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Abstract 

This study aims to examine fish consumption preferences in the Bozdoğan district of Aydın 

province and to identify the social, cultural, and economic factors influencing these preferences. 

Data obtained from a 25-question survey conducted face-to-face with 120 randomly selected 

people were analyzed using SPSS 21. The mean age of the participants was 40.88±11.29, the 

number of members in the family was 3.57±1.16, and the average monthly income was 
50.803±25.327. As a result of the analyses, no significant differences were found in annual fish 

consumption amounts according to age, gender, education, marital status, and income group 

variables (p>0.05). Red meat was the most preferred type of meat consumption among the 

participants, with fish meat coming in third. In Bozdoğan, fish consumption increases in winter 

and decreases in summer, becoming more limited to special occasions. While fish is readily 

available, the majority find it moderately or expensively priced. Nutritional value and taste are 

paramount in fish consumption; fresh fish is preferred, and grilling, pan-frying, and oven-

baking are the most common methods. Farmed rainbow trout was the most favored species, 

whereas offshore fish led the rankings among habitat-based groups. While fish is generally 

procured from fishermen, the vast majority do not catch fish. While consumption frequency 

varies, many people consume fish regularly. Sea bream, anchovy, and trout stand out as the 

most delicious fish, while salmon is the most expensive and anchovy the most affordable. Most 

participants believe that increasing income will increase fish consumption. 

Keywords: Seafood consumption, Bozdoğan, Fish consumption habits, Food consumption 

trend  

 

Introduction 

Fish is a rich source of high-quality protein, essential fatty acids, especially omega-3, and 

various vitamins and minerals. These nutrients contribute significantly to maintaining overall 

health, maintaining mental function, supporting cardiovascular health, and ensuring healthy 

growth and development. They also play an effective role in preventing long-term illnesses 
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such as heart disease, diabetes, and mental retardation. Fish is crucial for both food security and 

sustainable nutrition, especially for those living in coastal areas and low-income communities 

(Ahmed et al., 2022; Noreen et al., 2025).  

 

Fish consumption habits are influenced by various factors, such as income level, education 

level, and cultural preferences. Studies show that annual per capita fish consumption in 

developed countries reaches an average of 24 kilograms, while in low-income countries this 

amount remains only around 10 kilograms (Maciel et al., 2019). Although Türkiye is 

surrounded by sea on three sides and rich in water resources, per capita seafood consumption 

lags behind both the European Union and global averages. While annual per capita seafood 

consumption in the European Union is approximately 24-25 kg, the global average is 22 kg. In 

Türkiye, per capita seafood consumption is only 7 kg (TÜİK, 2024). Seafood consumption in 

Türkiye also varies geographically. While consumption rates are quite high in coastal areas, 

this rate decreases significantly in inland areas. For example, annual per capita consumption in 

the Black Sea Region is approximately 25 kg, while in the metropolitan cities of Istanbul, Izmir, 

and Ankara, this figure is around 16 kg. In contrast, annual per capita consumption in the 

Eastern and Southeastern Anatolia regions is limited to only 0.5 kg (TÜDAV, 2017). A limited 

increase in seafood consumption has been observed in recent years. However, this increase has 

not yet reached the desired level. Various factors, including socioeconomic conditions, cultural 

eating habits, seafood prices, and consumer purchasing power, are thought to be influential in 

this situation. Production volume, the efficiency of the supply chain, and the ease of access to 

markets for products are also important factors affecting regional consumption differences 

(Çöteli, 2024). 

 

Aydın province is one of the fastest-growing cities in the Aegean Region and Türkiye, boasting 

high potential and a skilled workforce in numerous sectors, including agriculture, tourism, 

industry, energy, aquaculture, and mining. Located within the borders of Bozdoğan district of 

Aydın province and with a storage capacity of 419.17 hm³, Kemer Dam is one of the important 

water resources of the region and plays a strategic role in terms of both agricultural irrigation 

and energy production (Anonymous, 2022). It also hosts fishing activities within the scope of 

aquaculture. Trout farming is carried out in the Kemer Dam Lake in the Bozdoğan district, 

which makes a significant contribution to the district's economy (Özey, 2007; Baysal et al., 

2018).  

 

Bozdoğan is a district about 50 km southeast of Aydın city center, with a population of 33,627 

and an area of 849 km². Formed by erosion from Madranbaba Mountain, the town lies on a 10% 

slope at 200 meters above sea level. Most of the population lives in plain villages, with a high 

rural population of around 76%. Limited water resources have led to clustered settlements with 

closely built houses and narrow streets. Migration to nearby cities has kept population growth 

below the national average (Özay, 2006; Anonymous, 2023). 

 

In this regard, the study intends to investigate the consumption patterns of fish among residents 

of Aydın province's Bozdoğan district, determine the social, cultural, and economic elements 

that impact fish consumption, and assess consumer preferences.  It also seeks to determine the 

level of awareness about fish eating in the local community and, using the results, create 

suggestions that focus on finding solutions to promote fish consumption. 

 

Material and Method 

The main material of the study consisted of data obtained from a 25-question survey conducted 

face-to-face with 120 people living in the Bozdoğan district of Aydın province, the research 
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area, and selected through a random sampling method (Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020). The sample 

size in the study was calculated using the "Non-Clustered Single-Stage Simple Random 

Probability Sampling Based on Population Proportions" method. A confidence level of 95% 

(t=1.96), a margin of error of 5% (e=0.05), and a fish consumption rate of 93% (p=0.93) based 

on preliminary surveys were used, resulting in a sample size of approximately 100 people. 

Considering potential data losses, the number of surveys increased by 20%, and a total of 120 

people were administered (Collins, 1986; Uzundumlu & Dinçel, 2015). 

 

Statistical Analyses 

The data obtained in the study were transferred to electronic media, missing and erroneous 

records were meticulously corrected and cleaned, and statistical analyses were conducted using 

SPSS 21. Frequency analyses were conducted to determine the overall distribution of the data 

and category frequencies. The effect of gender on fish consumption was analyzed using an 

independent t-test to compare the mean difference between two groups if parametric 

assumptions were met. The effect of variables consisting of multiple categories, such as marital 

status, income, and education level, on fish consumption was assessed using one-way analysis 

of variance (One-Way ANOVA). When significant differences were found between groups, the 

Tukey multiple comparison test was applied to determine which groups the difference occurred 

between. In cases where parametric assumptions were not met, the Kruskal-Wallis test was used 

to evaluate differences between groups. Correlation analyses were also conducted to examine 

the relationships between variables, and p<0.05 was considered significant in all analyses. 

 

Results 

The mean and standard deviation values for the participants' demographic characteristics and 

fish consumption habits are presented in Table 1. Accordingly, the mean age was 40.88±11.29, 

and the mean number of household members was 3.57±1.16. The participants' average monthly 

income was 50.803±25.327 TL. The average annual fish consumption was calculated as 

5.49±1.70. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the individuals' demographic data and fish consumption 

habits. 

Variables n Min. Max. Median Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Mean 

Std. 

