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Abstract 

Background:  Choosing a specialty by physicians is fundamentally linked to the performance of health systems and 
public health outcomes. Identifying the determinants of specialty selection is important to health policy for targeting 
resources and planning the development of services. This study examined preferences of Iranian physicians for medi-
cal specialty using a discrete choice experiment (DCE) method.

Methods:  In this study, the attributes of the DCE were determined using rigorous qualitative approach. Then we 
applied D-efficiency criteria to design the DCE and validated it at a pilot study. In the final survey, we recruited par-
ticipants from six Iranian provinces and analyzed data using conditional logit model. We estimated willingness to pay 
(WTP) for non-monetary attributes.

Results:  The WTP analysis revealed that the most important non-monetary attributes in the selection of a specialty 
were job burnout, opportunity for procedural activities, and job prestige. The results imply that the attributes that 
were related to the quality of personal life was more important only for physicians who preferred to choose non-
surgical specialties.

Conclusions:  The findings demonstrate that traditional gender patterns of specialty selection are changing and 
quality of personal life characteristics might be the most important factor when developing policies to recruit physi-
cians into non-surgical specialties.
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Background
The success of health systems is based on having a well-
trained health workforce to ensure an acceptable level 
of service delivery [1]. Achieving the main goals of the 
health system, such as universal health coverage, depends 
on the quality, number, composition, and distribution of 

health workers [2]. Physicians are at the core of health-
care team and represent an essential resource for the 
provision of health services. Selection of specialty pro-
foundly affects the composition of the physician work-
force [3]. Several negative consequences are associated 
with choosing a specialty by physicians [4]. There are 
high numbers of physicians who prefer to enter special-
ized fields which may lead to a shortage of physicians in 
primary health care [5]. This results in over-specializa-
tion of medical services and greatly increases the cost of 
services and overall health expenditures [6]. Some spe-
cialties appear to be more popular than others, therefore 
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a dominant preference toward particular fields may cause 
an unbalanced distribution of physicians in different 
specialties [4, 7]. Specialty imbalance affects the perfor-
mance of the health system [8] and may limit equitable 
access to health services, particularly in remote and rural 
areas [9].

There are many factors involved in the selection of spe-
cialty by physicians [10]. Identifying these factors pro-
vides evidence for physician workforce planning that can 
predict growth trends and address shortfalls in various 
specialties [6, 9, 11]. Studies demonstrate that personal 
determinants [12–14], financial considerations [15–17], 
educational aspects [18–20], and job features [8, 18, 21] 
are among the influential factors in the selection of spe-
cialty. Career characteristics are among the main deter-
minants of specialty selection [21]. There are several ways 
to explore the impact of career-related determinants 
on the selection of a specialty. Investigating the prefer-
ences of health staff regarding job characteristics is a 
well-known approach [22]. In this regard, discrete choice 
experiment (DCE) has been widely used in health-related 
studies [23]. Although applying DCE to investigate physi-
cian preference for a career specialty is a new approach, 
its use is increasing due to the quality of information elic-
ited [24]. DCE has also been proposed as a preferential 
method to inform health workforce policy in developing 
countries [25].

Iran, as a developing country, faces many challenges 
regarding the physician workforce [26]. In addition to the 
shortage of physicians [27], the country is also suffering 
from the problem of an unbalanced distribution of physi-
cians in various specialty fields and different geographical 
areas [26, 28–30]. Because of the importance of provid-
ing precise evidence for physician workforce policy, a 
national survey was undertaken to examine the prefer-
ences of Iranian physicians for the selection of specialty 
applying DCE.

Methods
In this study, data collection was carried out from January 
to July 2020 in Iran. We used DCE as a stated-preference 
method [31] to elicit preferences of Iranian physicians for 
the selection of a specialty applying three methodologi-
cal frameworks for the design [32], implementation [33], 
and validation [34] of DCE surveys. The flowchart of this 
study is presented in Additional file 1: Appendix S1.

Identification of attributes and levels
Preferences for a career are dependent on the specific 
characteristics of the career and for the purposes of DCE 
these are referred to as attributes. Moreover, a range 
of aspects called levels usually describes each attrib-
ute. In this study, preference attributes and levels were 

developed using the framework developed by Helter and 
Boehler [33]. This framework consists of three steps, 
including (A) raw data collection, (B) data reduction, 
(C) removing inappropriate attributes, and wording of 
attributes.

(A)	Raw data Gathering: In this step, a review study to 
determine the main factors associated with choos-
ing a specialty as a career was undertaken. A sys-
tematic search and qualitative synthesis of the 
data in the form of a scoping review was under-
taken using the approach proposed by Arksey and 
O’Malley [35]. The framework proposed for scop-
ing review consists of five steps, including 1—deter-
mining the research question, 2—finding related 
studies, 3—selecting relevant studies, 4—extracting 
and charting the data, as well as 5—collating, sum-
marizing and reporting the findings. A qualitative 
content analysis was used to summarize data in 
the review phase. The main themes that emerged 
from the scoping review were used to develop a 
topic guide for the qualitative study. The findings of 
the review study are published in a separate report 
[36]. In the second stage, 41 in-depth interviews 
were conducted with medical students (N: 12), 
junior doctors (N: 11), and medical residents (N: 
18) to identify the most important determinants 
of specialty selection in Iran. All participants were 
recruited using a purposeful sampling method at 
Shiraz University of Medical Sciences. Data collec-
tion was based on open-ended face to face inter-
views and transcripts were analyzed using thematic 
content analysis. In both the review and qualita-
tive studies, to ensure the quality of the results, we 
used the Guba and Lincoln criteria, including cred-
ibility, dependability, transferability, and confirm-
ability [37]. We tried to improve the credibility of 
the results, through prolonged engagement with 
the data, using member check and a peer debrief-
ing approach. The dependability of the study was 
ensured by detailed documentation of the research 
process as well as through external audit of the 
study process by four colleagues. We tried to con-
firm transferability by providing precise descrip-
tions of the method. Finally, to improve confirm-
ability, two qualitative researchers were asked to 
verify the accuracy of the study process and data 
synthesis.

(B)	 Data reduction: In the second stage, informed by 
the findings of the previous phase, a joint meeting 
was undertaken with Iranian experts in medical 
education and health economics to select career-
related factors that are suitable for developing the 
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DCE. As a result, a comprehensive list of job char-
acteristics was prepared.

