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Abstract

Information source preferences of small-scale fishers can play a role in decision-making processes and affect the sustainability of small-
scale fisheries. In this respect, determining useful communication tools to eliminate the information gaps and lack of information of 
fishers is important for sustainable and effective fisheries management. The purpose of this study was the determination of the preferred 
source of information and priorities of the small-scale fishers who operate along the Aegean Sea coast of Turkey. Data were collected 
from a random sample of 278 small-scale Turkish fishers located along the Aegean coastline via face-to-face interviews. Information 
source preferences of fishers were determined by Repertory Grid Technique. In the analysis, obtaining information about fisheries 
focused on three criteria such as marine ecology, fisheries technology, and fisheries policies. The level of importance given by fishers 
for each criterion was determined. Fishers prefer to get information from other fishers, followed by fishery cooperatives, and their own 
experiences (χ2 (11, n = 278) = 1305.920, P < 0.001). Fishery cooperatives are the closest organizations to fishers. The use of coop-
eratives as a source of information can be interpreted as an element that can facilitate access to information when evaluated through 
the “availability” of behavioral economics. Fishery cooperatives, which stand out in fishers’ information source preferences, have 
the potential to be a valuable source of information in all aspects. The results of the research are thought to benefit researchers from 
non-governmental organizations, research institutes, and universities that carry out national and international projects with fishers.
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Introduction

The correct and proper use of information sources is 
important for sustainable fisheries management to train, 
raise the awareness of fishers, or meet their information 
needs. Any individual needs an information (Hisyam Se-
lamat and Choudrie 2004; Wilson 2006). The term “infor-
mation” is an abstract concept used to denote any amount 
of data, code or text stored, sent, received, or manipulated 
in any medium (Capurro and Hjørland 2003).

Information is a tool used to reduce uncertainties in in-
active action selection and is the necessary input in deci-
sion-making processes (Solano et al. 2003). There is a direct 
relation between the quality of the information used by a 
decision-maker and decision-making performance, and be-
tween the availability of information and the sharpness of 
the decision (O’Reilly 1982). The individuals’ perception 
of “useful” knowledge leads him/her directly to the “use-
ful” decision-making process (Streufert 1973). Therefore, 
the right decision does not guarantee a good outcome; such 
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pragmatism has paid off (Buchanan and O’Connell 2006). 
The limited knowledge of the individual reveals the need for 
information in the decision-making process (Simon 1955).

The information gap appears in the case of semantic 
inconsistency or systematic deficiency in the individuals’ 
social environment. Information, assistance, or a link is 
needed to eliminate this gap (Case 2002). Lack of knowl-
edge, skills, or abilities required for adequate access, 
interpretation, and application of information reveals 
the lack of information (Britz 2004). The information 
gap is one of the factors affecting political participation 
(Cho and McLeod 2007). The success of the Ecosystem 
Approach to Fisheries (Anonymous 2003, 2005, 2012; 
Dimech et al. 2014; Ünal et al. 2018) which considers 
co-management approach and stakeholder participation 
into management process (Berkes 2009; Claudet and 
Guidetti 2010) for the sustainable management of natu-
ral resources, particularly the management of marine liv-
ing resources is getting more important and remarkable. 
In this respect, the information gap may negatively affect 
stakeholder engagement, thus may prevent the achieve-
ment of sustainable fisheries management targets.

In the literature, information source preferences are 
evaluated within the framework of information behavior 
(Wilson 2000; Case 2002; Dawes and Sampson 2003). 
Information behavior is the interaction (information 
seeking and access to information) of several potential 
sources that can respond to individuals’ interests and in-
formation needs (Wilson 2000). Some researchers (Julien 
and Michels 2004; Remenova and Jankelova 2019) have 
pointed out that information behavior and decision-mak-
ing processes are intertwined. It is stated that information 
behavior is also associated with externality (Swinton and 
Lowenberg-DeBoer 1998; Osei et al. 2017).