Mode Skewness Kurtosis 

Age 120 23 70 41 40.875 11.293 1.031 37 0.389 -0.484 

Number of 

individuals 
120 1 7 4 3.567 1.158 0.106 4 0.182 -0.206 

Income 120 10.000 
 

125.000 
50.000 50.803 25.387 2.403 50.000  0.936 

 

0.319 

Annual fish 

consumption unit 
120 2 10 5 5.487 1.703 0.155 5 0.389 -0.147 

 

Table 2. Annual fish consumption amounts of individuals according to gender (kg/year) 

Gender Frequency 

(n) 

Rate 

(%) 

Consumption amount (kg/year) (mean ± 

mean std. error) 

P 

value 

Female 40 33.3 5.275±0.273  

0.336 Male 80 66.7 5.594±0.189 

 

An independent samples t-test was used to compare annual fish consumption scores of 

individuals participating in the study based on their gender. As a result of the analysis, no 
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statistically significant difference was found between annual fish consumption amounts by 

gender (p>0.05) (Table 2). 

 

 
Figure 1. Annual fish consumption (kg/year) of participants by gender 

 

When fish consumption was evaluated by gender, a smaller proportion of the participants were 

female, with a slightly lower average annual fish consumption, while the majority were male, 

with a somewhat higher average annual consumption. Statistical analysis indicated that there 

was no significant difference in fish consumption between genders (Figure 1). 

 

Table 3. Annual fish consumption amounts of individuals according to age groups (kg/year) 

Age 

group 

Frequency 

(n) 

Rate 

(%) 

Consumption amount (kg/year) (mean ± 

mean std. error) 

P 

value 

20-30 25 20.8 5.380±0.296  

 

 

 0.975 

31-40 33 27.5 5.409±0.365 

41-50 36 30 5.181±0.288 

51-60 18 15 5.306±0.371 

61-70 8 6.7 5.813±0.834 

 

Annual fish consumption amounts of the participants participating in the study were compared 

according to their age groups. Kruskal Wallis Test revealed no statistically significant 

difference between the annual fish consumption of different age groups (p>0.05) (Table 3). 

 

 
Figure 2. Annual fish consumption (kg/year) of participants by age 
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When fish consumption was examined by age group, the majority of participants were found to 

be in the middle-age groups, while older age groups were less represented. Although the 

average annual fish consumption showed a tendency to increase with age, this difference was 

not statistically significant (Figure 2). 

 

Table 4. Annual fish consumption amounts of individuals according to their educational status 

(kg/year) 

Educational 

status 

Frequency 

(n) 

Rate 

(%) 

Consumption amount (kg/year) 

(mean ± mean std. error) 

P 

value 

Elementary 

School 

22 18.3 5.273±0.297  

 

 

 0.357 

Middle School 8 6.7 5.188±0.668 

High School 46 38.3 5.370±0.261 

Associate 

Degree 

20 16.7 6.325±0.374 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

20 16.7 5.400±0.393 

Master's Degree 4 3.3 4.875±0.826 

 

Kruskal Wallis Test was applied to determine whether there was a significant difference 

between the annual fish consumption amounts of the individuals participating in the study 

according to their educational status. As a result of the analysis, no statistically significant 

difference was found between the annual fish consumption scores of the individuals according 

to their educational status groups (p>0.05) (Table 4). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Annual fish consumption (kg/year) of participants by educational status 
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In general, there is an increasing trend in fish consumption as education level increases, with 

associate and bachelor's degree graduates showing higher fish consumption compared to high 

school and middle school graduates. However, this trend decreases somewhat among master's 

degree graduates. Nevertheless, the differences among the groups were not statistically 

significant (Figure 3). 

 

Table 5. Annual fish consumption amounts of individuals according to their marital status 

(kg/year) 

Marital 

status 

Frequency 

(n) 

Rate 

(%) 

Consumption amount (kg/year) (mean 

± mean standard error) 

P 

value 

Married 94 78.3 5.527±0.181  

0.375 Single 24 20.0 5.167±0.258 

 Widowed 2 1.7 7.500±2.500 

 

Kruskal Wallis Test was applied to examine the difference between the annual fish consumption 

amounts of the individuals participating in the study according to their marital status. According 

to the analysis results, no statistically significant difference was found between the annual fish 

consumption amounts of the individuals according to their marital status (p>0.05) (Table 5). 

 

 

 
Figure 4. Annual fish consumption (kg/year) of participants by marital status 

 

The majority of participants were married, with a smaller proportion in the single and widowed 

groups. In terms of annual fish consumption, married participants consumed a moderate amount 

of fish, while single participants consumed slightly less, and the widowed group consumed a 

higher amount. However, the differences between the groups were not statistically significant 

(Figure 4). 
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Figure 5. Annual fish consumption (kg/year) of participants by income 

 

Income does not appear to be a factor that significantly influences fish consumption, as no 

substantial differences were observed among the various income groups (Figure 5). 

 

Table 6. Annual fish consumption amounts according to monthly net income of individuals 

(kg/year) 

Monthly net 

income (TL) 

Frequency 

(n) 

Rate 

(%) 

Consumption amount 

(kg/year) (mean ± mean std. 

error) 

P value 

10.001-20.000 6 5.0 3.750± 0.335  

0.077 20.001-30.000 25 21.0 5.280± 0.306 

30.001-40.000 18 15.1 5.222± 0.278 

40.001-50.000 27 22.7 5.630± 0.299 

50.001-70.000 16 13.4 5.625± 0.444 

70.001-100.000 13 10.9 4.692± 0.165 

100.001-500.000 6 5.0 5.583± 0.995 

 

Kruskal–Wallis test was applied to examine the difference between annual fish consumption 

amounts of individuals participating in the study according to their income levels. The analysis 

revealed that there was no statistically significant difference between the annual fish 

consumption amounts of individuals according to their income levels (p>0.05) (Table 6). 

 

30.8% of participants were workers, 19.2% were government servants, 17.5% were tradesmen, 

10.8% were retired, 6.7% were housewives and self-employed, 5.0% were other, and 3.3% were 

farmers, according to an analysis of the participants' occupational group distribution. 
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In a study conducted in the Bozdoğan district, participants' meat consumption preferences were 

examined, and red meat was found to be the most preferred meat at 53.3%. White meat 

(chicken/turkey) followed at 25.8%, while fish meat ranked third in the preference ranking. Fish 

meat accounted for 19.2% of total meat consumption. This finding suggests that consumers in 

the region consume fish at a lower rate than other meats. Additionally, 1.7% of participants 

were found to avoid fish altogether, implying that it is excluded from the diets of some 

individuals.  

 

When the findings regarding fish consumption frequency by season were examined, it was 

observed that fish consumption was more prevalent during the winter months. Thirty-five 

percent of participants reported consuming fish once a week during the winter months, while 

34.2% reported consuming fish once every two weeks, 23.3% once a month, and 7.5% only on 

special occasions. These results indicate that fish is consumed more regularly during the winter 

months. On the other hand, a significant decrease in fish consumption frequency was observed 

during the summer months. Regarding fish consumption frequency, 32.5% reported consuming 

fish only on special occasions, 31.7% once a month, 19.2% once every two weeks, and 16.7% 

once a week. It appears that fish consumption becomes less frequent during the summer months 

and is limited to special occasions. These findings indicate that fish consumption habits in the 

Bozdoğan district vary significantly depending on the season. 

 

While 90.8% of participants stated that accessing fish was easy, 9.2% reported difficulty 

accessing it. Participants' assessments of fish prices indicated that 49.2% considered prices 

average, 39.2% expensive, 7.5% very expensive, and 4.2% reasonable. 

 

When participants' reasons for choosing fish were evaluated, 49.2% stated that they preferred 

it because of its high nutritional value. This was followed by 34.2% for its delicious taste, 8.3% 

for its consumption habits, and 3.3% for its low cholesterol. Additionally, 1.7% cited 

affordability, 0.8% for its availability, and 2.5% for other reasons. Other reasons include 

consuming fish on doctor's advice due to health concerns, its compatibility with a diet plan, and 

the influence of cultural habits. 