(C)	Removing redundant attributes and wording of 
attributes: Achieving an appropriate number of 
attributes and levels is a concern noted in previous 
DCE studies [38]. Two sessions of nominal group 
technique (NGT) were conducted to finalize the 
attributes and levels of the DCE using the meth-
odology proposed by Potter et  al. [39]. The proto-
col proposed by Potter et  al. consists of five steps, 
including (1) introduction and explanation of the 
purpose, (2) silent generation of ideas, (3) sharing 
ideas, (4) group discussion, and (5) voting and rank-
ing. Twelve participants from the qualitative study 
attended NGTs. In the first session, participants 
were provided with the list of job characteristics 
obtained from the previous stage and to rate the 
list (from 1 to 5) based on four criteria of impor-
tance, reasonability, least possible collinearity, and 
the possibility of a trade-off between the levels [9, 
40]. The group selected eight characteristics with 
an average score above half of the total score (i.e., 
30) as attributes of the DCE. In the second NGT 
session, the participants were asked to provide sev-
eral lists of levels for each attribute independently. 
Participants then rated each list of levels from 1 
(least priority) to 5 (highest priority) based on the 
four criteria used for the rating of the attributes. 
Accordingly, the lists of levels with an average score 
above half of the total score (i.e., 30) were selected. 
Finally, the list of levels was determined so that two 
attributes were assigned four levels, four attrib-
utes were assigned three levels, and two attributes 
were assigned two levels. In this session, the group 
checked the wording of the attributes and levels and 
amended them where it was necessary. Moreover, 
the group was asked to determine the effect of each 
attribute on the selection of a specialty as a priori 
expectations that was used for the validation of the 
questionnaires.

Specifying the preference elicitation approach
In this study, we used a DCE because this method has 
been suggested as a useful technique for preference 
elicitation in health-related studies [32]. A DCE involves 
some choice tasks, and each choice task includes two or 
more choices that are the result of the combination of 
attribute levels.

Task construction and experimental design
I this study we used a fractional factorial design (FRFD) 
to develop choice tasks. Based on the number of 

attributes and levels in this study, a full design would 
lead to 5184 (42 × 34 × 22) possible choices and accord-
ingly 5184 × 5183/2 possible choice tasks. Because it was 
impossible to use a full design, a FRFD was applied con-
sidering D-efficiency criteria [25]. We used SAS software 
(version 9.4; SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, North Carolina) for 
experimental design, and allowed to construct 36 choice 
tacks randomly divided into four blocks [41]. In the con-
struction of choice tasks, a paired forced-choice design 
was used without involving an opt-out choice to maxi-
mize the possibility of trade-offs and obtain more data 
about the importance of the attributes. Finally, a generic 
labeling (specialty A and B) was applied to avoid the 
effect of prejudice in favor of a particular specialty [31].

The process and the results of the experimental design 
are available in a separate report published as the study 
protocol [42].

Questionnaire design and pilot study
Base on the number of blocks, four questionnaires were 
developed in Persian. The first part of all questionnaires 
consisted of some questions on demographic character-
istics, a description of the DCE, a guide to the question-
naire, and definitions for all attributes. The second part 
involved nine main choice tasks and tasks added for 
validity and reliability assessment. An example of choice 
tasks in English is presented in the protocol of the study 
[42].

To evaluate the validity and reliability of the instru-
ment, a pilot study among physicians from Fars province 
of Iran was conducted. Those who were preparing for the 
medical residency exam were included in the pilot study. 
Based on the rule of the thumb that suggest a minimum 
of 20 samples per independent variable in logistic regres-
sion models, a sample size of 240 junior doctors was 
targeted (30 participants for each attribute as an inde-
pendent variable) [43]. A multistage proportionate cluster 
random sampling was used to select participants. The list 
of the physicians in the province was obtained from the 
Medical Council of the Islamic Republic of Iran (IRIMC). 
Sampling was performed in different settings, including 
personal offices, hospitals, polyclinics and medical uni-
versities. All participants completed questionnaires in 
person. The quality of the questionnaires was assessed 
using the framework proposed by Janssen et  al. [34]. 
The priori expectations was evaluated against the model 
coefficients to determine the theoretical validity of the 
design [44]. To estimate coefficients, a conditional logit 
model (CLM) using STATA software (version 15.1; Stata-
Corp, LP, College Station, TX) was used [25]. Two tests 
to evaluate the reliability of the instrument were under-
taken. Firstly, we presented the same choice task to the 
participants twice to evaluate response consistency [34]. 



Page 4 of 11Sarikhani et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation           (2022) 20:23 

Secondly, a fixed-choice task was added to all versions of 
the questionnaires to evaluate version consistency [34]. 
To investigate the validity of the responses, we assessed 
task non-attendance considering those who selected all 
options from one side of the choice tasks [34]. Finally, a 
dominant choice task was added to examine the rational-
ity of the responses [34]. To improve the validity of the 
results, those who had task non-attendance and those 
who did not give a logical answer to the dominant choice 
(choosing dominated scenario in the dominant choice 
task) were not included in the final analysis. Since the 
pilot study was conducted merely to evaluate the validity 
of the experiment and to confirm the priori expectations, 
the data gathered in the pilot study were not included in 
the final survey.

Data collection
After confirming the validity and reliability of the ques-
tionnaires, the main study was conducted in the six prov-
inces of the country, including Tehran in the north, Fars 
in the south, Khorasan-Razavi in the northeast, Kerman 
in the southeast, Kermanshah in the west, and Khuzestan 
in the southwest. These provinces were selected from dif-
ferent geographic regions with various socio-economic 
conditions to ensure maximum diversity. The population 
of general physicians in the six provinces was more than 
51% (N: 48,964) of the total population of general physi-
cians in the country at the time of the study.

