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 Although dominant effects of tasks on individuals’ information-seeking behavior is 

accepted by many scholars, a limited number of studies has been conducted to reveal the nature 

of the relationship between tasks and information-seeking behavior. In their studies, some earlier 

researchers categorized tasks according to their complexity while others did the same according 

to the specifications of tasks. Two of the groundbreaking researchers in this area are Katriina 

Bystrӧm and Kalervo Järvelin who contributed to the understanding of the relationship between 

task complexity and information-seeking behavior. However, their findings also need empirical 

support for theory growth. In response to this need, this study attempts to test Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin’s findings through a research using different research methods and applied in a police 

work environment. Other than providing empirical support for theory growth, this research is 

also expected to contribute to the understudied area of police information-seeking behavior. Both 

qualitative and quantitative data were collected from the participants who came from traffic, 

homicide, and anti-terrorism divisions of Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale Police Departments in 

Turkey.  

The participants identified terrorism cases as the most complex cases to solve, followed 

by homicide and traffic accident cases. Differences in the information-seeking behavior of three 

groups of police officers were examined through qualitative and quantitative data analysis. One-

way ANOVA technique and post hoc comparisons were used to analyze the quantitative data. In 

addition to shedding light on information-seeking behavior of police officers investigating 

related cases in Turkey, the results provided support for Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings. For 



 

 

instance, the officers investigating more complex tasks used significantly more information 

sources than the others, while the use of external information sources was significantly higher in 

more complex cases.  
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

 

In every point of the history of humankind, information about food, air and shelter has 

been one of the most indispensable elements for humans to have a functional life (Large, Tedd, 

& Hartley, 1999). Furthermore, the need for information has become more critical since every 

piece of new information prompts human beings to demand further from the endless ocean of 

information. For ages, this demand or need for information has grown since humankind began to 

understand how little we know about the universe surrounding us. Thus, every new discovery 

prompted others and the 21
st
 century has unfolded with a considerable amount of high 

technology and convenience in everyday life.  

Making a comprehensive definition of information has been one of the most compelling 

issues in the area of information science. Definitions may vary depending on how information is 

categorized. For instance, while Buckland (1991) considers information to be a “thing, 

knowledge, and process,” Wersig and Neveling (1976) look from a broader perspective and 

categorize information as “structures, processes, messages, knowledge, meaning, and effects” (as 

cited in Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995, p. 191). From the information-seeking point of view, 

Ingwersen (1992) defines information as a thing which is collected by individuals to convert into 

knowledge through assimilation. 

In today’s world, people feel the need for and then seek information much more than 

earlier times because of the complexity of life and technology. Thus, information seeking itself 

has become a significantly broad and complex phenomenon that cannot be explained by a simple 

logic or a few variables. Probably because of its complexity, information-seeking behavior is one 
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of the most studied areas in information science today (Kim & Jeong, 2006). Information-

seeking has also become one of the most indispensable activities in every aspect of life.  

Not only individuals, but also every scale of organizations seeks information to fulfill 

their needs. Information-seeking has become a main consideration for many occupations. One of 

the most chronic and famous information-seekers whose information-seeking behavior and 

process are heavily enacted by Hollywood stars and watched with bated breath are police 

detectives. Stepping forward with the reputation of their information-seeking behavior, in 

general, police provide one of the most crucial services for the society that everybody can 

manage their everyday life in a safer environment. A substantial portion of police work involves 

constant information-seeking. Police seek and retrieve information in various forms such as 

things, messages, processes, knowledge and affects, all of which allow them to accomplish their 

tasks. Even the search for evidence can be considered as a type of information-seeking, since the 

evidence that police officers deliver to the courts is often critical information. Information-

seeking is one of the main components of the tasks of police.  

Police seek information for two main purposes: to prevent probable criminal activities 

and to bring criminals to justice. In professional terminology, information-seeking activities of 

police to catch perpetrators of criminal acts are known as criminal intelligence efforts. In this 

study, the information-seeking behavior of police will be studied from the criminal intelligence 

perspective, especially focusing on the effects of task complexity on the information-seeking 

behavior of police.   
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Statement of the Problem 

Tasks are considered to be one of the most important variables affecting information-

seeking behavior. Many scholars conducted research (Abouserie, 2003; Bilal, 2000, 2001, 2002; 

Blandin & Brown, 1977; Bystrӧm 2002; Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995; Culnan, 1983; Hart & Rice, 

1991; Ingwersen, 1992; McNally, 2005; Mick, Lindsey & Callahan, 1980; Randolph, 1978; 

Randolph & Finch, 1977; Schacter, Chung & Dorr, 1998; Schroeder & Benbasat, 1975; Tiamiyu, 

1992; Tushman & Nadler, 1978; Zeffane & Gul, 1993) to reveal the relationship between tasks 

and information-seeking behavior and then developed theories and models accordingly. 

However, there is a need for more empirical studies to stimulate growth of prevailing theories 

and models (Hansen & Järvelin, 2005; Vakkari, 1998, 2003).   

In addition, despite the importance of the information-seeking behavior of police while 

ensuring a secure living environment for citizens, there is no study conducted to reveal how the 

tasks of police affect their information-seeking behavior. Moreover, there is a significantly 

limited number of studies regarding the information-seeking behavior of police at all. 

 

The Rationale and Objectives of the Study 

Empirical support is one of the most important factors for theories to emerge and 

continue their existence. Even though many scholars have accepted the influence of tasks on 

information-seeking behavior and have integrated this phenomenon into their theories and 

models, there is a need for more empirical studies in this area (Hansen & Järvelin, 2005; 

Vakkari, 1998, 2003). Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s 1995 study titled “Task Complexity Affects 

Information Seeking and Use” is one of the frontiers in this area of research. By testing Bystrӧm 

and Järvelin’s findings in a distinct work environment with different research methods, this study 
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will be an attempt to provide empirical support for the models and theories accepting the 

relationship between tasks and information-seeking behavior. Moreover, this study will enrich 

the area of focus in which earlier researchers studied effects of tasks on information-seeking 

behavior of various type of people such as students (Bilal, 2000, 2001, 2002; McNally, 2005; 

Schacter et al., 1998), university faculty (Abouserie, 2003), and private (Algon, 1999; Culnan 

1980; Hart & Rice, 1991; Zaffane & Gul, 1993) as well as government sector (Bystrӧm, 2002; 

Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995; O’ Reilly, 1982; Tiamiyu, 1992) workers.       

As a function of their job, police search, locate, collect and deliver necessary information 

to prosecutors and judges without any subjective intervention in order to protect lives and 

property as well as to help the delivery of justice. However, there has been very limited effort by 

social scientists to reveal characteristics of information-seeking behavior of police, despite the 

importance of police work in society. This research provides a partial understanding of 

information-seeking behavior of police. In order to achieve a more comprehensive understanding 

about this phenomenon, including tasks, several other variables must be added to the model for 

the sake of explanatory power. Afterwards, information-seeking behavior of police officials must 

be re-analyzed accordingly. Thus, it can be considered as an extension of this current study. 

As a projected benefit of research results, police departments may better analyze 

information-seeking behavior of their personnel. Along with this analysis, a clear understanding 

of the most commonly used information sources to accomplish tasks or solve cases may lead 

police departments to develop new organizational policies and training programs to maximize 

the information retrieval from the potential sources. For instance, if police officers who were 

assigned for a certain type of tasks primarily use people as their information source, these 

officers can be trained especially about human psychology, body language, and advanced 
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interview techniques. If crime scenes are the most commonly used information sources in some 

specific tasks, the officers assigned to these tasks can be equipped with quality knowledge about 

crime scene investigation.  

Furthermore, it is found by many researchers (Hart & Rice, 1991; Leckie, Pettigrew, & 

Sylvain, 1996; Morrison, 2002; Vakkari, 2003) that in today’s modern institutions, which are 

blended with more technology and information flood, there is a positive relationship between 

efficiency of personnel’s information-seeking behavior and job accomplishments. In addition, 

the personnel equipped with efficient information-seeking skills gather information, overcome 

the uncertainty associating with tasks, and maintain cozy social interactions with co-workers in a 

better way.   

 

Research Questions  

Qualitative Research Question 

1. What roles do tasks play in information-seeking behavior of police officers? 

Quantitative Research Questions 

2. What are the effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior of police officers? 

3. Do different tasks lead to use of different information sources by police officers? 

4. What kind of relationship exists between perceived task complexity and types of 

information sources used by police officers? 
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CHAPTER 2 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Introduction 

Today, information-seeking has become a main activity of many occupations. 

Furthermore, information-seeking behavior has been one of the most studied areas in 

Information science (Kim & Jeong, 2006). Like many other human behaviors, information-

seeking behavior is a complex phenomenon that is affected by wide variety of factors ranging 

from individuals’ personal characteristics to the surrounding social and environmental 

atmosphere. Because of this complexity, many scholars approach to the issue from different 

aspects hoping to develop a more comprehensive model or theory illuminating the shadows over 

the information-seeking behavior. In addition, not having a concrete and comprehensive 

definition of information embracing every related point of view is another factor contributing to 

the variations in the approaches to the information-seeking. For instance, in sense making theory, 

Dervin and Nilan (1986) consider information-seeking from the information-seeker’s point of 

view and assess information systems accordingly.  

Similarly assigning a central role for users, Marchionini (1995) identifies information-

seeking as “a process in which humans purposefully engage in order to change their state of 

knowledge” (p. 5). On the other hand, Kuhlthau’s (1991) holistic model suggests that physical, 

affective and cognitive actions are central figures of the information-seeking process. In this 

chapter, I consider the research studying the effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior. I 

also take into account effects of jobs on information-seeking behavior since jobs consist of 

collections of tasks similar to each other. I review part of the literature focusing on information-

seeking behavior of scientists, engineers, lawyers and police officers. The literature regarding the 
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information-seeking behavior of police officers is more detailed given that it constitutes one of 

the main focuses in this study. Starting from a broader perspective with the effects of jobs on 

information-seeking behavior, I focus in on the effects of tasks, especially task complexity, on 

information-seeking behavior. 

 

Information-Seeking Behavior of Selected Professionals 

Information scientists have studied information-seeking behavior for several decades 

(Anderson, Glassman, McAfee & Pinelli, 2001). It is one of the most researched areas in 

information science (Kim & Jeong, 2006). The relatively broad research area of information-

seeking behavior consists of many smaller concentrations. Information-seeking behavior in 

different professions can be considered one of these areas of concentration. Information-seeking 

behavior in professions is one of the most important pieces in the general research area of 

information-seeking behavior. This area of concentration is important because the studies 

conducted in this area assess the effects of different work environments on individuals’ 

information-seeking behavior, and without having sufficient understanding of this interaction, 

the information-seeking behavior of individuals cannot completely be explained. 

 

Information-Seeking Behavior of Scientists 

Along with the information-seeking behavior of health care professionals and engineers, 

scientists’ information-seeking behavior is probably one of the most researched areas among the 

professions. In one of these studies, Von Seggern (1995) found that in their information seeking, 

scientists value physical accessibility of the information sources. They heavily use their own 

collections and rarely consult the sources in the library. If they cannot find the requested 
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information in their personal collections, they try to find it through asking their colleagues and 

other people in their network who may have answers.  They prefer informal communication over 

formal during their information seeking. Overlapping with Von Seggern’s findings, Cabrajec and 

Dukic (1991) concluded that a large majority of Croatian scientists heavily prefer informal 

communications with people within their network in their information seeking. 

 In their study, Majid, Anwar, and Eisenschitz (2000) surveyed 234 agricultural scientists 

from five different institutes: University of Putra Malaysia, Malaysian Agricultural Research and 

Development Institute, Palm Oil Research Institute of Malaysia, Rubber Research Institute of 

Malaysia, and Forest Research Institute of Malaysia. Majid et al. revealed that when consulted 

about which print materials they use to keep their knowledge up-to-date, agricultural scientists 

preferred research articles and article reviews over books and other print materials. Majid et al. 

also found that more than anything, agricultural scientists rely on informal communication with 

their professional colleagues. Lastly, it was revealed that most of the participating scientists hold 

“deficient library collections and facilities” responsible for their inability to sufficiently keep 

track of the scientific literature in their area of specializations (Majid et al., 2000, p. 161). In the 

same vein with the findings of this study, Frank (1987) and Nweke (1995) found that the 

agricultural scientists rely heavily on informal communications in their information seeking.  