 

When examining participants' fish purchasing habits, 96.7% preferred fresh fish, while 1.7% 

purchased canned fish, 0.8% purchased salted fish, and 0.8% purchased frozen fish. When 

examining the characteristics participants prioritize when purchasing fish, 87.5% prioritize 

freshness, 5.8% flavor, 5.0% price, and 1.7% nutritional value. When examining participants' 

fish consumption habits, 32.5% prefer grilling, 23.3% pan-fried, 23.3% fried, 13.3% baked, 

4.2% pickled, 1.7% steamed, and 1.7% other cooking methods. Other cooking methods include 

boiling and steaming. 

 

When analyzing participants’ fish consumption preferences, 30.8% favored farmed trout, 

22.5% anchovy, 20.0% sea bream, 15.8% sea bass, 5.0% salmon, 3.3% carp, and 2.5% other 

species, with red mullet specifically mentioned among the latter. 

 

When participants' preferred fish farming environments were listed, 58.3% indicated their 

preference for open sea, 31.7% for streams, 4.2% for cages, 2.5% for ponds, 2.5% for lakes, 

and 0.8% for ocean-raised fish.  

When data regarding participants' fish procurement sources were ranked from largest to 

smallest, the following were observed: 74.2% reported purchasing fish from established 

fishermen, 10.0% catching their own fish, 7.5% directly from farmers, 5.8% from markets, 

1.7% from other sources, and 0.8% from street stalls.  
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Data regarding participants' fishing frequency revealed that 70.8% never fish, 13.3% 

occasionally, 10.8% rarely, 3.3% frequently, and 1.7% fairly frequently. Regarding the 

distribution of participants by fish availability, 37.5% reported occasionally, 35.8% frequently, 

12.5% rarely, 5.8% fairly frequently, and 8.3% reported no fish at all. 

 

Participants' fish consumption levels were as follows: 27.5% never, 25.8% occasionally, 25.0% 

frequently, 12.5% rarely, and 9.2% quite frequently. The most delicious fish choices among 

participants included sea bream (25.0%), anchovy and trout (20.8%), sea bass (17.5%), salmon 

(7.5%), carp (5.8%), and other fish (2.5%). 

 

When participants' most expensive fish preferences were examined, salmon was the preferred 

fish (58.3%), followed by sea bream (19.2%), sea bass (10.0%), carp (5.8%), both anchovy and 

other fish (2.5%), and trout (1.7%). When data regarding participants' cheapest fish preferences 

were examined, 73.3% ranked anchovy, 20.8% trout, 2.5% other fish, 1.7% carp, 0.8% sea bass, 

and 0.8% salmon as the cheapest. When participants' opinions on fish consumption were 

examined, 63.3% stated that an income increase would increase fish consumption, while 36.7% 

stated that there would be no change. 

 

Discussion 

While fish consumption in the world was 9.1 kg per capita in 1961, it increased to 20.7 kg in 

2022 (FAO, 2024). While average fish consumption per capita in Türkiye was 5.49 kg in 2017, 

it increased by 11.8% in 2018 and reached 6.14 kg (TÜİK, 2019). In this study, average annual 

fish consumption per capita in Bozdoğan district was determined as 5.4 kg. This value is slightly 

below the national average. Various studies conducted across Türkiye reveal that annual fish 

consumption amounts vary not only between regions but even between different provinces 

within the same region. In the study conducted by Çolakoğlu et al. (2006) in Çanakkale 

province, fish consumption was 6.7-9.8 kg/year per capita, in the study conducted by Erdal & 

Esengün (2008) in Tokat province, fish consumption was 13 kg/year per capita, Adıgüzel et al. 

(2009) in the study conducted in Almus district of Tokat province, fish consumption was found 

to be 14.71 kg/year per person; in the study conducted by Yüksel et al. (2011) in Tunceli 

province, fish consumption was found to be 4.1 kg/year per person; in the study conducted by 

Nalinci (2013) in Amasya province, fish consumption was found to be 5.06 kg/year per person; 

in the study conducted by Beyazbayrak (2014) in Kahramanmaraş province, fish consumption 

was found to be 6 kg/year per person; in the study conducted by Olgunoğlu et al. (2014) in 

Adıyaman province it was found to be 3.01 kg/year; in the study conducted by Temel &  

Uzundumlu (2014) in Rize province, fish consumption was found to be 20.1 kg/year per person; 

in the study conducted by Abdikoğlu et al. (2015) in the study conducted in Tekirdağ province 

it was found to be 14.69 kg/year, in the study conducted by Odabaşı (2016) in Diyarbakır 

province it was found to be 12.2 kg/year, in the study conducted by Bashimov (2017) in Niğde 

province it was found to be 3.8 kg/year, in the study conducted by Güngör & Ceyhun (2017) in 

Erzurum province it was found to be 6.3 kg, while in Van province it was found to be 6.8 

kg/year, in the study conducted by Kılıç et al. (2019) in Ardahan province it was found to be 

39 kg/year, in the study conducted by Deniz & Sarıözkan (2020) in Kayseri province it was 

found to be 5.56 kg/year. Possible reasons for these consumption differences include the ease 

of access to fish in coastal areas, the importance of fishing as a source of income in these 

regions, and the fact that fish consumption has become a part of daily life. Furthermore, factors 

such as the frequent use of fish in local cuisine, its inclusion in traditional dishes, and the 

shaping of family eating habits may play a role. In addition, individuals in rural or inland areas 

may prefer different protein sources, or fish consumption is not sufficiently encouraged. 
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In this study, conducted to examine fish consumption habits in the Bozdoğan district, the 

majority of participants (80%) were male. Previous studies have generally reported a higher 

number of male participants. (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Erdal & Esengün, 2008; Yüksel et al., 

2011; Şen, 2011; Aydın & Karadurmuş, 2013; Nalinci, 2013; Olgunoğlu et al., 2014; 

Beyazbayrak, 2014; Abdikoğlu et al., 2015; Odabaşı, 2016; Erümit, 2016; Şen & Şahin, 2017; 

Bashimov, 2017; Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Gürel et al., 2017; Koçhan, 2017; Polat, 2017; 

Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Karakaya et al., 2018; Yüksel & Diler, 2019; 

Bolat & Telli, 2019; Kılıç et al., 2019; Bayraktar et al., 2019; Özbay & Özoğul, 2020; Karakulak 

et al., 2020; Genç et al., 2020; Yücel et al., 2020b; Karakaya et al., 2020; Güvenin & Sağlam, 

2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021; Civelek, 2022; Terin & İnaç, 2023; 

Karadaş et al., 2024; Girgin & Nayir, 2024). However, some studies have also found women in 

the majority (Çaylak, 2013; Çelik, 2014; Yavuz et al., 2015; Baydede, 2018; Durna et al., 2023, 

Dal, 2024). A study by Küçük et al. (2022) reported an equal number of male and female 

participants. This study determined that gender had no significant effect on fish consumption 

in the Bozdoğan district, suggesting that whether the participant was male or female would not 

affect the research findings. 