In this research, the study population (defined as phy-
sician) included all junior doctors and practicing phy-
sicians with active clinical practice license who were 
seeking a residency in a specialty. The sample size of the 
study was based on the Sudman population statistic of a 
maximum of 100 participants per 10,000 target popula-
tion [45]. Because of the number of the target popula-
tion in this study (N: 48,964), it was sufficient to recruit 
480 physicians. However, to improve the power of esti-
mations, a sample size of 720 was targeted. A multistage 
random cluster sampling method was used to aid recruit-
ing participants. Firstly, a complete list of physicians in 
the six provinces was collated based on the data provided 
by IRIMC. Secondly, in each province the geographic 
regions were categorized based on their population. In 
the third stage, each category was divided into two clus-
ters based on gender. Finally, a proportional random 
sampling in each gender category was undertaken. Will-
ingness to attend to a specialty course and preparing to 
take the medical residency exam and willingness to par-
ticipate in the study were considered as inclusion crite-
ria. Based on the prepared list, respondents were selected 
from different settings, including personal offices, hospi-
tals, polyclinics and medical universities.

We made Initial phone calls with physicians randomly 
based on the lists for each cluster and determined those 
who were eligible and agreed to participate in the study. 
Then all participants filled out the questionnaires in a 
face-to-face setting.

Statistical analysis
In this study we used logit model to estimate parameters. 
The logit model has been suggested in DCE studies due 
to the flexibility of the approach [25]. Using the logit 
model, the probability of choosing specialty i is specified 
as:

In this study, we estimated the parameters using a 
CLM because this approach allows a better insight 
into the observed variations, which can provide better 
information for policymakers [25]. We also considered 
mixed-logit model (MLM) as an option for data analysis. 
Preliminary analysis of MLM was performed incorporat-
ing two variables of gender and type of specialty (surgical 
or non-surgical) that were identified in the initial quali-
tative studies as two important determinants of specialty 
selection. However, the results of MLM showed that the 
effect of gender and type of specialty was not significant. 
Accordingly, only the results of CLM are presented in 
this report. The results of MLM are reported in Addi-
tional file 2: Appendix S2.

In this study, we also estimated the monetary value 
of the attributes of a specialty using willingness to pay 
(WTP). WTP indicates how much monthly salary a phy-
sician is willing to sacrifice to have an improvement in 
a non-monetary aspect of the specialty. We estimated 
WTP as:

where lxi is an attribute level.
In the estimation of WTP, we considered the income 

attribute as a continuous variable. The delta approach 
was used to estimate a 95% confidence interval for WTP 
values [46]. In this study, we also simulated potential 
selection of specialty. The simulation shows how the 
probability of choosing a given specialty changes as lev-
els of an attribute are improved. Although many vari-
ables are known to be involved in choosing a specialty, 
based on the findings of qualitative and review phases 
of the study, it was hypothesized that the two main sub-
groups may respond differently to the policies. Therefore, 
we also performed the simulation for two subgroups of 
gender and type of specialty preferred. In order to avoid 

(1)pi =
exp(Vi)

∑n
j=1exp

(

Vj

)

WTPlxi = −

∂U
/

∂lxi

∂U
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∂income
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βlxi
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information overload, the results of simulation model are 
presented in Additional file 3: Appendix S3.

To estimate coefficients, we used STATA software (ver-
sion 15.1; StataCorp, LP, College Station, TX). The full 
protocol of this study and the results of the pilot phase 
have been published in another report [42].

Results
In the pilot study, data was gathered from 240 physi-
cians with a mean age of 32.01 ± SD = 4.70. More than 
53% (N: 129) of the participants were male. Two hun-
dred and twenty-five (n = 225) physicians (93.75%) gave 
a logical answer to the dominant choice and the rate of 
task non-attendance was 3.75% (N: 9), which seems to be 
acceptable for a DCE. In this regard, those with task non-
attendance and those who gave an irrational response to 
the dominant choice (choosing dominated scenario in the 
dominant choice task) were excluded from the final anal-
ysis (N: 17, 7.08%). Findings indicated that 221 physicians 
(87.08%) chose repeat-choice tasks the same way, indicat-
ing that the measurement had acceptable reliability dur-
ing the survey. Moreover, the results of the chi-squared 
test showed that there was no significant difference 
between blocks in the selection of choices of the fixed-
choice tasks (P: 0.639), indicating that the design has ver-
sion consistency. Results of the logit model showed that 
all attributes were significant in explaining selection of 
a specialty. We also found that the signs of all estimated 
coefficients were compatible with the priori expectations, 
revealing that the design has theoretical validity. Table 1 
shows the results of the pilot study model.

In the final study, 720 physicians from the six prov-
inces were recruited. The mean age of participants was 
31.83 ± SD = 4.38 with 53% (N: 382) of participants being 
male. Table  2 indicates the characteristics of physicians 
participated in the DCE. After excluding those who 
had task non-attendance and those with an irrational 
response to the dominant choice (N: 38, 5.27%), data 
from 682 physicians was included in the final analysis.

The results of the logit model presented in Table  3 
revealed that with the improvement of all attribute lev-
els from the baseline levels, except for an ordinary 
opportunity for academic careers, the preferences for 
the selection of a specialty have increased significantly 
(P < 0.0001). The highest preferences, compared to the 
base levels were related to income levels of more than 
500  million Iranian Rials (IRR), lower job burnout, and 
higher job prestige.

In order to present evidence in a more policy-focused 
manner, the WTP analysis (Table  4) showed that Ira-
nian physicians were willing to give up 354  million IRR 
monthly income to select specialties with very low job 
burnout instead of specialties with high job burnout. This 

amount was equivalent to 259 and 203  million IRR for 
low and medium job burnout, respectively. The results 
also revealed that WTP for ordinary and great opportu-
nity for procedural activity in place of the baseline level 
were 151 and 278 million IRR, respectively. On average, 
Iranian physicians were willing to reduce their monthly 
income by 222 million IRR if they could select a specialty 
with excellent prestige. Although the coefficient of WTP 
for the ordinary opportunity for academic careers was 
not significant, the participants have an average willing-
ness to give up 210 million IRR monthly income to select 
specialties with a great opportunity for academic careers. 
Iranian physicians were willing to forgo 121 and 115 mil-
lion IRR monthly income for specialties with higher 
work-family compatibility and less emergency or on-call 
schedule. Finally, they were willing to sacrifice the lowest 
amount of monthly income (0.7 million IRR) for special-
ties with a broader scope of practice instead of special-
ties with a limited scope of practice. In other words, to 
compensate for the worst level of specificity selection 
attributes, physicians should be paid more for high job 
burnout, undesirable opportunity for procedural activ-
ity, ordinary job prestige, undesirable opportunity for 
academic careers, low work-family compatibility, higher 
amount of emergency or on-call schedule, and narrow 
scope of practice, respectively.