 In one of the most influential study conducted in this area of concentration, Ellis and 

Haugan (1997) examined information-seeking behavior of scientists and engineers working for 

an international oil and gas company in Norway. Through interviews they collected qualitative 

data consisting of 138,000 words. Ellis and Haugan suggested that information-seeking behavior 

of research scientists is partially situational depending on the type of the research project they are 

involved in. However, it is also possible to develop a general model for the information-seeking 
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behavior of scientists working in research and development departments (Ellis & Haugan, 1997). 

To this end, Ellis and Haugan first examined the information-seeking behavior of the research 

scientists by taking several types of research projects into account. Later on, they suggested a 

general model describing the stages in the information-seeking process of scientists in research 

and development departments.      

 Ellis and Haugan categorized research projects into three groups: incremental, radical and 

fundamental. The incremental research projects aim for modest improvements in technology 

through the utilization of an “established foundation of scientific and engineering knowledge” 

(Ellis & Haugan, 1997, p. 392). These projects have low risks and promise small rewards. The 

information seeking of scientists in these projects relies heavily on the communications with 

their colleagues and other related people in their network. Scientists prefer face-to-face informal 

communication over formal or electronic communication. In their information seeking for 

incremental research projects, scientists initially use their personal networks; later on they 

consult their own knowledge and experience, and lastly they utilize libraries. In these projects 

scientists use internal reports more than related journals (Ellis & Haugan, 1997). 

 The radical projects require more effort than incremental projects to accomplish them. In 

these projects scientists are required to produce new knowledge over the available “scientific and 

engineering knowledge” in order to reach desired results (Ellis & Haugan, 1997, p. 393). These 

projects carry higher risks and promise higher rewards. Differing from the incremental research 

projects, scientists consult their own knowledge and experience at the first step of their 

information seeking in radical projects. Then, they use their personal contacts, and as a last resort 

libraries to reach necessary information. Again in these projects, scientists prefer information 

exchange over oral and informal communication channels rather than formal meetings or 
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electronic communication. They use review articles and conference proceedings as their primary 

means to reach related literature. They also use scientific journals and articles (Ellis & Haugan, 

1997). 

 Lastly, the fundamentalist research projects aim to enhance the institution’s 

“understanding of a scientific or engineering area” (Ellis & Haugan, 1997, p. 394). They carry 

high risks and they do not clearly promise the applicability of the reached results to practical 

business needs. Because these projects contain more concepts unknown to the scientists, they 

start information seeking through online searches about the related literature. Libraries are used 

as the primary means to receive necessary information. Aside from libraries, the scientists 

consult their knowledge and experience. Finally, having information about the literature, 

scientists are able to deduce which contacts in their network will have information which may be 

helpful. In these projects, they communicate more with external contacts such as the scientists or 

professionals in other institutions. However, the main information exchange with other people 

occurs in project meetings. Again in these research projects, face-to-face communication is 

preferred over other kinds of communication (Ellis & Haugan, 1997). 

 In addition to examining the changes in the information-seeking behavior of the research 

scientists due to some situational factors such as different types of research projects, Ellis and 

Haugan suggest a behavioral model describing the stages of information seeking of scientists. 

These stages are surveying, chaining, monitoring, browsing, distinguishing, filtering, extracting, 

and ending. Surveying stands as the first step of information seeking of scientists. In this stage, 

scientists review the literature and find background information about the particular project in 

hand. They consult the contacts to ask about requested information. In the chaining stage, 

scientists look for new articles, contacts or other information sources with the help of the 
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references of the sources used in the previous stage. In the monitoring stage, various types of 

information sources are followed in order to maintain up-to-date knowledge about the 

advancements in specific fields (Ellis & Haugan, 1997). In the browsing stage, available print 

materials such as journals and books are scanned through to find the most related information. In 

the distinguishing stage, utilizing their personal judgments, scientists rank information sources in 

hand according to their relative contributions to the knowledge required to accomplish the 

related projects. In the filtering stage, various methods are used to eliminate the consideration of 

irrelevant information and to find precisely what information is needed. In the extracting stage, 

scientists aim to reach information through working on available information sources. Most 

suitable sources for this purpose are pure research reports and review articles. In the ending 

stage, scientists halt information seeking when they decide that they have all the information 

they need or when the project reaches an end (Ellis & Haugan, 1997). 

 

Information-Seeking Behavior of Engineers 

The information-seeking behavior of engineers is one of the most researched areas in 

comparison to other professions. Probably the most influential work in this area is the 1996 study 

by Leckie, Pettigrew, and Sylvain titled “Modeling the Information Seeking of Professionals: A 

General Model Derived from Research on Engineers, Health Care Professionals, and Lawyers.” 

In this study, Leckie, Pettigrew, and Sylvain (1996) developed a general model applicable to 

information-seeking behavior of several professions such as engineers, health care professionals, 

and lawyers. Leckie and his colleagues based their conclusions on the data which was gathered 

through meticulous content analysis of empirical studies focusing on the information seeking 

behavior of these three groups of professionals. Leckie et al. revealed that engineers primarily 
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consult their own knowledge, experience and personal files if they seek information. Later on, 

they confer with their colleagues and supervisors. Leckie et al. concluded that the engineers 

prefer internal information sources to external ones. In addition, libraries have limited use among 

other external information sources (Leckie et al., 1996). 

In another study, focusing on engineers’ information-seeking behavior under different 

work characteristics, Kwasitsu (2003) surveyed and interviewed participants from design, 

process, and manufacturing divisions of an engineering company. Kwasitsu concluded that work 

characteristics influence information-seeking behavior of the engineers. In addition, solving a 

problem was the major reason for all engineers to initiate the information-seeking process. In 

terms of sources used by the engineers during their information-seeking process, colleagues and 

personal contacts were the most common information sources. Following those, engineers 

consulted their personal collections and then used external information sources such as the 

Internet. Design engineers reported their use of corporate libraries while other engineers did not 

(Kwasitsu, 2003). 

Supporting the findings of Kwasitsu (2003), Hertzum and Pejtersen (2000) found that 

engineers consult their colleagues in the same organization as their major source of information. 

The ease of access to colleagues plays a crucial role in this behavior. The engineers aim to save 

time and cost by first consulting colleagues regarding the information that they need. 

Trustworthiness and the quality of the content are also factors influencing engineers’ choice of 

information sources in their information seeking (Hertzum, 2002). 
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Information-Seeking Behavior of Lawyers 

 According to Mayer (1966), lawyers have four main work roles: drafting, advocacy, 

negotiating, and counseling. Leckie et al. (1996) suggest that the information-seeking behavior 

of lawyers changes depending on these work roles. In addition to the work roles, the 

information-seeking behavior of lawyers is influenced by the organization in which they practice 

their profession. If a lawyer practices in a big specialized law firm, he or she has greater chance 

to reach requested information through the organization’s internal collections. On the other hand, 

the lawyers practicing in small firms feel a much stronger need to consult external information 

sources. 

 In a comprehensive study, Wilkinson (2001) interviewed 150 lawyers in Ontario, Canada, 

to examine their information-seeking behavior. Wilkinson revealed that the lawyers heavily 

prefer informal source channels in their information seeking. In a further examination, Wilkinson 

found that the lawyers’ gender, the size of the law firm at which lawyers practice or the 

population of the city where they live have no effect on their preference of informal information 

sources. Supporting Leckie’s conclusions, it is found that the lawyers working at big law firms 

rely more on internal information sources, while the lawyers who work at smaller firms or 

practice privately heavily use external information sources in their information seeking 

(Wilkinson, 2001). 

 In another study Kuhlthau and Tama (2001) revealed that the lawyers prefer print 

material over online sources. In this study, lawyers stated that they experience considerably 

higher sense of control when they are searching specific information within print materials. 

Additionally, lawyers complain about inconveniences that they face while using computerized 

information sources. Finding the exact key words to reach the desired information in complex 
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tasks often becomes highly difficult. On the other hand, databases are more useful in “routine 

tasks and specific inquiries” (Kuhlthau & Tama, 2001, p. 41). Lawyers also use libraries to reach 

legal references.  

 

Information-Seeking Behavior of Police 

In their routine workload, police officers conduct information-seeking tasks to bring 

criminal suspects to justice. Other than police officers, personnel of various agencies and other 

authorized individuals, such as bounty hunters, devote their time, effort and resources in similar 

information-seeking tasks for the same purpose. The information-seeking behavior of these 

professions has been studied in very limited number of studies. In one of them, O’Connor (2003) 

brings a bounty hunting story under the scope and provides a very detailed description of an 

information-seeking task. The task was gathering specific information which would indicate the 

physical location of swindler Anthony Caruso and lead to his apprehension. The story was a real 

life experience of bounty hunter David O’Connor. Serving for bailing companies, bounty hunters 

perform tasks very similar to police detectives. In this particular example, the bounty hunter 

collected necessary information from various information sources to successfully complete his 

task.  

The fugitive’s relatives and acquaintances, the police, credit card company officials, as 

well as hotel receptionists, constituted the main information sources for the bounty hunter. 

Besides the coverage of people, the bounty hunter also used the data bases of police and credit 

card companies as another important information source. He also used physical evidence as an 

information source. In one instance, he learned that the fugitive might have been in a specific 

hotel room. Afterwards, he went to the room and found food packages in the trash that the 
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fugitive liked to eat. Another time, the bounty hunter used a video cassette as an important 

information source to determine the fugitive’s most recent physical characteristics and location.  

O’Connor (2003) draws attention to the bounty hunter’s specific characteristic, strengths 

and intuitions, which allow him to be focused and determined as well as help maintain his sense 

of the fugitive’s next move during the long and arduous chase. 

Willmer (1970) asks how and from where both criminals and police, respectively, get the 

information they need to commit a crime and avoid a capture by the police or reduce the crime 

and catch criminals. Information is the common theme that both criminals and police are after, 

despite the conflict of their interests. In his study, Willmer considerably benefits from Shannon’s 

information theory and concepts of transmitter, receiver, and noise. In their contradicting 

environment, Willmer considers a criminal as an “emitter of a signal” and the police officers as 

“receivers and interpreters of information” (Willmer, 1970, p. 8).  

Criminals look for the best information to make better decisions about the crimes that 

they are going to commit. Thus, they emit more signals for the police when they make bad 

decisions during their act of crime, when their getaway strategy is flawed, or even when they 

encounter unlucky circumstances such as dropping any personal belongings at the crime scene. 

On the other hand, police first need information to find out about the occurrence of a crime. For 

instance, a case looking like a burglary may be a feigned trial of the householder. After being 

able to make a judgment about the occurrence of the criminal activity in light of the available 

information, police look for the information that will point to possible suspects and help with 

their capture. The information may come from a wide variety of sources such as crime scenes, 

witnesses and police records (Willmer, 1970). 
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The value of information to the police depends on how much uncertainty it clears over 

the case in hand. Every piece of useful information reduces uncertainty around the case and also 

helps police to eliminate large sets of possible perpetrators and focus on smaller numbers of 

suspects. During the police’s information seeking, there is also noise, which can be anything that 

causes a failure or a disruption for police to receive messages that would help to solve the case. 

Even the police officers can engender noise themselves when they fail to analyze and process 

valuable information, and subsequently make wrong or incompetent decisions due to their “lack 

of knowledge or restricted processing power” (Willmer, 1970, p. 25). 

 The strategies used by criminals and their ability or reluctance to switch to another 

strategy when the chance of being caught by the police are increased because of their long 

standing routines are important factors in determining how much signal they emit. The more 

intelligent a criminal and the more organized a criminal group, the faster they adopt new 

strategies. On the other hand, the strategies used by the police and their ability to switch 

strategies in light of changes in the strategies of criminals are critically important for police to 

accurately analyze the signals emitted by the criminals and react accordingly (Willmer, 1970).  

In a dissertation project reacting to the lack of adequate studies in this specific area, 

Aksakal (2005) developed the social virtual interface (SVI) model explaining the information-

seeking and analysis behavior of undercover narcotics police officers. According to Aksakal 

(2005), most of the models explaining police work utilize “linear, simple, in-office models” and 

ignore several important variables such as experience (Aksakal, 2005, p. 4). In addition, these 

models do not apply to the distinct environment of the undercover narcotic police officer. 