 

The finding that age has no effect on fish consumption within the scope of the study is consistent 

with previous studies conducted with similar age groups (Yüksel et al., 2011; Nalinci, 2013; 

Şen & Şahin, 2017; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Karakaya et al., 2020). In the study conducted 

by Çelik (2014), it was determined that monthly seafood consumption has a positive and strong 

relationship with age and monthly income level. In the study by Menteşe (2016), fish meat 

preference was seen the most in the 26-33 age group (16.7%), while it was preferred by 6.9% 

in the 18-25 age group and 3.9% in the 42-49 age group. No fish meat preference was observed 

in other age groups. Similarly, in the studies conducted by Beyazbayrak (2014) and Yücel et al. 

(2020b), significant relationships were found between consumer age and fish meat preferences. 

Özbay & Özoğul (2020) stated that individuals, especially those older than middle age, do not 

consume cultured fish. Another study by Karakulak et al. (2020) found that 45.8% of 

participants were in the younger age group, and 92.8% believed fish consumption was 

necessary. In Terin & İnanç's (2023) study, a statistically significant correlation of 1% was 

found between age groups and fish consumption frequency. This finding revealed that younger 

individuals consume fish more frequently, with this frequency decreasing with age. 

 

Our study found no relationship between education level and fish consumption. Similar to our 

study, other studies have also found no statistically significant difference between fish 

consumption and individuals' education levels (Aydın & Karadurmuş, 2013; Beyazbayrak, 

2014; Erümit, 2016; Bolat & Cevher, 2018). Educated individuals may have more knowledge 

about healthy eating, but this knowledge may not always be reflected in their consumption. 

Unlike our study, some other studies reported that fish consumption increases as the education 

level increases (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Yüksel et al., 2011; Nalinci, 2013; Yavuz et al., 2015; 

Odabaşı, 2016; Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Polat, 2017; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Bolat & Telli, 

2019; Dilek et al., 2019; Genç et al., 2020; Yücel et al., 2020b; Karakaya et al., 2020; Özbay & 

Özoğul, 2020; Karakulak et al., 2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020). In the study conducted by 

Baydede (2018), it was determined that the highest rate of fish consumption according to 

education level was seen in illiterate individuals, followed by high school, postgraduate, 

secondary school, undergraduate, primary school and associate degree graduates, respectively.  

 

When the marital status distribution was examined, it was found that the participation rate of 

married individuals in the study was high, similar to previous studies (Nalinci, 2013; Olgunoğlu 

et al., 2014; Çelik, 2014; Yavuz et al., 2015; Erümit, 2016; Menteşe, 2016; Güngör & Ceyhun, 
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2017; Bashimov, 2017; Karakaya et al., 2018; Karakaya et al., 2020; Yüksel & Diler, 2019; 

Yücel et al., 2020a,b; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Genç et al., 2020; Civelek, 2022; Terin & İnaç, 

2023). Unlike our study, studies regarding participants' marital status have found that the 

majority are single (Beyazbayrak, 2014; Durna et al., 2023). In our study, no statistically 

significant difference was found between individuals' annual fish consumption based on marital 

status. Fish consumption may be related to personal preferences, cultural habits, or health 

awareness rather than whether individuals are married or single.  

 

As a result of the analysis made in our study, there is no significant relationship between fish 

consumption and household income (Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Civelek, 2022). In some studies, 

different from our studies, a significant relationship was found (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Yüksel 

et al., 2011; Nalinci, 2013; Beyazbayrak, 2014; Çelik, 2014; Yavuz et al., 2015; Erümit, 2016; 

Polat, 2017; Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Karakaya et al., 2018; Baydede, 2018; Sağlam & 

Samsun, 2018; Bayraktar et al., 2019; Bolat & Telli, 2019; Dilek et al., 2019; Genç et al., 2020; 

Karakulak et al, 2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Terin & İnanç, 2023; Girgin & Nayir, 2024). 

A study by Menteşe (2016) found that fish consumption frequency decreased despite increases 

in income. Karakaya et al. (2020) found that meat consumption preferences varied by income 

level. Low-income individuals ate more fish, high-income individuals ate more red meat, and 

middle-class individuals ate more white meat. Studies show that while awareness of healthy 

eating generally increases with income, this may not always lead to an increase in fish 

consumption, as individuals' preferences are influenced by personal, cultural, and social factors. 

 

Similarly, many studies have revealed that red meat is the most preferred type of meat (Yüksel 

et al., 2011; Nalinci, 2013; Beyazbayrak, 2014; Yavuz et al., 2015; Abdikoğlu et al., 2015; 

Menteşe, 2016; Şen & Şahin, 2017; Baydede, 2018; Bayraktar et al., 2019; Yücel et al., 

2020a,b; Karakaya et al., 2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021; Civelek, 2022; 

Durna et al., 2023). However, there is also a study reporting that fish meat is the most preferred 

type of meat (Kılıç et al., 2019). In addition, there are also studies showing that white meat is 

the most preferred (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Polat, 2017; Özbay & Özoğul, 2020; Girgin & Nayir, 

2024). Some studies have observed that chicken meat consumption is intense (Olgunoğlu et al., 

2014; Odabaşı, 2016; Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020). Aydın & Karadurmuş (2013) reported that 

the participants consumed the most seafood (41%), followed by chicken (33%) and red meat 

(26%). While 27% of participants in the Bolat & Cevher (2018) study favored red meat, 13% 

liked chicken meat, and 12% preferred fish meat, 47% of individuals ate allmeat. Similarly, 

Bolat & Telli (2019) reported that 63% of the participants consumed all meats with pleasure; 

reported that 18% of participants preferred red meat, 10% fish, and 9% chicken. Küçük et al. 

(2022) reported that 17.8% of participants preferred fish, 17.3% red meat, 5.8% chicken, and 

58.8% liked all meats. 

 

According to our research, people eat more fish during the winter and less during the summer. 

Similarly, Erdal & Esengün (2008) 74%, Şen (2011) 54-55%, Çelik (2014) 63%, Olgunoğlu et 

al. (2014) 71%, Beyazbayrak, (2014) 74%, Abdikoğlu et al. (2015) 34.78%, Uzundumlu & 

Dinçel (2015) 71%, Menteşe (2016) 62.7%, Bashimov (2017) 73.33%, Polat (2017) 59%, Bolat 

& Cevher (2018) 66%, Yüksel & Diler (2019) 64.4%, Bayraktar et al., (2019) 37%, Dilek et al. 

(2019) 76.4%, Bolat & Telli (2019) 84%, Deniz, (2019) 84.9%, Yücel et al., (2020a,b) 70%, 

Karakaya et al. (2020) 76.6%, Güvenin & Sağlam (2020) 39%, Kuşat & Şahan (2021) 79.1%, 

Civelek (2022) 79.72%, Küçük et al. (2022) 53.2%, and Terin & İnanç (2023) 67.2% reported 

increased consumption in the winter months. The increase in fish consumption in the Bozdoğan 

district during the winter months is believed to be due to various seasonal and socioeconomic 

factors. As is the case throughout Turkey, the sea fishing season begins in September and 
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continues into the spring months, resulting in increased product diversity and supply at 

Bozdoğan fishmongers' stalls during this period. This increase is believed to contribute to 

lowering prices to more affordable levels. Moreover, fish is typically consumed warm, and the 

cold weather conditions during winter increase the demand for such foods. Considering all these 

factors, the increased fish consumption of the Bozdoğan residents during the winter months is 

predicted to be related to the seasonal supply-demand balance and consumption habits.  