On the other hand, there are few studies on the choic-
es and preferences of information sources (Fourie 2009). 
There are also very few studies, especially on the informa-
tion behavior of fishers (Ikoja-Odongo and Ocholla 2003; 
Dutta 2009; Okwu et al. 2011). There may be a relation 
between fishers’ information source preferences and sus-
tainable small-scale fisheries. This situation arises from the 
potential information gap and lack of information on fish-
ers and thus, from the information behavior of fishers. Re-
viewing the literature, we haven’t found any direct research 
which considers information source preferences of small-
scale fishers neither in Turkey nor in the Mediterranean.

The purpose of this research was the determination 
of the preferred source of information and priorities of 
the small-scale fishers operating at the Aegean Sea, Tur-
key. Because it is important to identify the sources of 
information for fishers located in the coastal-rural areas, 
to use accurate and sufficient communication resourc-
es, knowledge generated by the research can provide 
insight into policymakers, non-governmental organiza-
tions, and researchers to improve acceptable, less costly, 
and applicable policy interventions for supporting sus-
tainable fisheries.

Materials and methods
Study area and data collection

The primary material of the research is the data obtained 
from small-scale fishers operating at the Aegean Sea, Tur-
key. It has been determined that the number of registered 
small-scale fishing vessels (<12 m) in the Aegean Sea is 
4355 (Anonymous 2014). Proportional sample volume 
formula was utilized in determining the number of small-
scale fishers to be interviewed (Newbold 1995). To reach 
the maximum sample volume, p: 0.50 and (1-p): 0.50 are 
accepted. The number of fishers interviewed was calcu-
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Figure 1. Study area. Ocean Data View.
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lated as 278, taking into account the 99% confidence in-
terval and a 7.5% margin of error.

The sample volume was distributed proportionally 
according to the provinces Edirne (n = 9), Çanakkale 
(n = 9), Balıkesir (n = 8), İzmir (n = 143), Aydın (n = 13), 
and Muğla (n = 96), respectively (Fig. 1). All interviews 
were carried out at the 62 fishing ports along the Aegean 
sea coast of Turkey in 2016, face-to-face, by an experi-
enced interviewer. In order not to be affected by other 
fishers, face-to-face interviews were conducted in an iso-
lated environment.

Information source framework

As a result of uncertainty, experienced individuals need 
to use personal and non-personal or internal and exter-
nal sources of information (Kuhlthau 1993). Accord-
ingly, the findings of Kuhlthau (1993) have been used 
to frame information source alternatives in the pres-
ently reported study. Criteria and information source 
alternatives are given in Table 1. Information sources 
(alternatives) are; Coast Guard, scientists (universities, 
institutes), non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 
television, and radio broadcasting, Other fishers (other 
small-scale fishers at the same port and/or colleagues), 
ministry, print media (newspaper, magazine), fishery 
cooperative, family members, fishing gear vendors, 
social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.) and 
fisher’s own experience. The three criteria considered 
by fisheries experts as important components of the 
fisheries are; marine ecosystem, fisheries technology, 
and fisheries policy.

The following questions were asked the fishers in the 
presently reported study: 1) To what extent would you 
prefer the information sources (alternatives) for the ma-
rine ecosystem? 2) To what extent would you prefer the 
information sources (alternatives) for the fisheries tech-
nology? 3) To what extent would you prefer the infor-
mation sources (alternatives) for the fisheries policy? 4) 
Please rate the importance level for each criterion.

Fishers evaluated the importance levels (1: not im-
portant, 5: very important) that they gave to each three 
criterion and preference levels (1: strongly disagree, 5: 
strongly agree) for twelve alternatives on the five-point 
Likert (1932) type scale.

Data analysis

Information sources preferences of small-scale fish-
ers were determined by the Repertory Grid Technique 
(RGT). In the technique, obtaining information about 
fisheries is discussed from three criteria. The level of 
importance given by fishers to 12 information sourc-
es for each criterion was determined. RGT is a useful 
cognitive mapping approach to assess how individuals 
and groups derive meaning from the people and ob-
jects around them (Walsh 1995). RGT, which is based 
on Kelly (1955) personal construct theory, is a method 
used to reveal personal fiction about his/her thoughts 
on a subject presented to people. Personal fiction theo-
ry is based on expectations for future events that were 
based on past experiences or based on similar events 
(Kelly 1955).

