Services, Inc. for Table 2. Clinical Factors Influencing Selection of a Pediatric Dentistry Residency E T— » Family/partner influence was higher than in prior studies.

Postdoct(()irai D@r;ltal Matc(l:hlng Progrgrp WhldCh pa1r6s lglpphcants with programs based on mutual preference using a e e e L s . 5.5% (11) 8.0% (16) 20.1% (40) 28.1% (56) 38.2% (76) 3.85
structured algorithm to reduce competition and stress.”" =
g p Total N=189 Strongy Strongly Cost of living/ DISCUS SION
A previous study in 2007 by da Fonseca et al., showed that pediatric dentistry applicants prioritized various factors when Disagree Disagree  Neutral Agree P Weighted sl 1.5%(3) 8.0% (16) 30.7%(61)  36.2%(72) 23.6% (47) 3.72
ranking residency programs, including clinical experience, program reputation, salary, and resident morale. Similarly, % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) Average housing
research based on other dental and medical specialties shows that residents value factors such as reputation, clinical that exposes me to a vast P::;fr:'::::?n  Compared to da Fonseca et al. 2007 study, this study surveyed Generation Z residents who placed greater emphasis on
exposure, faculty relatlonshlps, and posmve work environments.!3-16 variety of techniques and 0.0% (0) 2.1% (4) 10.1% (19) 47.1% (89) 40.7% (77) 4.26 gediatric board 8.0% (16) 9.1% (18) 25.6% (51) 36.2% (72) 21.1% (42) 3.53 work—life balance, mentorship, professional growth, and famﬂy/partner influence which reflects generaﬁonal shifts in
. . . . . . . procedures LRCE ; :
Since 2007, there has been a generational shift from Gen X/Millennial to Gen Z as well as a large increase in female AT ————. €Xam ce.lreer Pr10r1t1es and quality ofhfe: o _ _ _ _ _
gender among pediatric dentistry residents and in dental schools. This change in dental school enrollment directly effects population neze () 16%(3)  17.5%(33)  381%(72)  42.9%(81) 4.22 Peer influence 3.5% (7) 12.6%(25)  30.7%(61)  37.2%(74) 16.1% (32) 3.50 * Financial factors mattered early in the. qppllcatlon process but declined after interviews, with greater emphasis on
the demographics of the applicant pool to pediatric dentistry residency programs. Application trends in pediatric dentistry where a majority of my time Vacation time 4.0% (8) 10.6% (21) 34.2%(68)  33.7%(67) 17.6% (35) 3.50 faculty support, resident morale, and training.
also show that the average number of applicants have remained relatively stable from 676 in 2017 to 693 in 2025, while to be spent in the clinic —— bR SROEER) | SEhER SR 13 Opportunity to * Supportive environments and good work-life balance are key, highlighting recent concerns about resident well-being
the number of positions has increased from 408 to 480.2° Therefore, understanding what applicants value in a residency with high exposure of moonlight Lz ) ISR sltoies) | el i) LB and burnout.
program can help directors enhance recruitment strategies and improve training environments. patie"ts;”ith special health L% 16%(3)  185%(35)  47.1%(89)  31.8%(60) 4.07 * Increased value was placed on treating patients with special health care needs vs prior studies, reflecting growing
| resi e h 1 h . . ATEREEE - interest despite limited training confidence, and aligning with efforts to expand pediatric oral health access.
In order to create a successful residency program, it is important to have well matched residency program directors, that sees a high volume of . . . I . .
) : : : : ) . 1.1% (2) 3.7% (7) 25.9%(49)  40.2% (76) 29.1% (55) 3.93 Table 5. Interview Factors Influencing Selection of a Pediatric Dentistry Residency
faculty and residents.?>?* This study sought to identify preferences and trends to inform the development of applicant- patients (>6/day) : — _
centered pediatric dentistry residency programs, aimed at producing pediatric dentists who prioritize patient care, with vast oral sedation [ T T - 250 :'iaﬁls_el':;t how important each factor related to the interview process affected your program selection. CONCLUSIONS
education, and a healthy work-life balance, reflecting the current priorities of residents. experiences o o o o o ' —
i i i Not Of Little Ver .
D SRR S G 1.6% (3) 5.3%(10)  22.8%(43)  43.9%(83) 26.5% (50) 3.88 Neutral Important y Weighted
outreach Important Importance o o Important " " "
% (N) % (N) % (N) LIEELE Based on this study’s results, the following conclusions can be made:

i i % (N) % (N)
Ui 0 S Bl 27%(5)  11.6%(22)  33.3%(63)  31.8%(60) 20.6% (39) CEE
MATERIALS AND METHODS opportunities Interactions with . L . . . o . .
T —— 4.2% (8) 12.2%(23)  33.3%(63)  32.3%(61) 18.0% (34) 348 current residents 0.5% (1) 0.5% (1) 2.7% (5) 31.6% (59) 64.7% (121) 4.59 1) Applicants prioritized supportive, positive program culture, resident satisfaction, and mentorship over financial

incentives or advanced academic opportunities.
2) Comprehensive clinical exposure, including diverse patient populations and those with special health care needs,
were prominent factors in residency selection.

with orthodontic experience during interview

including comprehensive 3.8% (6) 13.2% (25) 31.2% (59) 38.6% (73) 13.8% (26) 3.47 Perception of

A survey consisting of 24 questions was sent via SurveyMonkey to 788 pediatric dentistry residents. The survey T

current residents’

' ' i i i ions i i ies: 0.5% (1 0.0% (0 2.7% (5 33.7% (63 63.1% (118 459 . . : : : :

1rlllstmmer}t .contzalnlsd fll}leStlocrilS Orflf d;mglgre}phlwfs' and L;ke;}t scall§ .qulesftlons mn ﬁ(;’es d;fferer}t categories: l)dProgrgm with limited amount of satisfaction with & s £ ) (18 3) While salary, tuition, and on-call requirements are considered, they have a secondary influence once applicants

characteristics, ') acility an staff, ) inical factors, ') on-clinical factors, an ) Interview process, to determine T R R e 53%(10) 11.6%(22) 36.0%(68)  32.8%(62)  14.3%(27) 3.39 the program evaluated culture and training quality.

factors influencing applicants’ selection of a pediatric dentistry residency program. for dental care Hospitality during 1% ol w1 485 48.7% (61 . 4) Geographic proximity to dental school, mentor guidance, and peer input significantly affected applicants’ choices,
with exposure to trauma calls interview 1) 0% er.o% (L3l e S e = particularly for those with prior residency experiences.

All ql‘l‘eSUO_nS compegmg:hffere'nt program facitors requlréd resp’o,nde‘r‘lts to rate each”factor on a Five-point 'leert scale I("e‘ h‘:f"d a":' "_e‘l:'; . 122%(23)  20.1%(38)  21.7%(41)  29.6%(56)  16.40-%(31) 3.18 Interaction with 5) Programs that emphasize transparency, positive interpersonal dynamics, robust clinical training, and resident well-

from “not important” to “very important”, or “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Each category was given a value acerations, faclal Iractures program director 1.1% (2) 0.5% (1) 6.4% (12) 44.9% (84) 47.1% (88) 4.36

etc.) being are better positioned to attract and retain high quality Generation Z residents.

during interview

from 1-5 with “very important” or “strongly agree” having the highest value. Reponses were compared using the mean — -
out of five. Questions pertaining to the current resident’s program enrolled in were also asked in a true/ false format. i e e Interactions with

o . . : procedures completed on call o o o o : faculty durin 0.5% (1 0.5% (1 4.8% (9 50.3% (94 43.9% (82 4.36
Periodic recurrent email reminders were sent and the data was collected over a 10-week period. All responses were PN 0% (18)  12.7%(24)  47.6%(50)  20.6%(39)  9.52%(18) 3.08 interv‘lfew g ‘ ‘W ‘e £ ¢(82 BIBLIOGRAPHY
anonymous, and the results were gathered in a cumulative manner solely for research purposes. fillings, etc.)

Experience at

. . . L. L. . with high frequency of call aon A S eone 13.8% (26 5 30% (10 o pre/post interview 1.6% (3) 3.7% (7) 12.3% (23) 50.8% (95) 31.6% (59) 4.07 -
This study was approved by the Albert Einstein College of Medicine Institutional Review Board Protocol #2025-16653. T — AT LF S5 Lrolel) o) : social References available upon request
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