Furthermore, many theories and models of information-seeking behavior hold basic library and 

document searches as their main area of focus and do not consider the effects of risk and 
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jeopardy, which are frequently experienced during the information search of undercover police 

officers. Aksakal (2005) argued that specific conditions that undercover police officers 

experience during their information seeking and gathering make it necessary to construct a new 

model, which takes experience and several other variables into account and considers the 

distinctive environment of undercover narcotics police officers.     

Aksakal identified the information seeking and gathering of the undercover police 

officers as a complex and dangerous “social networking activity with technical aspects” 

(Aksakal, 2005, p. 21). The SVI model consists of three components: inputs, transformation, and 

outputs. The inputs include the environment of the undercover officers, as well as the resources 

and records they use. The main information process occurs at the transformation stage of the 

model, which consists of the variables credibility, noise, source, and experience. These 

components constantly interact with each other during the information seeking and gathering of 

undercover officers. Originating from the information theory explained by Shannon and Weaver 

(1949), the concept of ‘noise’ is considered as “anything that disrupts the information process at 

any point” of information-seeking, gathering and processing (Aksakal, 2005, p. 15).     

In order to test the SVI model in a case study, Aksakal (2005) participated in the Drug 

Enforcement Agency (DEA) training for the Drug Unit Commander Academy (DUCA) and the 

DEA Dallas Division Narcotics Supervisor Leadership Program. In both programs, a total of 128 

undercover police supervisors received training. During his observations Aksakal conducted 

group and personal interviews as well as surveyed the participants in the training programs. He 

received 91 validly completed surveys from the participants. After the data analysis, Aksakal 

determined the  “information sources for undercover police officers” as follows: “departmental 

investigations, informants, criminal case histories, technical surveillance, other agencies, media, 
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public records, departmental records, and governmental records,” which depended on the 

“personal and work characteristics, as well as the degree of profession of the undercover police 

officers” (Aksakal, 2005, p. 58). Among these information sources, criminal case histories were 

the most heavily used information source and the media was the least frequently used. In 

addition, undercover police officers preferred internal information sources over the external 

ones. Aksakal claimed that subjects in the study might have preferred internal information 

sources due to their higher credibility. 

 In terms of information noise, “bad guys” are the biggest contributors, while the police 

review boards produce the least amount of information noise for undercover police officers. 

Having the belief that their work is different than any other police job, undercover officers 

distance themselves from other police officers. However, they also have a tendency not to form 

their own living environment by choosing to reside close to other undercover officers. 

 Undercover police officers believe that their work requires more experience and more 

dedication to the job. Aksakal revealed that experience plays an important role when undercover 

police officers are making their decisions about the credibility of the information source and 

when they are dealing with noise. All of the participants of the study stated that experience 

gained in the field has a crucial importance for successful information gathering (Aksakal, 2005).  

Since each case that undercover officers are assigned has distinct characteristics, each can 

be considered a different task of undercover officers’ workload. According to Aksakal, 

undercover police officers believe that the cases they pursue affect their information-seeking 

behavior during the performance of their duty. Since each case has varying levels of risk and 

danger, as well as distinct suspects, each has different effects on information-seeking behavior of 

the undercover police officers. Aksakal also revealed that undercover officers most frequently 
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start the information-seeking and gathering process by searching databases for background 

information on suspects when they are assigned to a specific task. 

In another study, Baker examined the information needs of female undercover police 

officers involved in operations targeting illegal prostitution. Baker collected the necessary data 

for her study through interviewing 7 undercover female police officers. Baker found that 

undercover female police officers who pretend to be prostitutes first need to know the specific 

locations in the city where illegal prostitution take place. In addition, they must be aware of the 

language and dress code used by actual prostitutes. In order to make arrests, they also need the 

information from “johns” indicating their willingness to engage in illegal sex. In order to satisfy 

their information needs, undercover female officers primarily consult other police officers in the 

same operation team. They also use some formal documents and print materials such as training 

manuals or incident reports of other officers in their information seeking. They look for both 

internal and external information sources during the performance of their duties (Baker, 2004). 

          Stating that no research has been done regarding information-seeking behavior of police in 

pre-trial investigations, Kostiainen, Valtonen, and Vakkari collected data for the basis of their 

study from a police station serving 100,000 residents of three towns in Finland. The data was 

collected through interviews, observations and a review of investigation documents.  

The main focus in the study was on the group of 50 police officers working for the criminal 

investigation units, nine of whom were interviewed. In addition, the police commissioner and a 

police database specialist were also interviewed.  

Kostiainen et al. suggest that the police work in pre-investigations has two important 

characteristics: it is confidential and it has strict limits defined by laws. There are four work roles 

undertaken by the police officials during the pre-trial investigations: head of investigation, senior 
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investigator, investigator, and secretary of investigation. Expected to be the most knowledgeable 

person about the legislations, the head of investigation supervises the investigation from his 

office, provides coordination between the investigators and closes the case when it is time. With 

his considerable experience, the senior investigator operates as a team leader and is able to make 

decisions about an investigation when it is necessary or the head of investigation is not in reach. 

Participating in actual investigative work, he/she guides other investigators through a variety of 

tasks. Directed by the head of investigation and the senior investigators, the investigators deal 

with all investigative work first hand. They collect evidence, interrogate people and makes 

necessary documentation. Though they are not actual police officers, the secretaries of 

investigation are responsible for ensuring the appropriateness of the prepared investigation file or 

record that will be submitted to the head of investigation (Kostiainen et al., 2003).  

Kostiainen et al. revealed that the information needs of the police officials in pre-

investigation vary in their characteristics depending on differences in work roles and cases. In 

addition, expected task complexity has an effect on type and amount of information collected. 

For instance, because a murder case is more complex than a petty theft case, it demands more 

information collection and time commitment. Being burdened with their case load, investigators 

aim to find necessary information as soon as possible through the easiest means. Moreover, the 

legislation also shapes the information seeking of investigators. In terms of selection of sources, 

trustworthiness is the most important factor. Benefiting from their experience in the field, senior 

investigators are able to use a wider variety of sources and nurture investigators in finding 

alternative information sources (Kostiainen et al., 2003).  

Kostiainen et al. found that “information systems, constituent groups, official sources and 

human sources” are the central information sources for police in pre-trail investigations (p. 169). 
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Police also use some coercive measures such as seizures and wire tapping as information 

sources. When the investigators or the secretaries of investigations encounter a situation and 

need to ask about legislations, they prefer to consult the head of investigation or use law books.  

      

Task Complexity 

         Task complexity and its effects on various different phenomena are studied by many 

scholars from different disciplines (Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995; Campbell, 1984, 1988; Campbell 

& Gingrich, 1986; O’Reilly, 1982; Earley, 1985; Huber, 1985; Jackson & Zedeck, 1982; Locke, 

Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984). Not only the attributes of tasks but also “the cognitive 

processes” of the individuals dealing with these tasks were taken into account by the researchers 

(Campbell, 1988, p. 40).  Conducting one of the most prominent studies about task complexity, 

Campbell (1988) classifies literature into three groups according to their approach to task 

complexity. In these three groups, researchers consider complexity as a “primary psychological” 

perception of an individual towards tasks, or as a “person-task interaction” in which skills, 

motivation and some other inner characteristics of the task doers are taken into account in a 

balance with the varying requirements of tasks to be accomplished, or as “objective task 

characteristics” depending purely on an assessment of the attributes of a task (Campbell, 1988, p. 

41, 42).   

Complex tasks have numerous “interrelated” and “conflicting” requirements to meet 

(Campbell, 1988, p. 42). Thus, the level of knowledge required to be possessed by a task doer in 

complex tasks is greater in comparison to simple tasks (Campbell & Gingrich, 1986).  According 

to March and Simon (1958), in complex tasks, individuals are not able to determine their 

alternatives clearly or they are completely unknown to them. They are also uncertain about the 
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reactions that their actions may bring. In addition, the task-doers are not able to make clear 

connections between the means and the ends or these connections are completely unknown to 

them. Lastly, complex tasks consist of subtasks which may not be clearly separated from each 

other (as cited in Campbell, 1988, p. 42).  

In terms of complexity, Campbell categorizes tasks into five groups: simple tasks, 

decision tasks, judgment tasks, problem tasks, and fuzzy tasks. In order to make this 

categorization, Campbell focuses on several task characteristics. First, he looks into the existence 

of both multiple desired ends and multiple capable means that are able to bring these ends. 

Second, he determines if there is conflicting interdependence between the available paths or 

means toward multiple aimed outcomes. Lastly, he considers “uncertain or probabilistic” 

connections between the means and the ends (Campbell, 1988, p. 46).        

 Even though the task complexity has roots in task content, some of the external factors 

contributing to task complexity also need to be taken into account. For instance, a 

communication breakdown between the task-doer and the person responsible for delivering the 

task specifications to him or her would result in the conversion of a simple task into a 

complicated assignment. In addition, insufficient training or orientation given to the task-doer 

can be considered as another external factor associated with the task complexity (Campbell, 

1988).     

        

Tasks and Information-Seeking Behavior 

In information science, several of the earliest studies draw attention to the relationship 

between the nature of tasks and information-seeking behavior (Blandin & Brown, 1977; Culnan, 

1983; Mick, Lindsey, and Callahan, 1980; Randolph & Finch, 1977; Schroeder & Benbasat, 
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1975). According to Bystrӧm and Järvelin considering information seeking from a different 

aspect, Wersig proposes that information needs and the information-seeking process are defined 

by tasks. Shaped by the requirements of tasks, information needs play a determinant role for the 

information-seeking process. Thus, successful completion of task is imminent when a task’s 

requirements are fulfilled through the information-seeking process (Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995). 

In the same vein as Wersig Belkin, Oddy, and Brooks suggest that the individual’s perceived 

informational needs are affected by tasks. More specifically, the individual’s own understanding 

of task requirements and earlier knowledge about the task and the ability to recall it defines 

information need.                

Besides the studies illuminating the effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior, 

several other studies in the area of psychology such as Locke et al. as well as Wood, Mento, and 

Locke found that task complexity critically affects task performance. March and Simon and Van 

de Ven and Ferry also pointed out accuracy of the same phenomenon at organizational level.  

The studies that are conducted to reveal the relationship between tasks and information-

seeking behavior are classified under two different sub-headings in this research. While some 

scholars have studied effects of task complexity on information-seeking behavior, several other 

researchers have considered how tasks with different specifications affect information-seeking 

behavior. In the following two subheadings, these two streams of research are reviewed.  

 

Task Complexity and Information-Seeking Behavior 

According to Zimmer, Henry and Butler “information seeking and retrieval are 

occasioned by uncertainty” (p. 265). Thus, uncertainty is one of the most important components 

determining complexity. The studies examining the effects of task complexity on information-
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seeking behavior go back to the 1960s. In some of the earliest studies, the researchers concluded 

that task complexity and uncertainty affect information-seeking behavior in various ways; for 

instance, individuals experiencing high levels of uncertainty prefer an oral instead of a written 

form of information (Randolph, 1978; Randolph & Finch, 1977; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). 

According to Steinmann, the number of information sources used is one of the indicators of task 

complexity. Furthermore, Schroder, Driver, and Streufert list “information load, information 

diversity, and rate of information change” as primary properties defining task complexity 

(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, 1988, p. 31). 

One of the earliest empirical studies conducted to reveal the effect of task complexity and 

some other variables on information-seeking behavior was O’ Reilly’s 1982 study. In this study, 

O’ Reilly studied the effects of perceived task complexity and task uncertainty, as well as several 

other variables such as perceived source quality and accessibility, motivation, job experience, 

and education, on information-seeking behavior. In a quantitative case study, 163 officials 

working in a government agency were surveyed. In order to assess perceived task complexity 

and uncertainty, O’Reilly used five-point Likert scaling design in the survey. Contradicting other 

authors, O’Reilly concluded that task complexity and uncertainty had no significant effect on 

information sources used by individuals. However, O’Reilly acknowledged that, because all of 

the participants in the study were doing the same task, this result was expected. Furthermore, 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin suggest that because there was no variation in the level of task complexity, 

O’Reilly’s study failed to assess the effect of task complexity and uncertainty on information 

use. 

The widely accepted sense-making theory (Dervin & Nilan, 1986) is one of the 

milestones reflecting the shift of focus from information source to information user in 
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information-seeking studies. After this attention shift, a very limited number of studies (Hart & 

Rice, 1991; Ingwersen, 1992; Pinelli, Glassman, Affelder, Hecht, Kennedy, Barclay, 1993; 

Tiamiyu, 1992; Zeffane & Gul, 1993) were conducted regarding the relationship between tasks 

and information-seeking behavior, until Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s well-known study in 1995.  