Discussion
This study examined the preferences of Iranian physi-
cians for selecting a specialty. In this regard we used 
DCE, which provides accurate evidence for policy mak-
ing [25]. However, for policy implications, marginal 
estimates are usually more important in an economic 
analysis [46]. Therefore, two important questions were 
evident. First, how the probability of choosing specialty 
changes when a specialty attribute alters? Second, which 
policy is more effective in the selection of specialty by 
physicians? Accordingly, we adopted two approaches 
to answer these questions. Firstly, we estimated WTP 
for all non-monetary attributes to explore how much 
monthly salary were physicians willing to sacrifice for a 
higher level of an attribute. Secondly, we investigated the 
changes in the probability of selecting a specialty result-
ing from improvement in the levels of specialty attributes. 
Although many variables were involved in the selection 
of specialty, based on the findings of the review and qual-
itative phases of the study, an assumption was made that 
the two main subgroups might react differently to various 
policies. As a result, we repeated the second approach in 
terms of gender and type of preferred specialty.

The CLM revealed that the highest preferences rela-
tive to the baseline levels were related to the higher 
income levels, lower job burnout, higher job prestige, 
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greater opportunity for procedural activities, and 
greater opportunity for academic careers, respectively. 
However, fewer emergency or on-call schedules, higher 
work-family compatibility, and a broader scope of prac-
tice were valued less over the baseline levels. Many 
DCE studies have shown the effect of income-related 
preferences on the selection of a job or a specialty [6, 
47–50]. However, the effect of intangible factors such 
as prestige and burnout have not been directly explored 
in DCEs. Only a DCE by Cleland et  al. indicated that 

clinical or academic reputation is one of the determi-
nants of career selection by UK doctors [51]. It has been 
reported that job prestige is somewhat dependent on 
the income level of a career [52]. Therefore, the finan-
cial aspect, which is widely discussed in similar stud-
ies, can indirectly explain job prestige. Also, it may be 
assumed that job burnout and work-family compatibil-
ity can be determined by factors such as working hours 
[6, 50, 52], control on hours [6, 52, 53], working envi-
ronment [47, 54], and working condition [51, 55] that 

Table 1  Results of the pilot study model This table is taken from the authors’ previous report on the study protocol [42]

Number of observations: 4014, LR chi2(16) = 227.49, Prob > chi2 = 0.000, Pseudo R2 = 0.384

*Significant at P < 0.0001

**Significant at P < 0.05
a Model coefficients and corresponding confidence interval
b The exchange rate of Iranian rial at the time of the study was 150,000 rials per US dollar

Attributes and levels β (95% CI)a A priori expectations

Expected monthly income Generally, a positive preference is assumed for higher income

 200 million (Iranian Rial) IRRb –

 300 million IRR 0.89 (0.70–1.07)*

 500 million IRR 1.40 (1.18–1.62)*

 700 million IRR 1.80 (1.57–2.04)**

Opportunity for procedural activity Generally, a positive preference is assumed for greater opportunity for procedural 
activity Great –

 Ordinary − 0.27 (− 0.49 to − 0.05)**

  Rare − 0.65 (− 0.85 to − 0.46)*

Work-family compatibility Generally, a positive preference is assumed for higher work-family compatibility

 High –

 Relative − 0.48 (− 0.63 to − 0.33)*

 Low − 0.76 (− 0.96 to  − 0.57)*

Opportunity for academic careers Generally, a positive preference is assumed for greater academic and research 
opportunity Great –

 Ordinary − 0.60 (− 0.78 to − 0.41)*

 Undesirable − 0.73 (− 0.94 to − 0.53)*

Occupational prestige Generally, a positive preference is assumed for higher job prestige

 Excellent –

 Ordinary − 0.82 (− 0.95 to − 0.70)*

Job burnout Generally, a negative preference is assumed for higher job burnout

 High –

 Medium 0.79 (0.57–1.01)*

 Low 0.96 (0.76–1.17)*

 Very low 1.31 (1.08–1.54)*

Emergency or on-call schedule Generally, a negative preference is assumed for more on-call cases

 Often –

 Sometimes 0.21 (0.01–0.41)*

  Seldom 0.51 (0.32–0.70)*

Scope of practice Generally, a positive preference is assumed for broader scope of practice

 Broad –

 Narrow − 0.30 (− 0.43 to − 0.17)*

 Constant 0.11 (0.03–0.023)*
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have been discussed in several DCE surveys. Although 
the effect of the scope of practice on the selection of 
specialty is widely reported by several related articles 
[56–58], no DCE investigated this factor.

The results of the present study are supported by the 
existing research [56, 59–63], and suggest that while 
intangible characteristics may not be directly exam-
ined [52], their importance should not be overlooked by 
researchers and policymakers. Since attributes of DCEs 
are determined on specific contextual conditions, the 
potential differences must be taken into account in the 
interpretation and application of the results.

The analysis of willingness to pay indicated that the 
highest amounts of monthly income that Iranian physi-
cians were willing to sacrifice were related to low job 
burnout, a greater opportunity of procedural activity, and 
job prestige. The lowest amounts of WTP were related to 
the higher work-family compatibility, fewer emergency or 
on-call schedules, and broader scope of practice. These 
findings are confirmed by other DCEs which reported a 
significant willingness to pay for more procedural activi-
ties [6, 52], less on-call programs [47, 64], higher job pres-
tige [51], and the higher possibility of academic activities 
[6, 49] when physicians are going to choose a career or 
a specialty. However, the results of this study regarding 
the willingness of Iranian physicians to pay for special-

ties with higher work-family compatibility and less emer-
gency schedules were unexpected as participants in the 
early qualitative phase emphasized these two factors as 
important. In this regard, it is expected that investigating 

Table 2  Characteristics of the DCE participants

a Number and percent

Characteristics Totala Malesa Femalesa

Age

 26–35 575 (79.9) 278 (72.8) 297 (87.8)

 36–45 145 (21.1) 104 (27.2) 41 (12.2)

Marital status

 Married 448 (62.2) 243 (63.6) 205 (60.7)

 Single 272 (33.7) 139 (36.4) 133 (39.3)

Living location

 Population < 100,000 82 (11.4) 43 (11.2) 39 (11.5)