According to this theory, there is no absolute truth or 
objective reality (Ilbery and Hornby 1983). Each fiction 
has bi-polar construction (Curtis et al. 2008). The matrix 
used in RGT helps individuals to express themselves more 
quickly and better (Fransella et al. 2004). In short, RGT 
reveals what people think in their world (Tan and Hunter 
2002). Although RGT is generally used by psychologists 
(Saúl et al. 2012), it is a frequently used method in ag-
ricultural economics, sociology, and marketing studies 
(Ilbery and Hornby 1983; Neimeyer 1993; Coakes et al. 
1999; Bourne and Özbilgin 2008).

In the RGT, scores are assigned to each alternative/cri-
terion combination. The scores obtained in the next stage 
were weighted according to the relative importance of the 
criterion. Finally, the aggregated scores were summed, 
and the total score for each alternative was obtained. The 
magnitude of the scores obtained gave the priorities of 
the alternatives.

In the meantime, the Friedman (1937) test was used to 
compare the priorities of information sources and infor-
mation sources preferences in the current study.

Results
Table 2 presents the criteria for evaluating information 
source preferences of fishers. It is seen that the Friedman 
test was statistically significant. This result indicates that 
the importance of some information criteria is higher than 
others. Accordingly, it is determined that the most import-
ant information criterion for fishers is fishing technology, 
followed by marine ecosystem, and fisheries policies (χ2 
(2, n = 278) = 67.329, P < 0.001).

Table 1. Information sources (alternatives) and criteria for in-
formation preference.

Criteria Information source (Alternatives)
Marine Ecosystem Fishery 

cooperative
Print media Ministry Coast guard

Fisheries Technology Fishing gear 
vendors

Television 
and radio

Social media NGOs

Fisheries Policy Family 
members

Fisher’s own 
experience

Other fishers Scientists

Table 2. Information source evaluation for criteria.

Criteria Mean* Std Dev
Fisheries Technology 4.14 1.16
Marine Ecosystem 3.37 1.38
Fisheries Policy 3.31 1.39

* indicates significance level is 0.05; 1: Not all-important, 5: Very important
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When the priorities of information sources are eval-
uated according to the above criteria, the Friedman test 
was statistically significant (χ2 (11, n = 278) = 1305.920, 
P <0.001). This result indicates that some information 
sources are more prominent than others in terms of fisher 
preferences. In the light of such information, it is pos-
sible to say that fishers prefer to get information from 
other fishers. Other primary sources of information for 
fishers were fishery cooperative and their own experience 
(Table  3). As a source of information about fisheries, 
non-governmental organizations, family members, and 
fishing gear vendors were in the last place.

Discussion
According to our findings, other fishers were found as the 
primary information source in the study area. This result 
supports the findings of Smith and Hanna (1993). Be-
cause, according to these researchers, face-to-face infor-
mation transfer in fisheries is one of the most important 
reasons for the continuation of the fishing community.

Fishing technology has been determined by fishers as 
the most important information criterion. This may be due 
to the fishers’ unlimited interest in increasing the Catch 
Per Unit Effort (CPUE) and the eagerness to receive such 
information. Another important finding obtained from the 
survey is that fishers considered the importance of knowl-
edge criterion about marine ecosystem moderately im-
portant. However, during the fieldwork, it was observed 
that fishers have knowledge gaps, especially in subjects 
such as gonadal sex differentiation, seagrass beds, taxo-
nomic identification. Therefore, future studies that focus 
on local ecological knowledge (Farr et al. 2018) in the 
study area should consider fishers’ knowledge gaps on the 
marine ecology. On the other hand, the criterion of infor-
mation about fisheries policies was found to be low, with 
no difference with the marine ecosystem criterion, in the 
study. Information on fisheries policies includes practices 
that can indirectly raise fishers’ CPUE. At the same time, 
neglecting information about fisheries policies may pre-
vent the development and implementation of the co-man-
agement approach. In fact, one outcome of the current 
fisheries management shows that fishers care about fish-

ing policies only moderately. However, in order to play a 
role in fisheries management, fishers are also expected to 
show more interest in relevant policies. Here the question 
arises: do current management practices hinder fishers’ 
eagerness to learn relevant policies? Considering the re-
sults of the study, we can claim that the present fisheries 
management system does not support fishers in this re-
gard in the study area.