 In one of these studies, Tiamiyu surveyed 274 government officials working for the 

Ministries of Finance and Economic Planning in 7 states of Nigeria and interviewed 8 managers 

of the libraries in these ministries. In addition, Tiamiyu examined the structures of these 

ministries and accessible information sources they provide in order to have a better 

understanding about the organizations where the tasks were handled. Tiamiyu classified 

information sources into 2 groups, human and documentary sources. In terms of the distinction 

between the internal and external sources, Tiamiyu considered government documents and the 

personnel in the mentioned ministries as internal sources and considered rest of the sources as 

external sources.   

Tiamiyu defined 12 work activities and found statistically significant results for 9 of them 

in terms of work complexity. Related tasks varied from regular administrative work to statistical 

data collection. In order to define task complexity, he asked 4 questions regarding clarity of 

methods and sources during the execution of the tasks as well as “difficulty of determining 

effectiveness” and how frequent task-doers face difficult problems (Tiamiyu, 1992, p. 136). In 

addition to task complexity, Tiamiyu also considered the amount of time that tasks required and 

the discretion about sources used that the task-doers exercise during the task performance. 

Tiamiyu found that the number of information sources used by the task-doers increased 

when the level of task complexity increased. However, this finding was statistically significant 

only after measuring task complexity by the variable about clarity of information sources. In 
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addition, he revealed that significantly higher numbers of external information sources were used 

by the task-doers during the performance of highly complex tasks in comparison to the 

performance of the tasks with a lower level of complexity. On the other hand, there was no 

significant evidence for the use of more internal sources in less complex tasks than more 

complex tasks. However, when the task complexity was considered through the variable 

regarding the “frequency of difficult problems,” both the use of more external sources in highly 

complex tasks and the use of more internal sources in tasks with lower levels of complexity were 

significant (Tiamiyu, 1992, p.139).  

The civil servants dealing with highly complex tasks were more relying more on 

consultancy reports as information sources when task complexity was measured by the same 

variable (Tiamiyu, 1992). It can be concluded from this finding that when faced with difficult 

problems during the performance of tasks, the task-doers consult others who have more 

experience in that specific problem area. This finding was also relevant in Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin’s 1995 study regarding task complexity and information seeking behavior. Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin found that more problem solving information is used during the performance of tasks 

with higher levels of complexity. Lastly, Tiamiyu revealed that in short duration tasks, the civil 

servants relied more on internal information sources in comparison to long duration tasks. 

In another study, Hart and Rice surveyed participants from four different organizations. 

Because variations in the jobs instead of task complexity are taken into account, Hart and Rice 

found a limited relationship between task complexity and information-seeking behavior. In 

addition, the sample size in the study which consists of 48 participants was not sufficient to 

generalize the findings. 
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One of the most important studies making significant contributions to the understanding 

of the relationship between tasks and information-seeking behavior is Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s 

study (Vakkari, 1998).  Being actuated by the lack of sufficient empirical research in this area, 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin conducted a study to identify the effect of task complexity on information-

need and seeking. According to Bystrӧm and Järvelin, earlier studies conducted to reveal the 

relationship between tasks and information-seeking behavior suffered from several limitations. 

First, most of these studies were focused on jobs instead of individual tasks. Second, in these 

studies, researchers collected their data through questionnaires after the completion of tasks. Yet, 

it is also necessary to collect data during the task performance in order to capture the changes on 

the observed phenomenon on time, without losing any data (Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995). 

In order to avoid the limitations of several earlier studies and enable the real-time data 

collection, Bystrӧm and Järvelin used diaries and questionnaires to observe the effects of task 

complexity on information-seeking behavior. They were able to analyze information sources and 

channels separately by studying individual tasks and using diaries for the data collection. The 

participants of the study were a sample of government officials in the city of Pori in Finland.     

 In their study, depending on their priori determinability, Bystrӧm and Järvelin classify 

tasks in five categories: automatic information processing task, normal information processing 

task, normal decision task, known genuine decision task, genuine decision task. From automatic 

information processing task to genuine decision task, complexity increases in terms of 

predictability of task information needs, operationalization, and results. For instance, in an 

automatic information processing task, requirements, operationalization, and results can entirely 

be determined in the first place while complete uncertainty is dominant in a genuine decision 

task.  
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According to their function in the task completion process, Bystrӧm and Järvelin 

categorized information into three categories: problem information (PI), domain information 

(DI), and problem-solving information (PSI).  The problem information is needed to determine 

the composition, property, and necessities of the problem. The domain information includes 

specifics such as regulations, commonly recognized facts, and body of principles in the problem 

area. Lastly, the problem-solving information comprises procedures of problem treatment. 

Degrees of these three information types may vary depending on variety of jobs (Bystrӧm & 

Järvelin, 1995, p. 196).  

Depending on their information categories, Bystrӧm and Järvelin developed an index to 

determine complexity of the information needed during the task performance. To construct the 

information complexity index, some numerical values were assigned to the information sources 

belonging to one of the three information categories: PI, DI, and PSI. For example, the numerical 

value 1 is assigned for PI and DI because most of the time they only carry “simple factual 

statements.” The numerical value 2 was assigned to PSI due to its higher level of complexity and 

being “in the form of frameworks and procedures” (Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995, p. 203).   

 After a meticulous evaluation of the data gathered through surveys and diaries, Bystrӧm 

and Järvelin concluded that increased task complexity causes an increase in the complexity of 

required information to accomplish tasks. When task complexity increased, greater need for 

domain and problem solving information was inevitable. In addition, as task complexity 

increased, use of external information channels and variety of sources increased. The use of 

internal sources was also high in more complex tasks, but it was justified by the findings of 

Tiamiyu and Wilson that administrative personnel has a tendency to use more internal sources. 

Another finding indicated that the number of information sources used during the task 
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performance increased depending on the increase in task complexity. However, when the 

complexity of task increased, fewer participants performed successful information-seeking 

(Bystrӧm & Järvelin, 1995).  

 Another important study revealing the relationship between task complexity and 

information-seeking behavior is Pinelli, Glassman, Affelder, Hecht, Kennedy, and Barclay’s 

work conducted in the distinct environment of aerospace scientists. Pinelli et al. administered 

two questionnaires one year apart and surveyed 2622 participants. In their study, Pinelli et al. 

considered tasks as projects under 7 categories: education, management, design/development, 

research, computer applications, manufacturing/production, and other. Pinelli et al. determined 

the complexity and uncertainty associated with these tasks by asking the participants. Thus, the 

participants determined complexity on a 5-point scale. Pinelli et al. found a statistically 

significant relationship between the use of external information and task uncertainty and 

complexity. When task complexity and uncertainty increased, the use of external information by 

aerospace scientists increased.    

 In a qualitative study that analyzed sample articles, Vakkari assesses the theoretical 

growth which was experienced in the area of information-seeking. More specifically, Vakkari 

focuses on the theoretical development taking effects of tasks on information source use into 

consideration. Vakkari selected five articles: Culnan, Tiamiyu, Zeffane and Gul, Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin, and Pinelli et al. Vakkari’s explanation in selecting these studies was the lack of other 

research, in which research questions were aiming to reveal the relationship between task 

complexity, uncertainty and source use. Vakkari underlined that all five studies were very similar 

with both their conceptual standpoint and problem fields. The growth of knowledge contributed 

by these studies into the area of information-seeking behavior was obvious. 
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Algon studies how tasks affect information-seeking behavior in work-group 

environments. In a mixed method study in which the researcher uses both qualitative and 

quantitative research techniques, Algon observes three work groups for three years in their 

natural work environment and surveyed ten project teams working on development of various 

drugs for an international pharmaceutical company. Algon especially focuses on information-

related tasks which would include figuring out what kind of information is needed for particular 

tasks and locating them physically. Even though almost every task requires a certain level of 

information to be completed, some tasks can be done only by recalling the information regarding 

past experiences and some other tasks necessitate a search and collection of external information 

around a strategy. In his study, Algon does not consider very simple information-seeking tasks, 

such as tasks that can be completed by just recalling past experiences. In order to determine their 

level of complexity, Algon examines tasks regarding their “composition” and “aboutness” and 

categorizes tasks in seven groups (Algon, 1999, p.49). 

The main data for the study was gathered by the researcher through a participant 

observation. In addition, a survey was conducted to confirm task classification. At the end of his 

study, Algon reached the conclusion that tasks affect information-seeking behavior. Individuals 

in work groups use different information sources depending on tasks. However, personal and 

situational factors also influence on information-seeking behavior (Algon, 1999).  

In a comprehensive study in terms of number of the tasks analyzed, Bystrӧm examined 

the effects of task complexity on information-seeking behavior. Bystrӧm interviewed Finnish 

government employees and also used diaries and official documents for data collection. Bystrӧm 

took 78 different tasks ranging from short-term traffic to landscape restoration duties. 

Complexity of the tasks was determined by the participants. Bystrӧm put these tasks in three 
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categories in terms of their complexity. Information was also categorized into three groups: task 

information, domain information, and task solving information. Bystrӧm concluded that the least 

complex tasks do not require any external information in most instances. However, when 

complexity of the task increased also the use of external sources also increased.  In addition, 

increase in the task complexity leads to using various information types together (Bystrӧm, 

2002).  

In a more comprehensive study series, Bilal studied middle school students’ information-

seeking behavior on the Yahooligans! search engine. In Bilal, the data was collected through 

interviews and surveys. In addition, children were recorded by a video camera during their task 

performance. Bilal assigned students either research tasks or fact-based tasks. The research tasks 

were more complex than the fact-based tasks and students had more difficulty in completing 

them.  Most of the times, great variations were observed in the information-seeking behavior, 

depending on, the assigned tasks in the studies (Bilal, 2000, 2001, 2002).     

 

Specific Tasks and Information-Seeking Behavior 

Focusing on one specific part of information-seeking with a different sample size, 

Schacter, Chung, and Dorr studied 5
th

 and 6
th

 grade students’ information seeking on the internet. 

Tasks were categorized into two types which were ill-defined and well-defined tasks. Well-

defined tasks were specific and ill-defined tasks were open-ended in their nature. While 

perceived performance of the students were the same in both types of tasks, judges evaluating 

task performances concluded that children performed significantly better in ill-defined tasks. 

Schacter et al. suggested that the use of educational psychology knowledge is necessary in order 

to fully understand these research results and design of future studies in this area. 
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 In another study sampling K-12 students, McNally collected data through group 

interviews and concept maps in a longitudinal study. Sample students from humanities and 

science classes were subjected to data collection both in the beginning and at the end of their 

research tasks. Classification of the tasks was according to the students’ assignment for the 

science or humanities projects. In addition, while the students from humanities were assigned for 

imposed research projects, the students from science classes were assigned for both self-

generated and imposed research projects (McNally, 2005).  

In terms of usage, the Internet, books, and periodicals were most popular information 

sources for humanities students. People, mass media, and personal data sources were the other 

information sources used. On the other hand, science students assigned imposed research 

projects most popularly used the internet. People were the following information source. 

Required tools were the last information source for the science students (McNally, 2005). As it is 

seen in the findings of the study, students assigned humanities research projects used a much 

greater variety of sources than the students assigned for science projects. 

Focusing on faculty instead of students, Abouserie  studied information-seeking behavior 

of the social science faculty members assigned to different tasks at the University of Pittsburgh. 

Tasks were sorted into three main categories: teaching, research, and service. The findings 

indicated that faculty members performing teaching tasks used primary and secondary sources 

almost equally. While the faculty members performing research tasks preferred primary sources 

over the secondary sources, the faculty members performing service tasks used secondary 

sources more than primary sources. Overall, primary sources were preferred over secondary 

sources. Electronic resources were most commonly used in research tasks. Teaching tasks and 
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service tasks followed it. Overall, electronic sources were used more frequently than traditional 

sources. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

In this study, Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s model examining the interaction between task 

complexity and information seeking behavior, based on the findings of their 1995 study titled 

“Task complexity affects information seeking behavior and use,” is tested in a distinct police 

work environment. However, it should be noted that some limitations result from the use of 

research methods that differ from Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s. In order to collect the necessary data 

and derive meaningful results, I applied in this study a mixed research design in this study in 

which the researcher uses both qualitative and quantitative techniques.  