 

In the study, 49.2% of the participants found fish prices average, 39.2% expensive, 7.5% very 

expensive, and 4.2% reasonable. Similarly, fish prices are generally categorized as either 

expensive or normal in literature; many studies report that prices range from 40% to 60% are 

considered expensive and from 30% to 55% are considered normal. In general, consumers 

mostly perceive fish prices as expensive or normal (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Nalinci, 2013; 

Yavuz et al., 2014; Abdikoğlu et al., 2015; Menteşe, 2016; Koçhan, 2017; Şen & Şahin, 2017; 

Polat, 2017; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Baydede, 2018; Yüksel & Diler, 2019; Bayraktar et al., 

2019; Bolat & Telli, 2019; Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020; Yücel et al., 2020b; Karakaya et al., 2020; 

Karakulak et al., 2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021; Küçük et al., 2022; 

Civelek, 2022).  

 

When participants' preferences for fish were examined, it was found that 96.7% of them liked 

fresh fish, 1.7% preferred canned fish, 0.8% preferred salted fish, and 0.8% preferred frozen 

fish. Similar to our study, consumers' preference for fresh fish ranged from 67.09% to 98.60%. 

Preference rates for canned, salted, pickled, and other processed products generally ranged from 

0.20% to 34.90%. These findings reveal that fresh fish is dominant in consumption habits 

(Adıgüzel et al., 2009; Aydın & Karadurmuş, 2013; Çelik, 2014; Beyazbayrak, 2014; 

Olgunoğlu, 2014; Abdikoğlu et al., 2015; Yavuz et al., 2015; Odabaşı, 2016; Erümit, 2016; 

Çolakoğlu et al., 2016; Bashimov, 2017; Şen & Şahin, 2017; Koçhan, 2017; Güngör & Ceyhun, 

2017; Polat, 2017; Baydede, 2018; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Kılıç et 

al., 2019; Bayraktar et al., 2019; Deniz, 2019; Dilek et al., 2019; Bolat & Telli, 2019; Yüksel 

& Diler, 2019; Yücel et al., 2020a; Genç et al., 2020; Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020; Özbay & 

Özoğul, 2020; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021; Küçük et al., 2022; Terin & İnanç, 2023; Girgin & Nayir, 

2024).  

 

In our study, most of participants (49.2%) preferred fish due to its nutritional value, followed 

by taste (34.2%) and habits (8.3%). Similar to our study, many studies have shown that 

participants prefer fish due to its nutritional value (Yüksel et al., 2011; Aydın & Karadurmuş, 

2013; Çelik, 2014; Beyazbayrak, 2014; Odabaşı, 2016; Polat, 2017; Koçhan, 2017; Bayraktar 

et al., 2019; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Baydede, 2018; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Dilek et al., 2019; 

Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020; Genç et al., 2020; Karakaya et al., 2020; Civelek, 2022; Girgin & 

Nayir, 2024). However, some studies have also shown that participants prefer fish mostly 

because of its taste (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Adıgüzel et al., 2009; Nalinci, 2013; Abdikoğlu et 

al., 2015; Menteşe, 2016; Erümit, 2016; Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Bashimov, 2017; Deniz & 

Sarıözkan, 2020; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021; Küçük et al., 2022). This difference may be due to 

factors such as regional cultural habits, socioeconomic status and nutritional awareness of 

individuals.  

 

In our study, participants most consumed fish by grilling (32.5%), frying (23.3%), and baking 

(13.3%). Similarly, there are other studies in which participants most frequently preferred 

grilling (Adıgüzel et al., 2009; Menteşe, 2016; Bayraktar et al., 2019; Kılıç et al., 2019; Yücel 

et al., 2020a,b). On the other hand, in some studies, the frying method stands out as the most 

preferred cooking method (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Şen, 2011; Aydın & Karadurmuş, 2013; 



Öztürk & Yılmaz, Factors affecting fish consumption  Aquatic Animal Reports 3(2) (2025) 34-51 

   
46 

Çelik, 2014; Olgunoğlu et al., 2014; Uzundumlu & Dinçel, 2015; Odabaşı, 2016; Bashimov, 

2017; Şen & Şahin, 2017; Koçhan, 2017; Polat, 2017; Baydede, 2018; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; 

Dilek et al., 2019; Bolat & Telli, 2019; Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020; Genç et al., 2020; Civelek, 

2022; Küçük et al., 2022; Durna et al., 2023; Terin & İnanç, 2023; Girgin & Nayir, 2024). There 

are also studies in which the pan-cooking method is prominent (Nalinci, 2013; Erümit, 2016; 

Karakaya et al., 2020). In addition, there are also studies in which the oven-cooking method is 

the most preferred method (Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Deniz, 2019). The fact that fish is 

typically served grilled at Bozdoğan's restaurants could play a significant role in determining 

customer preferences. 

 

When evaluated in terms of the most preferred fish species in consumption, it is seen that 

anchovy is in the foreground in many provinces where research has been conducted in previous 

studies (Erdal & Esengün, 2008; Şen, 2011; Yüksel et al., 2011; Aydın & Karadurmuş, 2013; 

Nalinci, 2013; Temel & Uzundumlu, 2014; Yavuz et al., 2015; Uzundumlu & Dinçel, 2015; 

Menteşe, 2016; Odabaşı, 2016; Polat, 2017; Güngör & Ceyhun, 2017; Koçhan, 2017; 

Bashimov, 2017; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; Baydede, 2018; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Bolat & 

Telli, 2019; Yücel et al., 2020a,b; Genç et al., 2020; Güvenin & Sağlam, 2020; Özbay & 

Özoğul, 2020; Karakaya et al., 2020; Karakulak et al., 2020; Deniz & Sarıözkan, 2020; Kuşat 

& Şahan, 2021). In contrast, it is noteworthy that 30.8% of the participants in the current study 

stated that they mostly consumed trout. The fact that trout is the most preferred species is also 

supported by other studies (Beyazbayrak, 2014; Yüksel & Diler, 2019; Kılıç et al., 2019; Terin 

& İnanç, 2023). Some studies, however, emphasize different fish species. For example, 

Çolakoğlu et al. (2006) reported that horse mackerel was the most consumed fish in Çanakkale. 

Adıgüzel et al. (2009) reported that anchovy is the most consumed marine fish in the Almus 

district of Tokat, while trout and carp are the most consumed inland fish. Olgunoğlu et al. (2014) 

reported that 70% of consumers in Adıyaman prefer freshwater fish, with carp (36%) and 

anchovy (19%) being the most consumed. Çelik (2014) found that anchovy and trout were the 

most consumed in Manisa; Abdikoğlu et al. (2015) reported that in Süleymanpaşa, Tekirdağ, 

the most preferred marine fish was anchovy (25.66%), while trout was the most preferred 

freshwater fish (46.78%). Erümit (2016) reported that anchovy (86.07%) was the most preferred 

marine fish in the Gerze district of Sinop, while trout (61.46%) was the most preferred 

freshwater fish. Şen & Şahin (2017) emphasized that sea bream ranks first in consumption in 

Mersin. Dilek et al. (2019) reported that anchovy and trout are both prominent in Kastamonu. 

Küçük et al. (2022) reported that the most preferred marine fish species in Osmaniye is anchovy 

(36.1%), while the most preferred freshwater fish is trout (91.1%). Civelek (2022) stated that 

anchovy (60.7%) and trout (57.2%) are the most consumed species in Sakarya. Durna et al. 

(2023) revealed that anchovy (23%) is the most consumed marine fish and wild trout (55%) is 

the most consumed freshwater fish in the Tunceli and Elazığ districts. Girgin & Nayir (2024) 

found that sardines are the most consumed marine fish in the Kiraz, Beydağ, and Ödemiş 

districts of Izmir, while trout is the most preferred freshwater fish. The easy accessibility of the 

Kemer Dam and the regional trout production facilities in Bozdoğan may be a contributing 

factor to the preference for trout. The presence of the Kemer Dam and the regional trout 

production facilities in Bozdoğan make trout easily accessible. This may be a contributing 

factor to trout being the most preferred fish species. 