 Population > 100,000 124 (17.2) 65 (17.0) 59 (17.5)

  Provincial centers 514 (71.4) 274 (71.8) 240 (71.0)

Practice setting

 Salaried 341 (47.4) 180 (47.1) 161 (47.6)

 Self-employed 238 (33.1) 121 (31.7) 117 (34.6)

 No job 141 (19.5) 81 (21.2) 60 (17.8)

Preferred specialty

 Surgical 421 (58.5) 250 (65.4) 171 (50.6)

 Non-surgical 299 (41.5) 132 (34.6) 167(49.4)

Table 3  Preferences for specialty attributes

Number of observations = 12,276; LR chi2(15) = 2417.68; Prob > chi2 = 0.0000; Pseudo R2 = 0.2841
a Baseline levels: monthly income (200,000,000 IRR), opportunity for procedural activity (undesirable), work-family compatibility (low), opportunity for academic 
careers (undesirable), job prestige (ordinary), job burnout (high), emergency or on-call schedule (often), scope of practice (narrow)
b Model coefficient and corresponding standard error
c Odds ratio and corresponding confidence interval

Attribute levelsa β (SE)b OR (95% CI)c P-value

Monthly income of 300,000,000 IRR 0.73 (0.05) 2.08 (1.86–2.33) < 0.0001

Monthly income of 500,000,000 IRR 1.49 (0.06) 4.44 (3.88–5.07) < 0.0001

Monthly income of 700,000,000 IRR 1.73 (0.07) 5.65 (4.92–6.50) < 0.0001

Opportunity for procedural activity (ordinary) 0.42 (0.05) 1.53 (1.37–1.70) < 0.0001

Opportunity for procedural activity (great) 0.71 (0.06) 2.03 (1.80–2.29) < 0.0001

Work-family compatibility (relative) 0.35 (0.04) 1.14 (1.01–1.23) < 0.0001

Work-family compatibility (high) 0.41 (0.05) 1.42 (1.29–1.56) < 0.0001

Opportunity for academic careers (ordinary) − 0.01 (0.05) 1.01 (0.90–1.14) 0.780

Opportunity for academic careers (great) 0.71 (0.06) 2.05 (1.81–2.32) < 0.0001

Job prestige (excellent) 0.75 (0.03) 2.13 (1.97–2.30) < 0.0001

Job burnout (medium) 0.78 (0.06) 2.19 (1.92–2.50) < 0.0001

Job burnout (low) 0.94 (0.06) 2.56 (2.25–2.90) < 0.0001

Job burnout (very low) 1.21 (0.06) 3.38 (2.95–3.87) < 0.0001

Emergency or on-call schedule (sometimes) 0.35 (0.06) 1.42 (1.26–1.60) < 0.0001

Emergency or on-call schedule (seldom) 0.45 (0.05) 1.57 (1.40–1.75) < 0.0001

Scope of practice (broad) 0.32 (0.03) 1.37 (1.28–1.48) < 0.0001

Constant 0.13 (0.03) – < 0.0001



Page 8 of 11Sarikhani et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation           (2022) 20:23 

the monetary value of attributes of this DCE in terms of 
various demographic and specialty subgroups may result 
in different findings. Generally, findings of WTP analysis 
imply that the most important non-pecuniary attributes 
in the selection of specialty by Iranian physicians were 
job burnout, opportunity for procedural activities, job 
prestige, and opportunity for academic careers, respec-
tively. These factors may be important when developing 
policies related to recruiting physicians in different spe-
cialties or encouraging them to practice as primary care 
physicians.

Policy implications
The results imply that three characteristics, including 
monthly income, opportunity for procedural activities, 
and job burnout had the highest weight in the analysis 
of preferences for choosing a specialty by Iranian physi-
cians. The findings suggest that these attributes should 
be given more attention in formulating national reform 
plans aimed at changing the composition of the specialist 
physician workforce.

In the related literature, gender has been described as 
a determining factor in selecting specialty [5, 61, 65]. In 
the current study, female physicians, compared to males, 
attributed more weight to the most attributes except 
scope of practice and emergency or on-call schedule. As 
several studies have shown that factors such as income, 
prestige, and procedural activities are more important 
to male physicians, results of this study may indicate 

that the pattern of choosing a specialty among women is 
changing. These findings are consistent with a study by 
Scanlan et al. which showed that gender norms of career 
selection are changing [66]. National policies could be 
developed to address undesirable gender trends in the 
selection of specialty courses.

Many review studies have reported that there are sig-
nificant differences in the preferences of physicians for 
surgical and non-surgical specialties [5, 61, 65, 67]. The 
current study indicated that choosing a non-surgical spe-
cialty was mainly associated with three characteristics, 
including work-family compatibility, job burnout, and 
emergency or on-call schedule. These findings are in line 
with several related studies [5, 60, 65, 67, 68]. In recent 
years, particular high-paying specialties have attracted 
more attention in Iran, which may lead to a shortage of 
physicians in other fields such as primary health care. 
Therefore, the results of this study may assist in formulat-
ing policies aimed at the balanced distribution of physi-
cians between surgical and non-surgical specialties.

Strengths and limitations of the study
Attributes and levels of this DCE were determined 
based on rigorous qualitative studies to ensure the 
quality of the design and validity of the results. Moreo-
ver, the study was carried out in different geographical 
regions of the country using a multistage random clus-
ter sampling approach to increase the generalizability 
of the results. The main limitation of this study is that 

Table 4  Willingness to pay for an improvement in the attribute levels

Number of observations = 12,276; LR chi2(15) = 2304.89; Prob > chi2 = 0.0000; Pseudo R2 = 0.2709
a Baseline levels: Monthly income (200,000,000 IRR), opportunity for procedural activity (undesirable), work-family compatibility (low), opportunity for academic 
careers (undesirable), job prestige (ordinary), job burnout (high), emergency or on-call schedule (often), scope of practice (narrow)
b Estimated based on the expected monthly income divided by 100,000,000 IRR and considered as a continuous variable
c Not significant at 0.05

