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MARKETING STUDY ON PHYSICIAN INCENTIVES FOR CHOICE  
OF THERAPEUTIC DRUG PRODUCTS 
T. Vekov 
Faculty of Public Health, Medical University – Pleven 

Summary. Presented is a sociological survey about the basic motivational 
stimulus in Bulgarian physicians for the choice of optional drug therapy 
alternatives. Typological and random approach in the follow-up study has been 
used to define objects of interest. The study included 1080 physicians specialized 
in general medicine, internal diseases, cardiology, psychiatry, neurology, and 
endocrinology. Typologically determined were 5 towns in Bulgaria – Sofia, Plovdiv, 
Varna, Stara Zagora, and Pleven. Variables observed were: quality assessment of 
the remedy, cost, brand drug name, manufacturer, and medical representative. 
Methods used were sociological survey and statistical analyzes – alternative, 
variable, and graphic. The aim of the survey was primarily marketing and eventu-
ally it identified three basic stimuli – the importance of remedy assessment, 
attitude towards the medical repre-sentative, and personal opinion of the physician 
for the manufacturer.  

Key words: physicians stimulus, drug therapy alternatives/choice 
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