The fishery cooperative is among the primary informa-
tion choices. Cooperatives are organizations established 
and managed by themselves. Therefore, it can be said that 
fishers see cooperatives as entities that are close to them. 
The concept of availability in behavioral economics 
(Thaler and Sunstein 2008) can be seen as a phenomenon 
that can facilitate access to information. Using fishery co-
operatives as an information source can be interpreted as 
a factor that can facilitate access to information. Hence, it 
is an expected result that cooperatives, which are a cumu-
lative source of information, come to the fore in fishers’ 
preferences. Differently, it is necessary to clarify that the 
academy and ministry were in the middle of the prefer-
ences list. Factors such as the fishers’ inadequate relations 
with the academy and the ministry, choosing to avoid 
these two institutions or having problems with these in-
stitutions may have played a role in this preference. Still, 
at this stage, they are only assumptions and have no sci-
entific basis. For this reason, future research should focus 
on the information sources of fishers as well as reasons or 
factors affecting these preferences.

Curtis et al. (2008) pointed out some drawbacks of the 
RGT such as being cognitively demanding, being limited 
to the specified scope, monotony. In RGT rating, ranking, 
and dichotomizing commonly are used to link alternative 
and criterion (Tan and Hunter 2002). The reason we use 
a rating scale in this study is that it is relatively less cog-
nitively demanding compared to the other two methods. 
It would not be wrong to say that a situation that is less 
cognitively demand can trigger System 1 (Frankish 2010) 
and offer clues on the irrationality of the behavior.

Individuals consider resource preferences in the ear-
ly stages of the information-seeking process. Decisions 
for questioning the suitability of information are made 
in the process of using the next stage of information 
(Savolainen 2008). However, the information behavior 
on decision making has been a controversial issue be-
cause of cognitive bias (Allen 2011). When a reasoned 
choice is made by a reasonable individual using relevant 
information about the advantages and disadvantages of 
all the possible courses of action, in accord with the in-
dividuals’ beliefs, there is an informed decision (Bekker 
et al. 1999). Therefore, it is not possible to talk about 
a pattern that will suit every segment of society in in-
formation preferences. Hence, another issue that should 
be emphasized in future studies on determining fishers’ 
information source preferences should be taking into ac-
count the cognitive biases (Thaler and Sunstein 2008) 
and other psychographic features such as personal val-
ues and attitudes of fishers.

Table 3. Information source preferences.

Information source Mean* Std. Dev. Ranking
Other fishers 45.71 13.60 1
Fishery cooperative 44.19 15.91 2
Fisher’s own experiences 41.43 12.53 3
Television and radio 40.45 16.02 4
Scientists 38.62 16.07 5
Ministry 36.54 15.79 6
Print media 34.67 16.44 7
Social media 26.97 18.55 8
Coast Guard 26.22 13.64 9
NGOs 24.59 14.57 10
Family members 22.82 15.20 11
Fishing gear vendors 19.86 11.05 12