Attributesa Willingness to payb 95% confidence interval

  Lower level   Upper level 

Opportunity for procedural activity (ordinary) 1.5127 1.1821 1.8433

Opportunity for procedural activity (great) 2.7821 2.3815 3.1827

Work-family compatibility (relative) 1.0322 0.8595 1.2874

Work-family compatibility (high) 1.2162 0.9103 1.5220

Opportunity for academic careers (ordinary) − 0.0755c − 0.4272 0.2762

Opportunity for academic careers (great) 2.1061 1.7222 2.4900

Job prestige (excellent) 2.2211 1.9733 2.4690

Job burnout (medium) 2.0356 1.6589 2.4123

Job burnout (low) 2.5900 2.2130 2.9669

Job burnout (very low) 3.5456 3.1566 3.9345

Emergency or on-call schedule (sometimes) 0.7074 0.3614 1.0534

Emergency or on-call schedule (seldom) 1.1582 0.8222 1.4942

Scope of practice (broad) 0.7965 0.5674 1.0256
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preferences of specialty selection only explored in the 
general population of physicians and two main sub-
groups. However, the analysis of preferences accord-
ing to various specialty disciplines may have different 
results. Finally, it should be noted that this study was 
conducted during the coronavirus disease-2019 
(COVID-19) pandemic and this may have influenced 
the preferences of the participants.

Conclusions
Selection of a specialty career by physicians is a complex 
process that has many factors involved. In this study, 
a DCE was used to elicit preferences of Iranian physi-
cians for the selection of specialty. In general, the high-
est preferences of Iranian physicians were related to 
higher income, lower job burnout, higher job prestige, 
and greater opportunity for procedural activities, respec-
tively. The marginal WTP analysis revealed that the most 
important non-monetary attributes in the selection of a 
specialty were job burnout, opportunity for procedural 
activities, and job prestige, respectively. Moreover, the 
results imply that usual gender patterns in the specialty 
selection might be changing. Characteristics related to 
the quality of personal life were more important for phy-
sicians who preferred to choose non-surgical specialties. 
Although this study provided some evidence for physi-
cian workforce policy, analysis of preferences according 
to different specialty fields remains an area for further 
investigation.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1186/​s12962-​022-​00358-z.

Additional file 1. Flowchart of the study.

Additional file 2. The results of CLM.

Additional file 3. The results of simulation model.

Acknowledgements
This article was extracted from a Ph.D. dissertation written by Yaser Sarikhani in 
the field of Health Services Management, which was approved and financially 
supported by Shiraz University of Medical Sciences, Shiraz, Iran. The authors 
would like to thank all the participants in the study.

Author contributions
PB has designed the study and supervised it. YS and SG have contributed in 
data collection and data analysis and preparing the initial draft of the article, 
SE has finalized the analysis and YF and MB have technically edited the 
manuscript and finalized the article draft. All authors read and approved the 
final manuscript.

Funding
This study was financially supported by Shiraz University of Medical Sciences, 
Shiraz, Iran (Grant No: 98.01.07.20054).

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and analyzed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study is approved by the ethics committee affiliated with Shiraz University 
of Medical Sciences under the code IR.SUMS.REC.1398.940. All participants 
answered the questionnaires after completing an informed consent form. 
All methods were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and 
regulations.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Research Center for Social Determinants of Health, Jahrom University 
of Medical Sciences, Jahrom, Iran. 2 Health Human Resources Research Center, 
School of Management and Information Sciences, Shiraz University of Medical 
Sciences, Almas Building, Alley 29, Qasrodasht Ave, Shiraz, Iran. 3 Health Policy 
Research Center, Institute of Health, Shiraz University of Medical Sciences, 
Shiraz, Iran. 4 Centre for Online Health, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, 
Australia. 5 School of Project Design, Miyagi University, Tokyo, Japan. 6 School 
of Clinical Medicine, Faculty of Medicine, The University of Queensland, 
Brisbane, Australia. 7 Oral Health Centre, School of Dentistry, Faculty of Health  
and Behavioural Sciences, The University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia. 

Received: 25 October 2021   Accepted: 12 May 2022

References
	1.	 WHO. World health report. Working together for health. Geneva: World 

health Organization; 2006.
	2.	 Campbell J, Buchan J, Cometto G, David B, Dussault G, Fogstad H, et al. 

Human resources for health and universal health coverage: fostering 
equity and effective coverage. Bull World Health Organ. 2013;91:853–63.

	3.	 Querido S, van den Broek S, de Rond M, Wigersma L, Ten Cate O. Fac-
tors affecting senior medical students’ career choice. Int J Med Educ. 
2018;9:332–9.

	4.	 Walsh S, Arnold B, Pickwell-Smith B, Summers B. What kind of doctor 
would you like me to be? Clin Teach. 2016;13(2):98–101.

	5.	 Puertas EB, Arósquipa C, Gutiérrez D. Factors that influence a career 
choice in primary care among medical students from high-, middle-, and 
low-income countries: a systematic review. Rev Panam Salud Pública. 
2013;34:351–8.

	6.	 Sivey P, Scott A, Witt J, Joyce C, Humphreys J. Junior doctors’ preferences 
for specialty choice. J Health Econ. 2012;31(6):813–23.

	7.	 Cleland J, Johnston PW, French FH, Needham G. Associations between 
medical school and career preferences in year 1 medical students in Scot-
land. Med Educ. 2012;46(5):473–84.

	8.	 Correia Lima de Souza L, Mendonça VR, Garcia GB, Brandão EC, Barral-
Netto M. Medical specialty choice and related factors of Brazilian medical 
students and recent doctors. PLoS ONE. 2015;10(7):e0133585.

	9.	 Takeda Y, Morio K, Snell L, Otaki J, Takahashi M, Kai I. Characteristic profiles 
among students and junior doctors with specific career preferences. BMC 
Med Educ. 2013;13(1):1–11.

	10.	 Kwon OY, Park SY. Specialty choice preference of medical students 
according to personality traits by Five-Factor Model. Korean J Med Educ. 
2016;28(1):95–102.

	11.	 Chang P-Y, Hung C-Y, Wang K-l, Huang Y-H, Chang K-J. Factors influ-
encing medical students’ choice of specialty. J Formos Med Assoc. 
2006;105(6):489–96.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12962-022-00358-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12962-022-00358-z


Page 10 of 11Sarikhani et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation           (2022) 20:23 

	12.	 Al-Fouzan R, Al-Ajlan S, Marwan Y, Al-Saleh M. Factors affecting future 
specialty choice among medical students in Kuwait. Med Educ Online. 
2012;17(1):19587.