In a study with a mixed research design, the researcher aims to reduce weaknesses of 

qualitative and quantitative research and increase the validity of the study through the 

triangulation method (Creswell, 2003). Both quantitative and qualitative studies have their 

inherent strengths and weaknesses. Qualitative studies are frequently utilized as a basis of 

hypotheses for future testing in quantitative studies. In other words, qualitative studies are best in 

identifying an unknown phenomenon and quantitative studies are best in describing interactions 

between identified phenomena (Marczyk, DeMatteo, & Festinger, 2005). In light of this 

teaching, I first conducted 9 interviews to understand the unknown role of tasks in determining 

the information-seeking behavior of the police officials. Afterwards, I surveyed 185 police 

officers to test the interview findings and to better generalize the findings by using quantitative 

methods.  

The data, which is the nucleus of this study, is collected through interviews. In its 

simplest approach, an interview is “a conversation with a purpose” (Robson, 1993, p. 228). 
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According to Russel, much of the information on human behavior is collected by interviews. In 

addition, most of this information collection has particularly been done by research interviews. 

The research interviews are different than general interviews in several ways. In a research 

interview, the researcher arranges a social interaction with the person being interviewed in which 

the researcher “initiates and varyingly controls” the exchange of information in order to find a 

valuable and “comparable” information to test his or her hypothesis or to answer research 

questions (Russel, 1985, pp. 138-139). 

In this study, all 9 interviews were tape recorded and 6 of them were conducted over the 

telephone. Although they do not provide the same quality as well administered face to face 

interviews do, telephone interviewing is extensively used by academic researchers in the U.S. 

Moreover, telephone interviews save researchers’ money and time (Gillham, 2000). More 

importantly, those interviewed provide more honest answers, especially about disapproved issues 

in a social context given the fact that they do not look into interviewers’ eyes during the 

telephone interviews (Rubin & Babbie, 2007).  

The remaining 3 interviews out of 9 were conducted face-to-face. During a face-to-face 

interview the researcher can redefine his path of inquiry according to appealing responses and 

underlying motives. The nonverbal messages transmitted by both parties during the face-to-face 

interviews have crucial importance (Robson, 1993). Moreover, nonverbal clues help the 

researcher to understand or even reverse the meaning of the verbal responses (Robson, 1993).  In 

order to derive correct meanings, I took notes during the interviews about nonverbal expressions 

of those interviewed. 

In order to receive more detailed information from those interviewed, I applied a semi-

structured interview style. According to Robson, in a semi-structured interview the researcher 
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prepares a set of questions before the interview. However, the interviewer does not adhere to the 

questions strictly as in the structured interviews. Depending on the flow of conversation, the 

interviewer may ask new questions or may change the order of the questions during the 

interview. Because conducting a structured interview sometimes unnecessarily restricts the 

interviewer and an unstructured interview requires a great deal of experience, I did not select 

them for this study.  

According to Gubrium and Holstein, questions have crucial importance for interviews. It 

is true that to receive the desired information, the researcher must ask the proper questions. In 

order to receive detailed and sufficient answers from those interviewed without directing them, I 

asked open-ended questions during the interviews, except at the times when those interviewed 

failed to provide adequate information. Use of probes is also instrumental to make those 

interviewed expand their responses. Cohen and Manion recommend that the flexible nature of 

the open-ended questions provides the researcher a way to probe in-depth and avoid 

misunderstandings. In addition, the researcher has a chance to have an idea about the limits of 

the respondent’s knowledge.  

Furthermore, open-ended questions increase cooperation and understanding between the 

person being interviewed and the interviewer. The interviewer can make more definite 

assessments regarding the real beliefs of the responder. Most importantly, open-ended questions 

can result in “unexpected or unanticipated” responses of the person being interviewed and that 

may cause “hitherto unthought-of relationships or hypotheses” (Cohen & Manion, 1989, p. 313). 

On the other hand, the interviewer must be extra cautious not to give the control of the interview 

completely to the one being interviewed. In addition, analysis of the open-ended questions 

requires more time and precision than close-ended ones (Robson, 1993).  
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After the interviews, I conducted a survey in order to test the findings and generalize 

conclusions to the population. For this reason, the survey questions are prepared in compliance 

with the interviews. Most of the variables, such as perceived task complexity, are assessed via 

survey instrument. Five and ten-point Likert scaling design is utilized in most of the questions. 

The “other” option is provided among the answers of the survey questions in which the survey 

participants asked for the information sources that they used during the task performance in order 

to avoid leaving out information that may have been overlooked by the survey questions.  I 

surveyed 185 participants, taking into consideration that when the number of units of analysis 

increases, the internal validity of the study increases in the same direction (Maxfield & Babbie, 

2001).  

Eleven years of experience in the Turkish National Police was very beneficial in both 

before and during the data collection. In the process of determining interview and survey 

questions, it was very important to ask questions that may result in satisfactory answers 

regarding information sources used by police. At this point I benefited from my experience in the 

field and also from some expert opinion to determine probable information sources that police 

may use in related tasks and prepared questions accordingly. However, I also applied my 

maximum effort to not to mislead participants with my questions. During the interviews, when 

those interviewed halted without providing sufficient answers, I reminded them of specific 

information sources and asked them if they were used during their investigation.       

 

Participants 

In this study, the participants consisting of ranked and unranked officers working for 

Turkish National Police (TNP) volunteered to contribute to the study. Founded in 1845 and 
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responsible to the Ministry of Interior, the TNP provides law enforcement services to a large 

majority of the population living within the municipal boundaries of the provinces and districts 

in Turkey. Gendarmerie is the other law enforcement agency in Turkey serving the rest of the 

population mostly living in rural areas. TNP is a centralized organization with around 200.000 

personnel and its headquarters is located in Ankara, the capital city of Turkey.  

Appointment of the TNP personnel to the provinces is considered by the headquarters, 

but in the provinces the police chiefs are authorized regarding the deployment of the police 

officers into the divisions and police stations. Except for a very limited number of personnel, all 

ranked and unranked officers are subjected to obligatory appointments between different 

provinces, which provides high turnover within the organization. Not many officers work in the 

same province for a very long time or for all of his or her time of service in the TNP. When the 

assignment of the personnel from one division or police station to another within the provinces is 

added, the turnover rate becomes higher. Moreover, the ranked officers are subjected to more 

workplace changes because of their promotions. The same codes and regulations regarding work 

order and discipline in the organization is affective in the entire TNP. In addition, the same 

criminal code is enforced in all provinces of Turkey. With the contribution of the above 

mentioned factors, characteristics of both personnel and the conduct of police work and the 

operation of divisions are very similar across the organization. Thus, it provides a more accurate 

generalization of the research results to the entire organization.  

 Police officers in Turkey receive necessary education and training from one of the 29 

police schools before they start serving as police officers in TNP. It requires two years of 

commitment to graduate from one of the police schools. On the other hand, ranked officers 

graduate from the Police Academy, where they receive four years of education and training as 
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well as a bachelor’s degree after the completion. However, successful officers passing necessary 

exams also have the chance to become a ranked officer after a few months of training. The 

ranked and unranked police officers completing the police academy or police schools are trained 

accordingly to be able to work in any division of TNP after graduation. However, they also 

receive in-service training in the divisions that they are assigned. Officers, especially the ranked 

officers, may switch divisions many times depending on the workload and approbation of police 

chiefs in cities. It is common for a ranked or unranked police officer to be circulated between 

several different divisions within a few years. Actually, it is extremely rare for an officer to work 

in the same division during his entire career. Therefore, most of the time officers are very 

knowledgeable about the work practices of other departments.      

 In this study, participants are selected from among the members of the Turkish National 

Police working for anti-terrorism, homicide, and traffic departments in different cities of Turkey.   

A total number of 194 police officers from the police departments of Ankara, Eskisehir, Izmir, 

Kirikkale, Kirklareli, and Konya police departments participated in interviews and surveys.  

 

Interview Participants 

Using snowball sampling, 9 police officials from the police departments of Ankara, 

Izmir, Kirklareli, and Konya are selected for the interviews depending on their experience in 

their area of specializations and their willingness to participate in this study. Those interviewed 

were asked about their experiences in traffic, homicide, and anti-terrorism divisions. Three were 

selected from each division.  Code names consisting of one letter and one number are given to 

those interviewed. The letters in the code names of those interviewed represented the divisions 

they worked for. The letter T is used for traffic division, H for homicide division, and A for anti-
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terrorism division. The numbers of 1, 2, and 3 are used in the code names in order to differentiate 

the three interviewed who worked for the same division. Descriptive analyses of those 

interviewed will be presented in chapter 4.  

 

Survey Participants  

In addition to the interviews, 185 officers from Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale police 

departments are surveyed in this study. In a regular work day, 350 survey instruments were 

distributed to the related departments to be filled by the officers willing to participate in the 

study. Among those, 185 usable survey instruments were returned, indicating a 53.4% response 

rate.  

The police officers participating in the study came from the police departments of 

Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale. According to the 2008 census in Turkey, the population of 

Ankara is 4,548,939; Eskisehir is 741,739; and Kirikkale is 279,325(Turkish Statistics 

Institution, 2008). The size of the police departments in the selected cities and the number of the 

police officers participating in the study varies depending on the city population. One hundred 

three officers participated in the study from Ankara, which is the most populated city among the 

cities considered in this research. Following Ankara, 55 officers from Eskisehir and 27 police 

officers from Kirikkale, which is the least populated city, participated in the study. Descriptive 

analyses of the survey participants is presented in chapter 4.  

 

Information Sources 

Defining the information sources used by the police officers working in different 

divisions was one of the most important objectives of this study in order to reveal the 
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relationship between the information source used and task complexity in a police work 

environment. Those interviewed were asked about their information-seeking experiences in one 

of these three tasks in which they are assigned to seek necessary information from various 

sources and collect evidence in order to apprehend perpetrators and make necessary preparations 

and documentations for court. When those interviewed were short in their answers, benefitting 

from my earlier experience in police work, I prompted them about some of the information 

sources that they may possibly have used during the performance of their tasks, but failed to 

mention while answering the question. This strategy was very fruitful and many times those 

interviewed acknowledged their use when I asked them about a specific information source.     

The information sources provided in the survey instruments for the participants are 

determined through the interview findings, my personal experience, and some expert opinion. In 

addition, an “other” option provided among the answers for the participants, in case they want to 

add a new information source that had not been provided for them in the survey instrument. 

The information sources used by the police officers were divided into two categories as 

internal and external sources. The list of information sources that the participants selected in the 

survey instrument are represented in Tables 1 and 2 according to their internality or externality.   

Table 1 

List of Internal Information Sources 

INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Anti-terrorism department at the Turkish National Police headquarters 

2 Anti-terrorism departments in other cities 

3 Chief of Police 

4 Colleagues from Intelligence department 

5 Colleagues in other departments 

6 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

7 Crime scene reports 

 (table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued) 

INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

8 Criminal lab results 

9 Criminal record database of the current department 

10 Departments other than the Intelligence department 

11 Dispatch officer 

12 General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

13 Homicide departments in other cities 

14 Intelligence department 

15 Intelligence departments in other cities 

16 Law and regulation books and texts 

17 My own knowledge 

18 On duty supervisor of the anti-terrorism department 

19 Other documents of the anti-terrorism department 

20 Police departments in other cities 

21 Police stations 

22 Previous case files in the department 

23 Subordinates working in the same department 

24 Supervisors working in the same department 

25 The written orders issued by the supervisors about the handle of the cases 

26 Traffic departments in other cities 

 

 

Table 2 

List of External Information Sources 

EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Autopsy 

2 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

3 Daily newspapers 

4 Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches 

5 Family and relatives of the suspects 

6 General internet 

7 General public 

8 General TV channels 

9 Governor 

 (table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

10 Informants 

11 Judiciary personnel 

12 Letter of advice 

13 Minister of Interior 

14 Other institutions 

15 Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

16 Suspects 

17 Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

18 Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

19 The official charged with governing the provincial district 

20 The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

21 Victims 

22 Web sites making propaganda of the terrorist organizations 

23 Witnesses 

 

 

 In their model, Bystrӧm and Järvelin examined information under three categories: 

problem information (PI), domain information (DI), and problem solving information (PSI). In 

this research, other than the categorization of sources according to their internality or externality, 

I also categorized information sources into three groups: PI sources, DI sources, and PSI sources 

to assess the use of corresponding information types.  