* indicates significance level is 0.05 according to the Friedman test.
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Conclusion
Consequently, while developing policy interventions for 
fishers’ information behavior, it may be advisable to do 
this through other fishers (leader fishers, reputable fish-
ers) among fishing cooperatives. The peer effect among 
fishers is observed as a significant phenomenon (Feltho-
ven et al. 2014). Institutional stakeholders who work 
in the study area can initiate information campaigns to 
close information gaps of fishers by focusing on those 
leaders and reputable fishers in cooperatives. In this 
way, access to accurate, correct and usable information 
of the fishers’ community in the region can be provided. 
It is thought that the results obtained from the research 
will benefit NGOs, policymakers, and researchers to 
improve acceptable, less costly, and applicable policy 
interventions for supporting sustainable fisheries man-

agement. Besides, the Ministry of Agriculture and For-
estry, which is officially responsible for fisheries man-
agement, and the Coast Guard Command, which carries 
out protection-control-surveillance services, are among 
the leading institutions that can benefit from the outputs 
of the presently reported study. Besides, as required by 
terms of references, both institutions should continuous-
ly inform fishers.

Acknowledgments
This research was supported by The Scientific Research 
Projects Directorate of Ege University (2016/ZRF/018). 
D.D. acknowledges TÜBİTAK Directorate of Science 
Fellowships and Grant Programs for the 2211 scholar-
ship program.

References
Allen D (2011) Information behavior and decision making in time-con-

strained practice: A dual-processing perspective. Journal of the 
American Society for Information Science and Technology 62(11): 
2165–2181. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21601

Anonymous (2003) The ecosystem approach to fisheries. FAO Techni-
cal Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries. FAO, Rome.

Anonymous (2005) Putting into practice the ecosystem approach to 
fisheries. FAO, Rome.

Anonymous (2012) EAF toolbox: The ecosystem approach to fisheries. 
FAO, Rome.

Anonymous (2014) Balıkçılık Bilgi Sistemi. [Fisheries Information Sys-
tem.] T.C. Tarım ve Orman Bakanlığı, Republic of Turkey, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Forestry. [Accessed on 21 December 2014] [In Turkish]

Bekker H, Thornton JG, Airey CM, Connelly, Hewison, Robinson, Lil-
leyman, MacIntosh, Maule, Michie, Pearman (1999) Informed de-
cision making: An annotated bibliography and systematic review. 
Health Technology Assessment 3(1). https://doi.org/10.3310/hta3010

Berkes F (2009) Evolution of co-management: Role of knowledge 
generation, bridging organizations and social learning. Journal 
of Environmental Management 90(5): 1692–1702. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.001

Bourne D, Özbilgin MF (2008) Strategies for combating gendered per-
ceptions of careers. Career Development International 13(4): 320–
332. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810880817

Britz JJ (2004) To know or not to know: A moral reflection on informa-
tion poverty. Journal of Information Science 30(3): 192–204. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0165551504044666

Buchanan L, O’Connell A (2006) A brief history of decision making. 
Harvard Business Review.

Capurro R, Hjørland B (2003) The concept of information. In: Cronin B 
(Ed.) Annual review of information science and technology. Mary-
land. https://doi.org/10.1002/aris.1440370109

Case DO (2002) Looking for information: A survey of research on in-
formation seeking, needs, and behavior (1st ed.). Emerald Group 
Publishing, West Yorkshire.

Cho J, McLeod DM (2007) Structural antecedents to knowledge and 
participation. Extending the knowledge gap concept to participation. 

Journal of Communication 57(2): 205–228. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1460-2466.2007.00340.x

Claudet J, Guidetti P (2010) Fishermen contribute to protection 
of marine reserves. Nature 464(7289): 673–673. https://doi.
org/10.1038/464673b

Coakes S, Fenton M, Gabriel M (1999) Application of repertory grid 
analysis in assessing community sensitivity to change in the forest 
sector. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal 17(3): 193–202. 
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154699781767756

Curtis AM, Wells TM, Lowry PB, Higbee T (2008) An overview and 
tutorial of the repertory grid technique in information systems re-
search. Communications of the Association for Information Systems 
23. https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.02303

Dawes M, Sampson U (2003) Knowledge management in clinical prac-
tice: A systematic review of information seeking behavior in phy-
sicians. International Journal of Medical Informatics 71(1): 9–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1386-5056(03)00023-6

Dimech M, De Barros P, Bianchi G (2014) What is the ecosystem ap-
proach to fisheries management? Journal of Academic Documents 
for Fisheries and Aquaculture 1(3): 137–143.