	13.	 Hauer KE, Durning SJ, Kernan WN, Fagan MJ, Mintz M, O’Sullivan PS, 
et al. Factors associated with medical students’ career choices regarding 
internal medicine. JAMA. 2008;300(10):1154–64.

	14.	 Petrides K, McManus I. Mapping medical careers: questionnaire assess-
ment of career preferences in medical school applicants and final-year 
students. BMC Med Educ. 2004;4(1):18.

	15.	 Dezee KJ, Maurer D, Colt R, Shimeall W, Mallory R, Powers J, et al. Effect 
of financial remuneration on specialty choice of fourth-year U.S. medical 
students. Acad Med. 2011;86(2):187–93.

	16.	 Grayson MS, Newton DA, Thompson LF. Payback time: the associations 
of debt and income with medical student career choice. Med Educ. 
2012;46(10):983–91.

	17.	 Vanasse A, Orzanco MG, Courteau J, Scott S. Attractiveness of family 
medicine for medical students: influence of research and debt. Can Fam 
Physician. 2011;57(6):e216–27.

	18.	 Alawad AAMA, Khan WS, Abdelrazig YM, Elzain YI, Khalil HO, Ahmed 
OBE, et al. Factors considered by undergraduate medical students when 
selecting specialty of their future careers. Pan Afr Med J. 2015;20:102.

	19.	 Baboolal NS, Hutchinson GA. Factors affecting future choice of specialty 
among first-year medical students of the University of the West Indies, 
Trinidad. Med Educ. 2007;41(1):50–6.

	20.	 Patel MS, Katz JT, Volpp KG. Match rates into higher-income, control-
lable lifestyle specialties for students from highly ranked, research-based 
medical schools compared with other applicants. J Grad Med Educ. 
2010;2(3):360–5.

	21.	 Anand R, Sankaran PS. Factors influencing the career preferences of 
medical students and interns: a cross-sectional, questionnaire-based 
survey from India. J Educ Eval Health Prof. 2019. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3352/​
jeehp.​2019.​16.​12.

	22.	 Ali S, Ronaldson S. Ordinal preference elicitation methods in health eco-
nomics and health services research: using discrete choice experiments 
and ranking methods. Br Med Bull. 2012;103(1):21–44.

	23.	 Kjær T. A review of the discrete choice experiment-with emphasis on 
its application in health care. Zealand: University Of Southern Denmark; 
2005.

	24.	 Lagarde M, Blaauw D. A review of the application and contribution of 
discrete choice experiments to inform human resources policy interven-
tions. Hum Resour Health. 2009;7(1):62.

	25.	 Ryan M, Kolstad JR, Rockers PC, Dolea C. How to conduct a discrete 
choice experiment for health workforce recruitment and retention in 
remote and rural areas: a user guide with case studies. Washington, DC: 
The World Bank; 2012.

	26.	 Sajadi HS, Ehsani-Chimeh E, Majdzadeh R. Universal health coverage in 
Iran: where we stand and how we can move forward. Med J Islam Repub 
Iran. 2019;33:9.

	27.	 MOHME. There are 6,800 doctors working in rural areas. Iran: Ministry of 
Health and Medical Education. 2019. http://​behda​sht.​gov.​ir/?​siteid=​1&​
pageid=​54895​&​newsv​iew=​19234​1&​pro=​nobak. Accessed 2 Sept 2020.

	28.	 Bayat M, Shokri A, Mirbahaeddin E, Khalilnezhad R, Khatibi SR, Fattahi H, 
et al. Geographic distribution of active medical specialists in Iran: a three-
source capture-recapture analysis. Arch Iran Med. 2020;23(1):15–22.

	29.	 Ehsani-Chimeh E, Majdzadeh R, Delavari S, Gharebelagh MN, Rezaei S, 
Rad EH. Physicians’ retention rate and its effective factors in the Islamic 
Republic of Iran. Eastern Mediterr Health J. 2018;24(9):830–7.

	30.	 Mirmoeini SM, Marashi Shooshtari SS, Battineni G, Amenta F, Tayebati SK. 
Policies and challenges on the distribution of specialists and subspecial-
ists in rural areas of Iran. Medicina. 2019;55(12):783.

	31.	 de Bekker-Grob EW, Ryan M, Gerard K. Discrete choice experi-
ments in health economics: a review of the literature. Health Econ. 
2012;21(2):145–72.

	32.	 Bridges JFP, Hauber AB, Marshall D, Lloyd A, Prosser LA, Regier DA, et al. 
Conjoint analysis applications in health—a checklist: a report of the 
ISPOR good research practices for conjoint analysis task force. Value 
Health. 2011;14(4):403–13.

	33.	 Helter TM, Boehler CEH. Developing attributes for discrete choice experi-
ments in health: a systematic literature review and case study of alcohol 
misuse interventions. J Subst Use. 2016;21(6):662–8.

	34.	 Janssen EM, Marshall DA, Hauber AB, Bridges JF. Improving the quality of 
discrete-choice experiments in health: how can we assess validity and 
reliability? Expert Rev PharmacoEcon Outcomes Res. 2017;17(6):531–42.

	35.	 Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: towards a methodological frame-
work. Int J Soc Res Methodol. 2005;8(1):19–32.

	36.	 Sarikhani Y, Ghahramani S, Bayati M, Lotfi F, Bastani P. A thematic network 
for factors affecting the choice of specialty education by medical stu-
dents: a scoping study in low-and middle-income countries. BMC Med 
Educ. 2021;21(1):99.

	37.	 Guba EG, Lincoln YS. Competing paradigms in qualitative research. 
Handb Qual Res. 1994;2(163–194):105.

	38.	 Kløjgaard ME, Bech M, Søgaard R. Designing a stated choice experiment: 
the value of a qualitative process. J Choice Modelling. 2012;5(2):1–18.

	39.	 Potter M, Gordon S, Hamer P. The nominal group technique: a useful 
consensus methodology in physiotherapy research. N Z J Physiother. 
2004;32:126–30.

	40.	 Mangham LJ, Hanson K, McPake B. How to do (or not to do)… Designing 
a discrete choice experiment for application in a low-income country. 
Health Policy Plan. 2009;24(2):151–8.