 Bystrӧm and Järvelin defined the PI as the information which determines the 

composition, property, and necessities of the problem. In order to determine information sources 

used by the participants for PI, I asked Questions 9, 10, and 11 during the interviews and the 

Questions 6, 7, and 8 in the survey instrument (see Appendixes A, B, C, & D). The PI sources 

used by the participants are listed in Table 3.  
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Table 3 

List of Problem Information Sources 

PROBLEM INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Autopsy 

2 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

3 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

4 Crime scene reports 

5 Criminal lab results 

6 Departments other than the Intelligence department 

7 Dispatch officer 

8 General public 

9 Informants 

10 Intelligence department 

11 Letter of Advice 

12 On duty supervisor of the Anti-terrorism Department 

13 Police departments in other cities 

14 Police stations 

15 Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

16 Subordinates working in the same department 

17 Supervisors working in the same department 

18 Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

19 The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

 

 

 Bystrӧm and Järvelin identified the DI as specifics such as regulations, commonly 

recognized facts, and body of principles in the problem area. Question 12 during the interviews 

and the Question 9 in the survey instrument were asked to determine information sources used 

by the participants for DI (see Appendixes A, B, C, & D). The DI sources used by the 

participants are listed in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

List of Domain Information Sources 

DOMAIN INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

2 Judiciary personnel 

3 Law and regulation books and texts 

4 My own knowledge 

5 Subordinates working in the same department 

6 Supervisors working in the same department 

7 The written orders issued by the supervisors about the handle of the cases 

 

 Lastly, Bystrӧm and Järvelin described the PSI as problem-solving information involves 

procedures of problem treatment. In order to determine information sources used by the 

participants for PSI, I asked Question 13 during the interviews and Question 10 in the survey 

instrument (see Appendixes A, B, C, & D). The PSI sources used by the participants are listed in 

Table 5. 

Table 5 

List of Problem Solving Information Sources 

EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Chief of Police 

2 Colleagues from Intelligence Department 

3 Colleagues in other departments 

4 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

5 Governor 

6 Judiciary personnel 

7 Law and regulation books and texts 

8 Minister of Interior 

9 My own knowledge 

10 Previous case files in the department 

11 Subordinates working in the same department 

12 Supervisors working in the same department 

13 The official charged with governing the provincial district 
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Categorization of Tasks 

 Bystrӧm and Järvelin consider tasks under five categories: automatic information 

processing task, normal information processing task, normal decision task, known genuine 

decision task, genuine decision task.  The task complexity increases in these categories from 

automatic information processing task to genuine decision task. Rather than attempting to make a 

task classification depending on objective complexity, Bystrӧm and Järvelin examine task 

complexity in its subjectivity. Priori determinability, which refers to predictability of task 

information needs, operationalization, and results, is the basic instrument used to define 

complexity of tasks.   

In the light of Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s approach, I took subjective complexity into account 

when defining varying levels of complexity associated with police tasks. As three important 

tasks of police work environment, the investigation of traffic accident cases, homicide cases and 

terrorism cases construct task categories in this study. These tasks are handled by the officers 

working for three different divisions in a police department. Moreover, solving the case by 

apprehending or in some cases at least defining the suspects and submitting evidence and 

necessary documentation to the court is the goal of police officers performing these tasks. The 

tasks considered in this study, traffic accident, homicide and terrorism cases in Turkey, are 

described in following paragraphs.  

Traffic accident cases consist of the traffic accidents in which the officers working for a 

traffic division prepared documentation. Although the traffic accidents are considered a 

misdemeanor in Turkey, traffic officers do not have to report all traffic accidents. If there is no 

injury or death and the parties involved in an accident reached an agreement and exchanged their 

insurance information without any problem, traffic officers do not intervene. However, if any 
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injury or death occurred because of a traffic accident or involved parties are not able to reach an 

agreement about the incident, traffic officers intervene and collect necessary evidence from the 

scene, listen to the involved parties and witnesses, make a sketch of the scene, and photograph 

the positions of the cars. In light of their investigation, traffic officers prepare an expert report 

including the officers’ judgment about the occurrence of the accident. This report is submitted to 

the court where the final judgment will be made about the case.              

Homicide cases consist of investigations conducted by the officers working for homicide 

divisions. Homicide investigators look into the cases in which there is a probability that a human 

being has been killed purposely by another human being. In addition, suicides and any suspicious 

deaths occurring outside of natural reasons are also within the probable investigation area of 

homicide investigators.     

Lastly, the terrorism cases consist of investigation of terror crimes. In its first article, the   

Anti-Terror Law #3713 (TMK) in effect in Turkey defines terrorism cases as:   

 All kinds of activities attempted by a member or members of an organization by using 

 any of coercion, intimidation, suppression, force, violence, oppression, and threat 

 methods for the purpose of changing the characteristics of the Republic, the political, 

 jurisdictional, social, secular, economic system which are stated in the constitution, 

 destroying the territorial integrity of the state and its people,  jeopardizing the existence 

 of Turkish State and Republic, weakening, ruining or invading the authority of the State, 

 demolishing the basic rights and freedoms, destroying homeland and foreign security of 

 the State, public order, or public health  (as cited in Basibuyuk 2008, p. 30). 

 

According to the anti-terrorism department of TNP, there are thirteen terrorist 

organizations actively operating in Turkey. Most of them are located at the far left wing of the 

spectrum and nurtured by Marxist-Leninist ideology; there are also a few terrorist organizations 

in the list from the far right wing. The most ruthless and deadliest in terms of the attacks carried 

out by its members, Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan (PKK, Kurdish Workers Party, KADEK, 
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KONGRA-GEL) is a separatist, Marxist-Leninist ideology oriented terrorist organization at the 

top of the list. (Basibuyuk, 2008).       

In order to determine task complexity associated with traffic accident, homicide, and 

terrorism cases, the comments of those interviewed were requested in Question 15 (see appendix 

A). In the survey instrument, the participants were asked in Questions 12 and 13 to define the 

most and the least complex cases to solve in general (see Appendixes B, C, & D). In addition, in 

Questions 14, 15, and 16 they are asked to define the complexity of solving each case on a ten 

point Likert scale. However, because of inconsistent filing, Questions 14, 15, and 16 are 

cancelled and not analyzed (see Appendixes B, C, & D). Using participants’ answers to 

Questions 12 and 13, tasks are ordered from least to the most complex. In this manner, the task 

complexity is considered in its subjectivity depending on individual differences. The same 

information-seeking task might have been perceived in varying levels of complexity by different 

police officers due to their personal, educational, and situational differences. 

After analyzing the answers of those interviewed to Question 15, it is found that all of 9 

those interviewed considered terrorism cases to be the most complex cases. Following the 

terrorism cases, all of those interviewed identified homicide cases as the second most complex 

task. Finally, the traffic accident cases were defined as the least complex cases to solve in 

comparison to the terrorism and homicide cases, again by all of those interviewed.  

The absolute agreement of those interviewed on the complexity level of the three tasks is 

also confirmed by the survey participants. Analysis of the survey participants’ answers to survey 

Questions 12 and 13 revealed that a large majority of the surveyed police officers [74.3%; (n  = 

139)] defined terrorism cases as the most complex tasks among three task categories examined in 

this study. Following the terrorism cases, 24.1% of the participants (n = 45) identified homicide 



 

 

49 

 

cases as the most complex cases. While 1.6% of the participants (n = 3) did not answer the 

question, none of the participants considered traffic accident cases as the most complex cases to 

solve (see Table 6).  

Table 6 

The Most Complex Tasks  
 

TASK COMPLEXITY 1 

                                                   Frequency        Percent      Valid Percent        Cumulative Percent                                                               

Valid         Homicide cases                     45             24.3                     24.7                                24.7 

                  Terrorism cases                   137             74.1                     75.3                              100.0 

                  Total                                    182             98.4                   100.0 

Missing      System                                    3               1.6 

Total                                                      185           100.0 

 

 

 Answering the Question 13, a very large majority of the police officers (92.0%; n = 172) 

identified traffic accident cases as the least complex cases to solve. On the other hand, 4.8% of 

the respondents (n = 9) considered homicide cases and 2.7% of the respondents (n = 5) 

considered terrorism cases as the least complex cases to solve (see Table 7).   

Table 7  

The Least Complex Tasks 

 

TASK COMPLEXITY 2 

                                                   Frequency        Percent      Valid Percent        Cumulative Percent   

Valid        Traffic accident cases          170             91.9                     92.4                                92.4 

                 Homicide cases                       9               4.9                       4.9                                 97.3 

                 Terrorism cases                       5               2.7                       2.7                               100.0 

                 Total                                    184             99.5                   100.0 

Missing    System                                     1                 .5 

Total                                                     185           100.0 

 

 

In light of the answers provided by both interview and survey participants, it is 

determined that the terrorism cases are perceived as the most complex tasks by the participants. 
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The homicide cases are the second most complex and the traffic accident cases are the least 

complex tasks in terms of their perceived complexity.     

After defining subjective complexity of traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases, a 

one-way ANOVA test was conducted to understand if there is a significant relationship between 

task complexity and information source use by the police officers working for traffic, homicide, 

and anti-terrorism departments. Next, two other one-way ANOVA tests were conducted to 

determine if task complexity affects internal and external information source use in a police work 

environment. Finally, the last three one-way ANOVA tests were conducted to look for 

significant relationships between task complexity and the use of PI, DI, and PSI sources. 

 

Pilot Test 

In order to verify the instruments of the study, I conducted 1 pilot interview and 10 pilot 

surveys with ranked and unranked police officers working for anti-terrorism, homicide, and 

traffic divisions of Turkish National Police. Pilot questions were examined by 2 police officials 

from Turkish National Police who have extended experience on the field and doctorate degrees 

from universities in the U.S. The pilot interview and surveys are not included into the data 

analyzed in this study, but they contributed to a better design of the real interview and survey 

questions.  

 

Analysis of the Qualitative Data 

The total of 9 face to face and telephone interviews analyzed in this study were tape 

recorded. The length of the interviews varied approximately between 20 minutes to an hour. In 
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order to have a better insight of the data I made transcripts of them all. For coding and data 

analysis purposes, I used spread sheets. According to Robson while the coding process enables 

the researcher to combine specific information into a small number of categories for statistical 

analysis purposes, it also “inevitably involves some loss of information” (p. 253). In order to 

avoid unintended exclusion of some of the vital information from the analysis stage, I made a 

meticulous and recursive review of all of the transcripts from the interviewees. Because I only 

had a small number of interviews to analyze, the use of spread sheets produced satisfactory 

results. 

 

Analysis of the Quantitative Data 

 The data produced by 185 participant police officers is analyzed by using SPSS-16 

software. Other than some descriptive statistics, 6 sets of one-way ANOVA tests were conducted 

to look for statistically significant relationships between task complexity and information source 

use of the police officers working for traffic, homicide, and anti-terrorism divisions.  

 

Reliability and Validity 

 In order to deal with the concerns regarding reliability and validity issues, I used research 

methods which minimize such threats for this study. I applied a triangulation method and 

statistically tested the significance of my findings from the qualitative analysis with a 

quantitative analysis; these interviewees were different than survey participants. I benefitted 

from my 11 years of experience in TNP during the preparation of interview and survey 

questions. Moreover, two experts with doctoral degrees and extended experience in the field of 
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police work helped me with the questions in validation issues. In addition, the pilot interview and 

surveys were conducted to further test the questions.   

CHAPTER 4  

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings regarding the interaction between three different types 

of police tasks and information seeking behavior of the police officers in the order of research 

questions. They are   

1. What roles do tasks play in information-seeking behavior of police officers? 

2. What are the effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior of police officers?   

3. Do different tasks lead to use of different information sources by police officers?  

4. What kind of relationship exists between perceived task complexity and types of 

information sources used by police officers? 

The first research question was answered solely through using the data from interviews, 

and the rest of the research questions were answered by benefitting from both qualitative and 

quantitative data. Descriptive analyses of those interviewed and survey participants were 

presented before answering research questions.  

 

Descriptive Analysis of those Interviewed 

A total of nine interviews were conducted with the volunteered ranked and unranked 

police officers who had work experience in traffic, homicide or anti-terrorism divisions in TNP. 