Dutta R (2009) Information needs and information-seeking behavior in 
developing countries: A review of the research. The International 
Information & Library Review 41(1): 44–51. https://doi.org/10.108
0/10572317.2009.10762796

Farr ER, Stoll JS, Beitl CM (2018) Effects of fisheries management 
on local ecological knowledge. Ecology and Society 23(3): art15. 
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10344-230315

Felthoven RG, Lee J, Schnier KE (2014) Cooperative formation and 
peer effects in fisheries. Marine Resource Economics 29(2): 133–
156. https://doi.org/10.1086/676827

Fourie I (2009) Learning from research on the information behaviour of 
healthcare professionals: A review of the literature 2004–2008 with 
a focus on emotion. Health Information and Libraries Journal 26(3): 
171–186. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00860.x

Frankish K (2010) Dual‐process and dual‐system theories of reason-
ing. Philosophy Compass 5(10): 914–926. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1747-9991.2010.00330.x

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21601
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta3010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810880817
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551504044666
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551504044666
https://doi.org/10.1002/aris.1440370109
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2007.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2007.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/464673b
https://doi.org/10.1038/464673b
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154699781767756
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.02303
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1386-5056(03)00023-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2009.10762796
https://doi.org/10.1080/10572317.2009.10762796
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10344-230315
https://doi.org/10.1086/676827
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00860.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-9991.2010.00330.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-9991.2010.00330.x


Denizcan DURGUN et al.: Information source preferences of small-scale fishers52

Fransella F, Bell R, Bannister D (2004) A manual for reper-
tory grid technique. John Wiley & Sons, USA. https://doi.
org/10.1002/0470013370.ch9

Friedman M (1937) The use of ranks to avoid the assumption of nor-
mality implicit in the analysis of variance. Journal of the American 
Statistical Association 32(200): 675–701. https://doi.org/10.1080/01
621459.1937.10503522

Hisyam Selamat M, Choudrie J (2004) The diffusion of tacit knowledge 
and its implications on information systems: The role of meta‐abili-
ties. Journal of Knowledge Management 8(2): 128–139. https://doi.
org/10.1108/13673270410529163

Ikoja-Odongo R, Ocholla DN (2003) Information needs and informa-
tion-seeking behavior of artisan fisher folk of Uganda. Library & In-
formation Science Research 25(1): 89–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0740-8188(02)00167-6

Ilbery BW, Hornby R (1983) Repertory grids and agricultural deci-
sion-making: A mid-warwickshire case study. Geografiska Annaler. 
Series B, Human Geography 65(2): 77–84. https://doi.org/10.1080/
04353684.1983.11879491

Julien H, Michels D (2004) Intra-individual information behaviour in 
daily life. Information Processing & Management 40(3): 547–562. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(02)00093-6

Kelly GA (1955) The psychology of personal constructs. WW Norton, 
New York.

Kuhlthau CC (1993) A principle of uncertainty for information seeking. 
Journal of Documentation 49(4): 339–355. https://doi.org/10.1108/
eb026918

Likert R (1932) A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives 
de Psychologie 31(1): 1–55.

Neimeyer RA (1993) An appraisal of constructivist psychotherapies. 
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 61(2): 221–234. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.61.2.221

Newbold P (1995) Statistics for business and economics. Prentice, New 
Jersey.

O’Reilly CA (1982) Variations in decision makers’ use of information 
sources: The impact of quality and accessibility of information. 
Academy of Management Journal 25(4): 756–771. https://doi.
org/10.2307/256097

Okwu OJ, Yahaya MA, Obinne CPO (2011) Analysis of artisanal fish-
er folk information needs and accessibility in Benue State, Nigeria. 
Asian Journal of Agricultural Sciences 3(5): 408–413.