 

The majority of participants (74.2%) procure their fish from settled fishermen; similar results 

have been reported in other studies (Erdal & Esengün, 2008; Yavuz et al., 2015; Bashimov, 

2017; Deniz, 2019; Karakaya et al., 2020; Civelek, 2022). Unlike our study, there are also 

participants who prefer to buy fish from marketplaces (Çolakoğlu et al., 2006; Çelik, 2014; 

Beyazbayrak, 2014; Polat, 2017; Şen & Şahin, 2017; Baydede, 2018; Sağlam & Samsun, 2018; 
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Dilek et al., 2019; Kılıç et al., 2019; Kuşat & Şahan, 2021). There are also those who buy fish 

from wholesale markets (Şen, 2011; Bolat & Cevher, 2018; Bolat & Telli, 2019; Küçük et al., 

2022). Furthermore, Koçhan (2017) reported that 53% of consumers purchase fish from 

markets, 34% from wholesale markets, and 31.5% from marketplaces. Terin & İnanç (2023) 

reported that 71.1% of individuals purchase fish from street vendors, and 28.9% from 

fishermen. In rural and small settlements like Bozdoğan, social relationships and trust-based 

shopping habits are at the forefront. In this context, social ties are thought to influence 

consumers' preference for purchasing fish from established fishermen. The tendency of locals 

to buy from vendors they have long known and trusted can be considered a reflection of the 

traditional tradesman-customer relationship. In addition, the availability of supplementary 

services, including fish cleaning and filleting, provided by established fishermen lessens the 

workload of consumers and increases the likelihood of customer preference by presenting a 

ready-to-consume product. This demonstrates the impact of both service quality and ease of use 

on purchasing behavior.  

 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, taste and nutritional value are among the most important factors shaping fish 

consumption habits in the Bozdoğan district, determining participants' preferences. While these 

two factors are the primary reasons why fish is preferred on the table, it has also been 

determined that consumption varies seasonally. Consumption was observed to increase, 

particularly in the winter months, while decreasing in the summer months. This situation can 

be attributed to various environmental and cultural factors, such as the ease of supplying fresh 

fish, seasonal availability, and the lifestyle of the local population.  

 

The research findings provide valuable data that local governments, health authorities, and food 

policymakers can consider when developing strategies to increase fish consumption in the 

region. Developing policies to encourage fish consumption, particularly among low-income 

groups, and expanding education and awareness campaigns can contribute to the development 

of healthy eating habits in the region. Thus, the study not only assesses the current situation but 

also provides a scientific basis that will contribute to future planning and policy-making 

processes. In addition, the data obtained shed light on the development of sustainable fishing 

practices and local food security policies in the region. 

 

Acknowledgements 

The study, conducted by Hülya Öztürk, an associate degree student at Bozdoğan Vocational 

School, was supported by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Türkiye 

(TÜBİTAK) under the 2209-A Research Projects Support Programme for University Students, 

2024/1 Term, Project No. 1919B012404314. We would like to thank TÜBİTAK for their 

support. 

 

Ethical approval 

This study was conducted within the scope of the TÜBİTAK 2209-A Research Projects Support 

Programme for University Students and received approval from the Ethics Committee for 

Social and Human Sciences Research of Aydın Adnan Menderes University (Approval date: 

17.04.2025, No: 22/49). 

 

Informed consent 

Not available. 

 



Öztürk & Yılmaz, Factors affecting fish consumption  Aquatic Animal Reports 3(2) (2025) 34-51 

   
48 

Data availability statement 

The authors declare that data can be provided by corresponding author upon reasonable request. 

 

Conflicts of interest 

There is no conflict of interests for publishing this study. 

 

Funding organizations 

The study, carried out by Hülya Öztürk, an associate degree student at Bozdoğan Vocational 

School, was funded by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Türkiye 

(TÜBİTAK) under the 2209-A Research Projects Support Programme for University Students, 

2024/1 Term, Project No. 1919B012404314. 

 

Contribution of authors 

Hülya Öztürk: Conceptualization, literature review, data collection  

Ebru Yilmaz: Supervision, formal analysis, funding acquisition, project administration, 

writing-review and editing. 

 

References 

 

Abdikoğlu, D. İ., Azabağaoğlu, M. Ö., & Unakıtan, G. (2015). Tekirdağ ilinde balık tüketim 

eğilimlerinin belirlenmesi. Balkan ve Yakın Doğu Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 1(01), 69-75.  

Adıgüzel, F., Civelek, O., Sayılı, M., & Büyükbay, E. O. (2009). Tokat ili Almus ilçesinde 

ailelerin balık tüketim durumu. Journal of Agricultural Faculty of Gaziosmanpaşa 

University (JAFAG), 2009(2), 35-43. 

Ahmed, I., Jan, K., Fatma, S., & Dawood, M. A. (2022). Muscle proximate composition of 

various food fish species and their nutritional significance: A review. Journal of Animal 

Physiology and Animal Nutrition, 106 (3), 690-719. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.13711  

 Anonymous, (2022).Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Aydın Valiliği  Çevre  Şehircilik ve  İklim  Değişikliği  

İl  Müdürlüğü,  Aydın.https://webdosya.csb.gov.tr/db/ced/icerikler/aydin-ilcdr-2022-

20231019102315.pdf  

Anonymous, (2023). Bozdoğan belediyesi coğrafya sayfası. 

https://bozdogan.bel.tr/sayfa/cografya?utm_source=chatgpt.com  

Aydın, M., & Karadurmuş, U. (2013). Trabzon ve Giresun bölgelerindeki su ürünleri tüketim 

alışkanlıkları. Karadeniz Fen Bilimleri Dergisi, 3(9), 57-71. 

Bashimov, G. (2017). Niğde ilinde balık eti tüketim alışkanlığının belirlenmesi. Turkish 

Journal of Agricultural and Natural Sciences, 4(2), 196-204.  

Baydede S. (2018). Kocaeli ilinin balık tüketimi ve tüketici kararlarını etkileyen faktörlerin 

araştırılması (Publication No. 513508) [Master's thesis, Sinop University].  

Bayraktar, S., Ergün, S., & Ayvaz, Z. (2019). Ankara ve Çanakkale’de su ürünleri tüketim 

tercihleri ve alışkanlıklarının karşılaştırılması. Acta Aquatica Turcica, 15(2), 213-226. 

https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.489281  

Baysal, K., Kurnaz, A., & İşlek, E. (2018). Yöresel yemeklerin gastronomik ürün olarak 

kullanilması: Bozdoğan pideleri örneği. International Journal of Social and Humanities 

Sciences Research, 5(26), 2505-2514. https://doi.org/10.26450/jshsr.660  

Beyazbayrak, Z. (2014). Kahramanmaraş ili merkez ilçede balık tüketim alışkanlıkları 

(Publication No. 360960) [Master's thesis, Kahramanmaraş Sütçü İmam University].  