In order to ensure anonymity, code names are given to those interviewed. The first letters in the 
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code names of those interviewed match with the first letters of the divisions they worked for. In 

addition, numbers from 1 to 3 are given to differentiate those interviewed who work in the same 

division.  For instance, the code names of T1, H1, and A1 are for the first of those interviewed 

from traffic, homicide, and anti-terrorism divisions. The code names used for those interviewed 

are T1, T2, T3, H1, H2, H3, A1, A2, and A3. Further information is provided for each of the 

interviewed in the following.  

 

T1: He is an unranked police officer working for the Ankara police department, traffic division. 

He is 46 years old, and he has 21 years of experience in traffic divisions of different cities’ police 

departments. He is a high school graduate, and he has participated in 12 in-service trainings or 

seminars regarding his duties since he became a police officer. 

 

T2: He is an unranked police officer working for the Ankara police department traffic division. 

He is 38 years old. He has 10 years of experience in traffic division. He graduated from a two 

year college program, and he has participated in 3 in-service training programs and seminars in 

traffic division. 

 

T3: He is chief of a police station in Konya. He has a bachelor’s degree. He worked for high-way 

traffic police in Mugla and Kars between 2001 and 2006 in the ranks of lieutenant and captain. 

He is 33 years old, but he was 30 when he last worked in a traffic division. He participated in 6 

in-service training programs regarding his duties in traffic division. He was asked about his 

experiences in traffic division.  
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H1: He is a superintendent working for the organized crime division in the Izmir police 

department. He started working in the homicide division in 1998 as a lieutenant, and he left the 

division in 2006 when he was captain and division chief. He is 33 years old, and he has a 

bachelor’s degree. During his 8 years of experience in homicide division, he participated in 4 in-

service training programs. He was asked about his experience in homicide division. 

 

H2: He is a superintendent at the age of 34. He worked for the Ankara police department 

homicide division between 1999 and 2003 in the rank of lieutenant. He had a bachelor’s degree 

when he was working in homicide division. He participated in 7 in-service trainings and 

seminars during his 4 to 5 year experience as a homicide investigator. 

 

H3: He is a police director responsible for homicide and several other divisions in the Konya 

police department. Since 1998, he has 11 years of experience in homicide divisions in Ankara 

and Konya. He is 41 years old, and he has a master’s degree. He participated in 4 in-service 

trainings and seminars regarding the issues around homicide investigation. 

 

A1: He is a superintendent at the age of 31. He has 2 years of experience in the Kirklareli police 

department anti-terrorism division. He has a doctorate degree, and he participated in 1 in-service 

training program in the anti-terrorism department. 

 

A2: He is a superintendent at the age of 34. He worked for the Ankara police department anti-

terrorism division between 2000 and 2004. He was a 29 year-old lieutenant when he left the anti-

terrorism division. He had a bachelor’s degree when he was in the anti-terrorism division. He 
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participated in 12 or 13 in-service trainings and seminars regarding his duties in anti-terrorism 

division. He was asked about his experience in anti-terrorism division.  

A3: He is a police director at the age of 41. He has 13 years of experience in the Ankara police 

department anti-terrorism division. He worked in the anti-terrorism division in the ranks of 

lieutenant, captain, and superintendent. He was 36 years old when he left the anti-terrorism 

division. He had a bachelor’s degree, and he participated in 20 in-service trainings and seminars 

while working for the anti-terrorism division.             

The descriptive analysis of those interviewed is also illustrated in Table 8.     

Table 8  

Descriptive Analysis of Interviewees  

INTERVIEWEES 

Code Name       Department               City                  Age                Rank                 Experience 

       T1                  Traffic                Ankara                  46       Unranked Officer              21 

       T2                  Traffic                Ankara                  38       Unranked Officer              10 

       T3                  Traffic             Mugla, Kars             33         Superintendent               5.5 

       H1               Homicide               Izmir                    33         Superintendent                  8 

       H2               Homicide              Ankara                  34         Superintendent                  5 

       H3               Homicide         Ankara, Konya          41          Police Director               11 

       A1          Anti-Terrorism         Kirklareli               31          Superintendent                 2       

       A2          Anti-Terrorism           Ankara                 34          Superintendent                 3 

       A3          Anti-Terrorism           Ankara                 41          Police Director               13 

 

All of those interviewed expressed their appreciation for dealing with the tasks in their 

divisions. While those interviewed considered themselves at least interested in their work, T3, 

who was a high-way traffic police station chief, stated that “if the fatality rate was 10 people for 

last year and if I can reduce this number by 6 in this year, I feel as happy as I have saved 6 

people's lives." Only one of those interviewed considered himself as “interested” while the rest 
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of those interviewed stated that they were “very interested” in dealing with one of the traffic 

accident, homicide, or terrorism cases. 

 

Descriptive Analysis of the Survey Participants 

The police officers participating to the study came from Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale 

police departments. According to the 2008 census in Turkey, Ankara has a population of 

4,548,939; Eskisehir has 741,739; and Kirikkale has 279,325 (Turkish Statistics Institution, 

2008). The size of the police departments in the selected cities varies depending on the city 

population. In this study, the number of the participating officers from three different city police 

departments also varied depending on the size of the police department. Distribution of the 185 

ranked and unranked police officers according to the police departments and divisions is 

represented in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Sample 

SAMPLE SIZE 

       Division                   Ankara                  Eskisehir                  Kirikkale                     Total 

        Traffic                            34                             14                              13                         61 

      Homicide                         23                             16                                6                          45 

Anti-Terrorism                      46                             25                                8                          79 

        Total                             103                             55                              27                        185 

 

As shown in Table 5, 103 officers participated in the study from the Ankara police 

department, and Ankara is the most populated city among three cities. Next, 55 officers 

participated from Eskisehir, and lastly, 27 police officers were from the Kirikkale police 

department. If the distribution of participants is considered according to their divisions, it is 
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found that 79 police officers were from anti-terrorism divisions, 61 officers were from traffic 

divisions, and 45 officers were from homicide divisions of the related police departments.  

 

Table 10 

Ranks of the Respondents 

RANKS 

                                                   Frequency        Percent      Valid Percent        Cumulative Percent   

Valid         1 Unranked Officer             160             86.5                     89.9                                89.9 

                  2 Ranked Officer                  18               9.7                     10.1                              100.0 

                  Total                                    178             96.2                   100.0 

Missing      System                                    7              3.8 

Total                                                      185           100.0 

 

 As Table 10 presents, a very large majority of the respondents (89.9%; n = 160) were 

unranked police officers while the ranked officers constituted approximately 10% (10.1%; n = 

18) of the respondents. 

Table 11 

Minimum and Maximum Age 

RANGE OF AGE 

                                  N       Minimum     Maximum     Mean    Median       Mode    Std. Deviation   

Valid                      180                   22                  50    36.29       36.00             34                  5.906 

Missing  System         5                            

Total                       185                                 

 

As seen in Table 11, the youngest participant was 22 years old, while the oldest 

respondent was 50 years of age. The average age for the participants was 36, and the age of 34 

was the most common age among the participants.   
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Table 12 

Respondent Age 

AGE 

                                                   Frequency        Percent      Valid Percent        Cumulative Percent   

Valid         30 and below                         30             16.2                    16.7                                 16.7 

                  31-40                                   106             57.3                    58.9                                 75.6 

                  41-50                                     44             23.8                    24.4                               100.0 

                  Total                                    180             97.3                   100.0 

Missing      System                                    5               2.7 

Total                                                      185           100.0 

 

 Table 12 provides further statistics about the ages of respondents. According to these 

statistics, most of the respondents (57.3%; n = 106) were between the ages of 31 and 40, 

followed by the respondents (23.8%; n = 44) between 41 and 50 years of age. Lastly, 16.2% of 

the respondents (n = 30) were younger than 30 years old. 

Table 13 

The Highest Level of Education Completed 

EDUCATION 

                                                   Frequency        Percent      Valid Percent        Cumulative Percent   

Valid         1 High school                        32             17.3                    17.4                                 17.4 

                  2 Two-year college               94             50.8                    51.1                                 68.5 

                  3 Four-year university          50             27.0                    27.2                                 95.7 

                  4 Graduate school                   8            4.3    4.3                           100.0 

                  Total                                    184             99.5                   100.0                        

Missing      System                                    1                 .5 

Total                                                      185           100.0 

  

 The survey participants were asked for their highest level of education, and the results are 

presented in Table 13. According to statistics, nearly half of the respondents (51.1%; n = 94) 

completed a two-year college degree. Next, 50 respondents (27.2%) have bachelor’s degrees 
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from universities. While 32 respondents (17.4%) are high school graduates, only 8 respondents 

(4.3%) completed a graduate program. 

 

Findings about the Research Question 1 

This section presents the findings regarding the Research Question 1. Research Question 

1 asked “what roles do tasks play in information-seeking behavior of police officers?” This 

question was answered solely through the analysis of qualitative data. First of all, the comments 

of those interviewed about the complexity of the traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases 

were presented. Next, information-seeking behavior of those interviewed from each of three 

divisions was examined. Finally, the differences between the source of information used by those 

interviewees and the role of task complexity during the performance of different tasks was 

presented to answer Research Question1. 

 

Complexity of Tasks   

 The tasks considered in this research—traffic accident, homicide and terrorism cases—

represent different aspects of the police work environment. The police officers who have 

graduated from one of the police schools or the police academy in Turkey are prepared to deal 

with any of these cases. Even if they do not immediately begin working in one of these three 

divisions, police officers in TNP may be assigned to one of these divisions at any point during 

their career. Therefore, they need to keep themselves informed about all types of police tasks. 

 When those interviewed were asked what they think about the level of complexity 

involved in traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases, they all agreed that terrorism cases 

are the most complex, followed by homicide, and then traffic accident cases. When asked why 
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terrorism cases are ranked first, A3 drew attention to the involvement of an organization during 

the performance of a terrorist activity, saying “A terrorism case is the first because there is an 

organization.” Also taking into account that terrorist acts are almost always committed by an 

organization, A2 made additional comments about how dangerous those terrorist organization 

members are compared to any other criminals, saying “you are going to deal with an 

organization, and they are more dangerous than any homicide suspect or criminals.” Comparing 

terrorists with the murderers dealt with by the homicide division, A1 stated that “people who 

know each other kill each other.” He also added that most of the killers in Turkey come to the 

police and confess.  

 While explaining the complexity of terrorism cases, some of those interviewed mentioned 

the code of secrecy in which terrorist organizations operate. A2 concluded that terrorism cases 

are much more secretive than murder and traffic accident cases. After explaining the 

confidentiality of the terrorism cases, A1 also suggested that more knowledge is required to 

solve a terrorism case by saying “…you should find why they did this, what can be the next step 

for this organization. You should also know about the foreign relations of your country.”  

H1, who had 8 years of experience in a homicide division until he became the division 

chief, also identified terrorism cases as more “complex” and “professional” than others. While 

explaining his choice of terrorism cases as the most complex cases, H3, who is a police director 

with 11 years of experience supervising homicide divisions, simply said “they are committed by 

more professional individuals.” H2, who also had nearly 5 years of experience as a lieutenant in 

a homicide division, explained the higher complexity of terrorism cases by stating “To me, 

terrorism cases are generally professional cases; they are planned beforehand and shortfalls and 

gaps are calculated.”  Also identifying the sophisticated planning involved in acts of terrorism, 
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T3 said “I can say that all of the terrorism cases are constructed on leaving the crime scene 

without getting caught after the terrorist activity; however, in most of the traffic accidents, 

drivers take wounded to the hospital, and they help to the wounded. It’s misdemeanor; 

individuals don’t run away from the scene.” H2 agreed with this, also stating that “In most of the 

traffic accident cases, involved parties are known.” 

  Those interviewed commenting on their ordering of three tasks in terms of their 

complexity expressed most of the time, why they chose terrorism cases as the most complex 

cases. Two of those interviewed mentioned why they identified traffic accident cases as the least 

complex cases. Two other described why they chose terrorism cases as more complex cases over 

homicide cases.  In summary, terrorism cases were identified as the most complex tasks to solve 

and the reasons given by those interviewed were: organizational involvement in terrorism cases, 

professionalism and danger of the terrorists, code of secrecy, sophisticated exit strategies, and the 

level of knowledge required to solve terrorism cases. On the other hand, traffic accident cases 

were chosen as the least complex to solve and the reasons given were the availability of the 

involved parties after the accident, and the classification of these accidents as misdemeanors. 