Osei SK, Folitse BY, Dzandu LP, Obeng-Koranteng G (2017) 
Sources of information for urban vegetable farmers in Accra, 
Ghana. Information Development 33(1): 72–79. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0266666916638712

Remenova K, Jankelova N (2019) Decision-making style of agribusi-
ness managers. Agricultural Economics 65(7): 322–330. https://doi.
org/10.17221/289/2018-AGRICECON

Saúl LA, López-González MA, Moreno-Pulido A, Corbella S, Com-
pañ V, Feixas G (2012) Bibliometric review of the repertory grid 
technique: 1998–2007. Journal of Constructivist Psychology 25(2): 
112–131. https://doi.org/10.1080/10720537.2012.651065

Savolainen R (2008) Everyday information practices: A social phenom-
enological perspective. Scarecrow Press, Maryland.

Simon HA (1955) A behavioral model of rational choice. The 
Quarterly Journal of Economics 69(1): 99–118. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1884852

Smith CL, Hanna SS (1993) Attitudes of trawl vessel captains about work. 
Resource Use, and Fishery Management 52(3): 299–303. https://doi.or
g/10.1577/1548-8675(1993)013<0367:AOTVCA>2.3.CO;2

Solano C, León H, Pérez E, Herrero M (2003) The role of personal 
information sources on the decision-making process of Costa Ri-
can dairy farmers. Agricultural Systems 76(1): 3–18. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0308-521X(02)00074-4

Streufert SC (1973) Effects of information relevance on decision mak-
ing in complex environments. Memory & Cognition 1(3): 224–228. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03198100

Swinton SM, Lowenberg-DeBoer J (1998) Evaluating the profitability 
of site-specific farming. Journal of Production Agriculture 11(4): 
439–446. https://doi.org/10.2134/jpa1998.0439

Tan FB, Hunter MG (2002) The repertory grid technique: A method for 
the study of cognition in information systems. Management Informa-
tion Systems Quarterly 26(1): 39–57. https://doi.org/10.2307/4132340

Thaler RH, Sunstein CR (2008) Nudge: Improving decisions about 
health, wealth, and happiness. Yale University Press, New Hav-
en-London, 320 pp.

Ünal V, Tıraşın EM, Dimech M, Vasconcellos M (2018) Initiatives for 
the ecosystem approach to fisheries management in Turkey: Is there 
hope for a successful implementation? The 3rd International Con-
gress on Applied Ichthyology & Aquatic Environment, 8–11 No-
vember 2018, Volos, Greece, 286–290.

Walsh JP (1995) Managerial and organizational cognition: Notes from 
a trip down memory lane. Organization Science 6(3): 280–321. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.6.3.280

Wilson TD (2000) Human Information Behavior. Informing Science: 
International Journal of an Emerging Transdiscipline 3: 049–056. 
https://doi.org/10.28945/576

Wilson TD (2006) Revisiting user studies and information 
needs. Journal of Documentation 62(6): 680–684. https://doi.
org/10.1108/00220410610714912

https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013370.ch9
https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013370.ch9
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1937.10503522
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1937.10503522
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270410529163
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270410529163
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0740-8188(02)00167-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0740-8188(02)00167-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/04353684.1983.11879491
https://doi.org/10.1080/04353684.1983.11879491
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(02)00093-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb026918
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb026918
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.61.2.221
https://doi.org/10.2307/256097
https://doi.org/10.2307/256097
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266666916638712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266666916638712
https://doi.org/10.17221/289/2018-AGRICECON
https://doi.org/10.17221/289/2018-AGRICECON
https://doi.org/10.1080/10720537.2012.651065
https://doi.org/10.2307/1884852
https://doi.org/10.2307/1884852
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8675(1993)013%3C0367:AOTVCA%3E2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1577/1548-8675(1993)013%3C0367:AOTVCA%3E2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(02)00074-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(02)00074-4
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03198100
https://doi.org/10.2134/jpa1998.0439
https://doi.org/10.2307/4132340
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.6.3.280
https://doi.org/10.28945/576
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220410610714912
https://doi.org/10.1108/00220410610714912

	Information source preferences of small-scale fishers in the Aegean Sea coast of Turkey
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study area and data collection
	Information source framework
	Data analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