Bolat, Y., & Cevher, H. (2018). Konya ili (Türkiye) su ürünleri tüketim alışkanlıkları üzerine 

bir anket çalışması. Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi Eğirdir Su Ürünleri Fakültesi 

Dergisi, 14(3), 241-252. https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.398151  

https://doi.org/10.1111/jpn.13711
https://webdosya.csb.gov.tr/db/ced/icerikler/aydin-ilcdr-2022-20231019102315.pdf
https://webdosya.csb.gov.tr/db/ced/icerikler/aydin-ilcdr-2022-20231019102315.pdf
https://bozdogan.bel.tr/sayfa/cografya?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.489281
https://doi.org/10.26450/jshsr.660
https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.398151


Öztürk & Yılmaz, Factors affecting fish consumption  Aquatic Animal Reports 3(2) (2025) 34-51 

   
49 

Bolat, Y., & Telli, Ö. (2019). Denizli ili su ürünleri tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi. Acta 

Aquatica Turcica, 15(1), 80-90. https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.446836  

Çaylak B. (2013). İzmir ili su ürünleri tüketimi ve tüketici tercihleri üzerine bir araştırma 

(Publication No: 346360) [ Master's thesis, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University].  

Çelik R. (2014). Manisa ili su ürünleri tüketim ve tercihleri üzerine bir araştırma (Publication 

No: 380466) [Master's thesis, İzmir Katip Çelebi University].   

Civelek, B. (2022). Sakarya ilinde balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi (Publication No: 

722152) [ Master's thesis, Tekirdağ Namık Kemal University].   

Çolakoğlu, F. A., İşmen, A., Özen, Ö., Çakır, F., Yığın, Ç., & Ormancı, H. B. (2006). Çanakkale 

ilindeki su ürünleri tüketim davranışlarının değerlendirilmesi. Ege Journal of Fisheries and 

Aquatic Sciences, 23(3), 387-392.  

Collins, M. (1986). Sampling (Editör: Worcester, R.M. and Downhom, J., 1986). Consumer 

Market Research Handbook. Elsevier Science Publishing Company Inc 

Çöteli, F. T. (2024). Su ürünleri ürün raporu (TEPGE Publication No. 403), Tarımsal Ekonomi 

ve Politika Geliştirme Enstitüsü Müdürlüğü.  

Dal, K. (2024). Gastronomi turizmi ve yerel balık tüketim alışkanlıkları üzerine bir araştırma: 

Tokat-Almus kültür alabalıkçılığı örneği (Publication No: 882042) [Master's thesis, 

Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University].   

Deniz, B. (2019). Kayseri ilinde balık tüketimi ve tüketici tercihlerinin araştırılması 

(Publication No: 617509) [Master's thesis, Erciyes University].   

Deniz, B., & Sarıözkan, S. (2020). Kayseri ilinde balık tüketimi ve tüketici tercihlerinin 

belirlenmesi. Erciyes Üniversitesi Veteriner Fakültesi Dergisi, 17(3), 200-208. 

https://doi.org/10.32707/ercivet.797001  

Dilek, S., Paruğ, Ș., Paruğ, A., & Kesgingöz, H. (2019). Seafood consumption preferences and 

fish demand in Kastamonu. Turkish Journal of Agriculture - Food Science and Technology, 

7(11), 1844-1857. https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i11.1844-1857.2751  

Durna, M. K., Şeker, E., & Kuzgun, N. K. (2023). Tunceli (Pertek ve Çemişgezek) ile Elazığ 

(Keban ve Sivrice) ilçelerinde balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının araştırılması ve 

karşılaştırılması. International Journal of Pure and Applied Sciences, 9(2), 422-433. 

https://doi.org/10.29132/ijpas.1364307  

Erdal, G., & Esengün, K. (2008). Tokat ilinde balık tüketimini etkileyen faktörlerin logit model 

ile analizi, Ege Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 25(3), 203-209. 

Erümit, İ. (2016). Sinop ili Gerze ilçesinde balık tüketimi ve balık tüketimini etkileyen 

faktörler(Publication No: 430871) [ Master's thesis, Tokat Gaziosmanpaşa University].   

FAO, (2024). The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2024, 

https://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/ (Erişim tarihi: 15.09.2024). 

Genç, Y., Albayrak, M., & Güldal, H. T. (2020). Analysis of factors affecting consumption 

preferences in fish consumption: Case of Çankırı Province. Ege Journal of Fisheries and 

Aquatic Sciences, 37(1), 93-101. https://doi.org/10.12714/egejfas.37.1.11  

Girgin, H., & Nayir, M. B. (2024). İzmir’in Kiraz, Beydağ ve Ödemiş ilçelerindeki su ürünleri 

tüketim alışkanlıklarının ve su ürünleri tüketimi ile bulaşabilen zoonoz hastalıklar 

hakkindaki bilgi düzeyininaraştırılması. Ecological Life Sciences, 19(4), 148-165. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.12739/NWSA.2024.19.4.5A0220  

Güngör, E. S., & Ceyhun, S. (2017). Erzurum ve Van illerindeki balık tüketimi ve tüketici 

tercihleri üzerine bir araştırma. Alinteri Journal of Agriculture Science, 32(2), 1-10. 

https://doi.org/10.28955/alinterizbd.298341  

Gürel, E., Doğan, H. G., Polat, S., Yeşilayer, N., & Buhan, E.  (2017). Ağrı ili merkez ilçede 

yaşayan bireylerin balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi. Gaziosmanpaşa Bilimsel 

Araştırma Dergisi, 6(3), 27-35.  

https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.446836
https://doi.org/10.32707/ercivet.797001
https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i11.1844-1857.2751
https://doi.org/10.29132/ijpas.1364307
https://doi.org/10.12714/egejfas.37.1.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.12739/NWSA.2024.19.4.5A0220
https://doi.org/10.28955/alinterizbd.298341


Öztürk & Yılmaz, Factors affecting fish consumption  Aquatic Animal Reports 3(2) (2025) 34-51 

   
50 

Güvenin, O., & Sağlam, N. E. (2020). Ordu ve Samsun’da su ürünleri tüketim tercihleri ve 

alışkanlıklarının karşılaştırılması. Ege Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 37(3), 

259-265. https://doi.org/10.12714/egejfas.37.3.08  

İbiş, B. (2014). Sivas ili merkez ilçesinde yaşayan bireylerin su ürünleri tüketim davranışlarının 

değerlendirilmesi(Publication No: 411414) [Master's thesis, Tokat Gaziosmanpaşa 

University ]. 

Karadaş, N. F., Karadaş, K., & Duman, H. (2024). Adıyaman ve Iğdır İlleri’nde tüketicilerin su 

ürünleri tüketim tercihlerinin belirlenmesi. Osmaniye Korkut Ata Üniversitesi Fen 

Bilimleri Enstitüsü Dergisi, 7(5), 2374-2392. https://doi.org/10.47495/okufbed.1496511  

Karakaya, E., Çelik, Ş., & Taysi, M. R. (2018). CHAID algoritması ile balık eti tüketimini 

etkileyen faktörlerin incelenmesi. Journal of Agricultural Faculty of Gaziosmanpaşa 

University (JAFAG), 35(2), 85-93. https://doi.org/10.13002/jafag4381  

Karakaya, E., Sökmen, T. Ö., & Kirici, M. (2020). Erzincan ili balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının 

belirlenmesi. Menba Kastamonu Üniversitesi Su Ürünleri Fakültesi Dergisi, 6(1), 18-29. 