	41.	 Kuhfeld WF. Marketing research methods in SAS: Citeseer. Cary: SAS 
Institute Inc.; 2003.

	42.	 Sarikhani Y, Ostovar T, Rossi-Fedele G, Edirippulige S, Bastani P. A protocol 
for developing a discrete choice experiment to elicit preferences of 
general practitioners for the choice of specialty. Value Health Reg Issues. 
2021;25:80–9.

	43.	 Stoltzfus JC. Logistic regression: a brief primer. Acad Emerg Med. 
2011;18(10):1099–104.

	44.	 Ryan M, Bate A, Eastmond CJ, Ludbrook A. Use of discrete choice experi-
ments to elicit preferences. BMJ Qual Saf. 2001;10(suppl 1):i55–60.

	45.	 Fredrick W, Omboi B, Francis K. Effects of workplace diversity manage-
ment on organizational effectiveness: a case study. Eur J Bus Manag. 
2011;3(2):50.

	46.	 Kolstad JR. How to make rural jobs more attractive to health workers. 
Findings from a discrete choice experiment in Tanzania. Health Econ. 
2011;20(2):196–211.

	47.	 Scott A. Eliciting GPs’ preferences for pecuniary and non-pecuniary job 
characteristics. J Health Econ. 2001;20(3):329–47.

	48.	 Liu S, Li S, Yang R, Liu T, Chen G. Job preferences for medical students in 
China: a discrete choice experiment. Medicine. 2018;97(38):e12358.

	49.	 Ramos P, Alves H, Guimaraes P, Ferreira MA. Junior doctors’ medical 
specialty and practice location choice: simulating policies to overcome 
regional inequalities. Eur J Health Econ. 2017;18(8):1013–30.

	50.	 Pedersen LB, Gyrd-Hansen D. Preference for practice: a Danish study on 
young doctors’ choice of general practice using a discrete choice experi-
ment. Eur J Health Econ. 2014;15(6):611–21.

	51.	 Cleland J, Johnston P, Watson V, Krucien N, Skåtun D. What do UK doctors 
in training value in a post? A discrete choice experiment. Med Educ. 
2016;50(2):189–202.

	52.	 Sivey PM, Scott A, Witt J, Humphreys J, Joyce C. Why junior doctors don’t 
want to become general practitioners: a discrete choice experiment from 
the MABEL longitudinal study of doctors. 2010.

	53.	 Holte JH, Kjaer T, Abelsen B, Olsen JA. The impact of pecuniary and 
non-pecuniary incentives for attracting young doctors to rural general 
practice. Soc Sci Med. 2015;128:1–9.

	54.	 Scanlan GM, Cleland J, Johnston P, Walker K, Krucien N, Skåtun D. 
What factors are critical to attracting NHS foundation doctors into 
specialty or core training? A discrete choice experiment. BMJ Open. 
2018;8(3):e019911.

	55.	 Cleland JA, Johnston P, Watson V, Krucien N, Skåtun D. What do UK medi-
cal students value most in their careers? A discrete choice experiment. 
Med Educ. 2017;51(8):839–51.

	56.	 Wright B, Scott I, Powis D, Woloschuk W, Henry R, Turnbull D, et al. Career 
preferences of new medical students at four Australian universities: rural 
family medicine versus the rest. Aust J Rural Health. 2006;14(5):229–30.

	57.	 Aasland OG, Røvik JO, Wiers-Jenssen J. Motives for choice of specialty 
during and after medical school. Tidsskrift for den Norske laegeforening: 
tidsskrift for praktisk medicin, ny raekke. 2008;128(16):1833–7.

	58.	 Knox KE, Getzin A, Bergum A, McBride P, Rieselbach R, Friedsam D. fac-
tors that affect specialty choice and career plans of Wisconsin’s medical 
students. Wis Med J. 2008;107(8):369.

https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2019.16.12
https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2019.16.12
http://behdasht.gov.ir/?siteid=1&pageid=54895&newsview=192341&pro=nobak
http://behdasht.gov.ir/?siteid=1&pageid=54895&newsview=192341&pro=nobak


Page 11 of 11Sarikhani et al. Cost Effectiveness and Resource Allocation           (2022) 20:23 	

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

	59.	 Wang K, Chang P, Hung C, Huang Y. Analysis of senior medical students’ 
preferences in specialty choice a survey in a medical school in northern 
Taiwan. Chang Gung Med J. 2007;30(4):339.

	60.	 Bland CJ, Meurer LN, Maldonado G. Determinants of primary care spe-
cialty choice: a non-statistical meta-analysis of the literature. Acad Med. 
1995;70(7):620–41.

	61.	 Barshes NR, Vavra AK, Miller A, Brunicardi FC, Goss JA, Sweeney JF. General 
surgery as a career: a contemporary review of factors central to medical 
student specialty choice. J Am Coll Surg. 2004;199(5):792–9.

	62.	 Smith V, Bethune C, Hurley KF. Examining medical student specialty 
choice through a gender lens: an orientational qualitative study. Teach 
Learn Med. 2018;30(1):33–44.

	63.	 Kwon E. “For passion or for future family?” Exploring factors influencing 
career and family choices of female medical students and residents. 
Gend Issues. 2017;34(2):186–200.

	64.	 Ubach C, Scott A, French F, Awramenko M, Needham G. What do hospital 
consultants value about their jobs? A discrete choice experiment. BMJ. 
2003;326(7404):1432.

	65.	 Shadbolt N, Bunker J. Choosing general practice: a review of career 
choice determinants. Aust Fam Physician. 2009;38(1/2):53.

	66.	 Scanlan G, Johnston P, Walker K, Skåtun D, Cleland J. Today’s doc-
tors: what do men and women value in a training post? Med Educ. 
2020;54(5):408–18.

	67.	 Grigg M, Arora M, Diwan AD. A ustralian medical students and their 
choice of surgery as a career: a review. ANZ J Surg. 2014;84(9):653–5.

	68.	 Peel JK, Schlachta CM, Alkhamesi NA. A systematic review of the factors 
affecting choice of surgery as a career. Can J Surg. 2018;61(1):58.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	What do Iranian physicians value most when choosing a specialty? Evidence from a discrete choice experiment
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Methods
	Identification of attributes and levels
	Specifying the preference elicitation approach
	Task construction and experimental design
	Questionnaire design and pilot study
	Data collection
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Policy implications
	Strengths and limitations of the study

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