Karakulak, Y., Arslan, G., & Yanık, T. (2020). Erzurum ili merkez ilçelerinin su ürünleri 

tüketim davranışları üzerine araştırmalar. Acta Aquatica Turcica, 16(2), 290-300. 

https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.669336  

Kılıç, E., Soylu, M., & Uzmanoglu, M. S. (2019). Determination of consumption habits of 

aquatic products in Ardahan province. Turkish Journal of Agriculture -Food Science and 

Technology,7(7): 1028-1039. https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i7.1028-1039.2536  

Koçhan, V. (2017). Mardin ilinde balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi: Kızıltepe ilçesi 

örneği(Publication No: 496595) [ Master's Thesis, Tokat Gaziosmanpaşa University]. 

Küçük, H., Çelik, M., Kadak, A. E., Küçükgülmez, A., Ünal, H. M., Bozkurt, Z., & Altunbaş, 

E. (2022). Osmaniye ilinde su ürünleri tüketim alışkanlıklarının anket çalışması ile 

belirlenmesi. Memba Kastamonu Üniversitesi Su Ürünleri Fakültesi Dergisi, 8(1), 39-49.  

Kuşat, M., & Şahan, M. (2021). Su ürünleri tüketim tercihleri üzerine uşak ilinde bir anket 

çalışması. Acta Aquatica Turcica, 17(3), 376-385. 

https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.848663  

Maciel, E. D. S., Sonati, J. G., Galvao, J. A., & Oetterer, M. (2019). Fish consumption and 

lifestyle: a cross-sectional study. Food Science and Technology, 39 (Suppl. 1), 141-145. 

https://doi.org/10.1590/fst.40617  

Menteşe, C. M. (2016). Tunceli ili merkez ilçede ailelerin balık tüketim tercihlerinin 

belirlenmesi(Publication No: 425764) [ Master's Thesis, Tunceli University]. 

Nalinci S. (2013). Amasya ili merkez ilçedeki hanehalkının et tüketim alışkanlıkları ve et 

tüketimini etkileyen faktörler(Publication No: 322729) [Master's Thesis, Tokat 

Gaziosmanpaşa University]. 

Noreen, S., Hashmi, B., Aja, P. M., & Atoki, A.V. (2025). Health benefits of fish and fish by-

products-a nutritional and functional perspective. Frontiers in Nutrition, 12, 1564315. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2025.1564315  

Odabaşı, Y. (2016). Su ürünleri tüketim alışkanlıkları üzerine bir araştırma: Diyarbakır ili 

örneği (Publication No: 416880) [Master's Thesis, Ordu University]. 

Olgunoğlu, İ. A., Bayhan, Y. K., Olgunoğlu, M. P., Artar, E., & Ukav, İ. (2014). Adıyaman 

ilinde balık eti tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi. Gıda Teknolojileri Elektronik 

Dergisi, 9(1), 21-25. 

Özbay, Ö., & Özoğul, F. (2020). Elaziğ ili su ürünleri tüketim alişkanliklarinin 

belirlenmesi, Ç.Ü. Fen ve Mühendislik Bilimleri Dergisi, 39 (2).  

Özey, R. (2007). Bozdoğan’in ekonomikcoğrafyası. Marmara Coğrafya Dergisi, (16), 1-42.  

Polat, S. (2017). Ağrı ilinde balık tüketim alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi (Publication No: 

482388) [ Master's Thesis, Tokat Gaziosmanpaşa University]. 

https://doi.org/10.12714/egejfas.37.3.08
https://doi.org/10.47495/okufbed.1496511
https://doi.org/10.13002/jafag4381
https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.669336
https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v7i7.1028-1039.2536
https://doi.org/10.22392/actaquatr.848663
https://doi.org/10.1590/fst.40617
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2025.1564315


Öztürk & Yılmaz, Factors affecting fish consumption  Aquatic Animal Reports 3(2) (2025) 34-51 

   
51 

Sağlam, N. E., & Samsun, S. (2018). Yozgat ili su ürünleri tüketim alışkanlıklarının 

belirlenmesi. Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi Eğirdir Su Ürünleri Fakültesi Dergisi, 14(1), 

9-16. https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.303682  

Şen, A. (2011). Konya ve Mersin il merkezlerinde yaşayan bireylerin balık tüketimi 

konusundaki alışkanlık ve bilgi düzeylerinin karşılaştırılması(Publication No: 294481)[ 

Master's Thesis, Selçuk University]. 

Şen, İ., & Şahin, A. (2017). Mersin’de yaşayan tüketicilerin balık tüketim tercihlerini 

demografik faktörler açısından ele alan bir araştırma. Afyon Kocatepe Üniversitesi İktisadi 

ve İdari Bilimler Fakültesi Dergisi, 19(1), 33-46.  

Temel, T., & Uzundumlu, A. S. (2014). Rize ilinde hanelerin balık tüketimi üzerine etkili olan 

faktörlerin belirlenmesi. Menba Kastamonu Üniversitesi Su Ürünleri Fakültesi 

Dergisi, 2(1), 14-22.  

Terin, M., & İnaç, S. (2023). Hakkari ili Yüksekova ilçesinde balık tüketim yapısı ve tercihleri 

üzerine bir araştırma. Turkish Journal of Agricultural and Natural Sciences, 10(2), 398-

409. https://doi.org/10.30910/turkjans.1248871  

TÜDAV, (2017). 2017 yılı Türkiye denizleri raporu, https://tudav.org/wp-

content/uploads/2018/04/TUDAV_2017_Denizler_Raporu_s.pdf  

TÜİK, (2019). Su ürünleri istatistikleri. https://www.tuik.gov.tr/  

TÜİK, (2024). Su ürünleri istatistikleri https://biruni.tuik.gov.tr/medas/?kn=97&locale=tr 

(Erişim tarihi: 04.10.2024). 

Uzundumlu, A. S., & Dinçel, E. (2015). Trabzon ili Beşikdüzü ilçesinde balık eti tüketim 

alışkanlıklarının belirlenmesi. Alinteri Journal of Agriculture Science, 29(2), 1-11. 

Yavuz, G. G., Ataseven, Z. Y., Gül, U., & Gülaç, Z. N. (2015). Factors affecting consumer 

preferences on seafood consumption: The case of Ankara. Aquaculture Studies, 15, 073-

082. http://doi.org/10.17693/yunusae.v15i21955.235746  

Yücel, Ş., Baki, B., & Küçükköşker, B. (2020a). Fish consumption trends in Sinop province, 

Turkish Journal of Agriculture-Food Science and Technology,8(5): 1053-1057. 

https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v8i5.1053-1057.3249  

Yücel, Ş., Baki, B., & Tomgişi, S. (2020b). Balık tüketim eğilimleri, Malatya ili 

örneği. Gaziosmanpaşa Bilimsel Araştırma Dergisi, 9(2), 54-62. 

Yüksel, E., & Diler, A. (2019). Ankara İlinde su ürünleri tüketim tercihlerinin 

belirlenmesi. Aydın Gastronomy, 3(1), 11-21. 

Yüksel, F., Kuzgun, N. K., & Özer, E. İ. (2011). Tunceli ili balık tüketim alışkanlığının 

belirlenmesi. Karadeniz Fen Bilimleri Dergisi, 2(3), 28-36.  

https://doi.org/10.22392/egirdir.303682
https://doi.org/10.30910/turkjans.1248871
https://tudav.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/TUDAV_2017_Denizler_Raporu_s.pdf
https://tudav.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/TUDAV_2017_Denizler_Raporu_s.pdf
https://www.tuik.gov.tr/
https://biruni.tuik.gov.tr/medas/?kn=97&locale=tr
http://doi.org/10.17693/yunusae.v15i21955.235746
https://doi.org/10.24925/turjaf.v8i5.1053-1057.3249