Homicide cases were considered to be the second most complex of tasks, and those interviewed 

did not comment much on their complexity. The results about the impact of the role of tasks in 

defining the information-seeking behavior of those interviewed were presented in the following 

section, beginning with the traffic accident cases. 

 

Traffic Accident Cases 

After analyzing the data, it was revealed that 14 different information sources were used 

by those interviewed from traffic divisions during their efforts to solve traffic accident cases. The 
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average number of information sources used by the interviewees was approximately 12 (M = 

11.6). The information sources used by those interviewed from traffic divisions was presented in 

Table 14. The order of the information sources in the tables 14 through 22 was not due to 

frequency of use or importance of the information sources.  

Table 14 

List of Traffic Accident Case Information Sources 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT CASE INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

2 Crime (Accident) scene and the findings from the crime scene 

3 Criminal Record Database of the current department 

4 Dispatch officer 

5 Judiciary Personnel 

6 Law and regulation books and texts 

7 My own knowledge 

8 Other departments 

9 Other Institutions 

10 Police stations 

11 Supervisors working in the same department 

12 Suspects 

13 Victims 

14 Witnesses 

 

 

 When externality and internality of the information sources were examined, it was found 

that those interviewed from traffic divisions used 8 internal information sources versus 6 external 

sources. The external and internal information sources used by those interviewed was shown in 

Tables 15 and 16.     
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Table 15 

List of Traffic Accident Case Internal Information Sources 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT CASE INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

2 Criminal Record Database of the current department 

3 Dispatch officer 

4 Law and regulation books and texts 

5 My own knowledge 

6 Other departments 

7 Police stations 

8 Supervisors working in the same department 

 

Table 16 

List of Traffic Accident Case External Information Sources _ 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT CASE EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Crime (Accident) scene and the findings from the crime scene 

2 Judiciary Personnel 

3 Other Institutions 

4 Suspects 

5 Victims 

6 Witnesses 

 

According to those interviewed from traffic divisions, crime (accident) scene and the 

findings from the crime scene and the suspects’ statements (drivers’ statements) are the most 

important information sources. While speaking about the main information sources necessary to 

solve traffic accident cases, T1 said “first of all, the traces on the road and the evidence on the 

scene.” In discussing evidence on the scene, other than the conventional evidence, T1 and T3 

included camera records belonging to the involved vehicles or one of the buildings close to the 

scene of the accident that could possibly have captured the incident. 



 

 

64 

 

Other than the crime scene and evidence from the scene, all of the interviewees drew 

attention to the importance of drivers’ statements. T1 gave the priority to the accident scene and 

the evidence from the scene, and said “…later on statements of the drivers…” Emphasizing the 

importance of the drivers’ statements, T2 said “First statements at the scene are very important 

for me.” T3 demonstrated how he puts together the drivers’ statements and the findings from the 

scene as pieces of a puzzle to see the bigger picture by saying “Drivers’ statements are the most 

important evidence that I use to solve traffic accident cases. If the driver describes the accident to 

me in a way that is consistent with the traces and circumstantial evidence on the scene, the traffic 

accident case has already solved, but if he’s telling an inconsistent story, he’s definitely hiding 

something.” 

Those interviewed from traffic divisions also reported using their own knowledge, 

witness and victim statements, databases of the department, supervisors and other institutions 

during their investigations. They used databases to reach the information regarding the involved 

vehicles and drivers. In a noticeable departure from the testimony of the others, T1 also reported 

using the database to identify fake accident claims.  

In order to receive problem information (PI), those interviewed from traffic divisions use 

the average of 3 (M = 3) problem information sources (PIS). Generally, they reported being 

informed about a traffic accident by the dispatcher at the traffic division who first receives the 

information through the traffic police emergency telephone line. T1 added that information about 

an accident might also come from supervisors in very rare occasions when they run into a traffic 

accident case during their traffic controls. T3 also mentioned rare occasions when traffic 

accidents were brought to the attention of patrolling traffic police by the citizens aware of the 

accident. 
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Those interviewed from traffic divisions stated that they are officially assigned to a case 

by their supervisors’ command; however, this order is not repeated for every case. When a 

dispatcher informs an officer about an accident in his area of responsibility he does not need wait 

for supervisor’s command. They also stated that they do not consult any alternative sources that 

might describe the case in order to ensure that they can fully understand it with only their own 

powers of perception. 

Those interviewed from traffic divisions used approximately 3 (M = 2.6) domain 

information sources (DIS) on average to retrieve domain information (DI) they needed during an 

investigation. As a DIS, all of those interviewed used their own knowledge in addition to law and 

regulation books. Other than these sources, T2 used more experienced colleagues and T3 used 

experts from other institutions in some instances. 

The average number of problem solving information sources (PSIS) used by those 

interviewed from traffic divisions to reach problem solving information (PSI) was 2 (M = 2). The 

PSIS used by those interviewees were supervisors, more experienced colleagues, their own 

knowledge, judges, and prosecutors. 

Homicide Cases 

Following the analysis of the data belonging to those interviewed from homicide 

division,; it is found that 32 different information sources were used by those interviewed to 

solve homicide cases. The average number of information sources used by the interviewees was 

approximately 26 (M = 25.6). The information sources used by those interviewed were 

represented in Table 17.  
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Table 17 

List of Homicide Case Information Sources 

HOMICIDE CASE  INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Autopsy 

2 Colleagues in other departments 

3 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

4 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

5 Crime scene reports 

6 Criminal lab results 

7 Criminal record database of the current department 

8 Daily newspapers 

9 Dispatch officer 

10 Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches 

11 Family and relatives of the suspects 

12 General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

13 General internet 

14 General public 

15 General TV channels 

16 Homicide departments in other cities 

17 Informants 

18 Intelligence department 

19 Judiciary personnel 

20 Law and regulation books and texts 

21 Lawyers 

22 My own knowledge 

23 Other departments 

24 Police departments in other cities 

25 Police stations 

26 Previous case files in the department 

27 Subordinates working in the same department 

28 Supervisors working in the same department 

29 Suspects 

30 Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

31 Victim’s family, friends and coworkers 

32 Witnesses 
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 When externality and internality of the information sources are examined, it is found that 

those interviewed from homicide divisions used 17 internal information sources versus 15 

external sources. The internal and external information sources used by those interviewed are 

shown in Tables 18 and 19.   

Table 18 

List of Homicide Case Internal Information Sources 

HOMICIDE CASE INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Colleagues in other departments 

2 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

3 Crime scene reports 

4 Criminal Lab results 

5 Criminal Record Database of the current department 

6 Dispatch officer 

7 General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

8 Homicide departments in other cities 

9 Intelligence department 

10 Law and regulation books and texts 

11 My own knowledge 

12 Other departments 

13 Police departments in other cities 

14 Police stations 

15 Previous case files in the department 

16 Subordinates working in the same department 

17 Supervisors working in the same department 

 

 

Table 19 

List of Homicide Case External Information Sources 

HOMICIDE CASE EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Autopsy 

2 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

3 Daily newspapers 

 (table continues) 
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Table 19 (continued) 

HOMICIDE CASE EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

4 Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches 

5 Family and relatives of the suspects 

6 General internet 

7 General public 

8 General TV channels 

9 Informants 

10 Judiciary personnel 

11 Lawyers 

12 Suspects 

13 Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

14 Victim’s family, friends and coworkers 

15 Witnesses  

 

 According to those interviewed from homicide divisions, some of the most important 

information sources that helped solve homicide cases were the crime scene, the evidence at the 

crime scene, the crime scene investigation unit, suspects, and witnesses. All of those interviewed 

agreed that the crime scene and the evidence from the crime scene were the most important 

information sources for solving a homicide case. Explaining the main advantage that of the crime 

scene and the evidence from the crime scene has over other information sources, H1 said “They 

are very important; the most important sources for us because they are more realistic.”  

Seconding this finding, H3, who has been supervising different homicide divisions for 11 years, 

said “The crime is solved by considering its location, time, and occurrence as well as the 

evidence collected from the crime scene.” 

 The crime scene investigation unit is another crucial information source for homicide 

investigations. This unit is responsible for collecting evidence from the crime scene and applying 

scientific methods to investigate that evidence in the hopes of discovering meaningful 

information that will be used for investigators. Supporting this finding, H2 said “the crime scene 
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investigation unit was our first degree information source.” Further explaining the nature of 

cooperation and information exchange between homicide divisions and crime scene investigation 

units, H2 added “we walk through the crime scene together, and argue about how it might have 

happened. It is a real advantage for us in solving the case.” 

 All three of those interviewed from homicide divisions stated that they benefit from 

suspects as information sources. Regarding this issue, H2 said “Suspects are one of the most 

important sources…” However, those interviewed placed suspects after physical evidence in 

terms of their being one of the most indispensable information sources for solving homicide 

cases. While commenting on the value of a suspect’s confession in a homicide investigation, H3 

said “it comes after physical evidence.” Also recognizing that most of the time suspects are 

prone to giving false statements to the police, H2 said “Suspects are one of the most important 

sources…, but they always tend to hide the things they know.” Explaining the factors that might 

turn suspects into more dependable information sources, H2 said “If you have complete and clear 

evidence in hand, if you are able to show during the interrogation that you know a lot, suspects 

would be turning into a first degree information sources.” 

 According to those interviewed, both witnesses and also their own knowledge are other 

important information sources for homicide investigators. H2 said one of the “most important 

was witnesses and then experiences” for homicide cases, stressing the role of witnesses and the 

experience or own knowledge of the investigators in clearing a homicide case. However, taking 

into account that they are not always dependable information sources, H3 said “Witnesses might 

also be misleading us. We do not accredit witnesses for 100%; always leave space for their 

fallibility.”  
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  In addition to the information sources directly related to a homicide case in hand, those 

interviewed used some other information sources which they believe help them broaden their 

perspective in the homicide cases. H1 reported watching documentaries and other TV programs 

regarding true life criminal cases or crime scene investigation in order to look at the homicide 

cases that he deals with from a wider point of view. Similarly, H2 said that he benefits from the 

knowledge in newspapers about how police in other cities solve homicide or other cases. Thus, it 

enhanced his knowledge which is one of the important information sources for homicide 

investigators in solving a homicide case. 

 In order to receive problem information (PI), those interviewed from homicide divisions 

used the average of 4 (M = 4) problem information sources (PIS). Dispatchers were the most 

common information sources used by all of those interviewed from homicide divisions to receive 

first information about homicide cases. Other than dispatchers, H1 and H2 said that on some 

occasions, they were also informed by police stations regarding an occurrence of a homicide 

case. H1 added, sometimes, patrol officers inform them about homicide cases while H2 reported 

receiving information about homicide cases from supervisors. Because he is the police director 

overseeing a few divisions including homicide bureau, H3 said he was informed about homicide 

cases by the on-duty supervisor or personnel of the homicide division if not by the dispatcher. 

 According to H1 and H2, their assignment to a homicide case was considered by the 

bureau chief or on duty supervisor. Because H3 is a police director responsible of a homicide 

division, officially, he assigns homicide bureau chief to the cases. While H2 did not use any 

information sources describing the case that he was assigned for his better understanding, H1 

reported using the first team arrived to the scene, crime scene reports, and the crime scene 

investigation unit for that purpose if he wasn’t present during the first crime scene investigation. 
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Again, H3 received further information about a case from the homicide bureau chief in order to 

further his understanding. 

 Those interviewed from homicide divisions use approximately 4 (M = 3.6) domain 

information sources (DIS) on average to reach domain information (DI) they needed during a 

homicide investigation. Their own knowledge and law and regulation books were the most 

commonly used DIS by them all. In addition, H1 reported benefitting from supervisors, 

subordinates and prosecutors to satisfy his need for domain information during a homicide 

investigation. Similarly, H2 used well experienced subordinates, but he also uses lawyers as a 

DIS. Probably due to his extended experience in homicide investigations or his position as a 

director overseeing homicide division, H3 only used his own knowledge and law books as DIS. 

 The average number of problem solving information sources (PSIS) used by those 

interviewed from homicide divisions to seek problem solving information (PSI) was 

approximately 3 (M = 2.6). H1 reported using his own knowledge, supervisors, subordinates, and 

archives to find PSI. H2 also benefitted from supervisors and subordinates to get PSI, but unlike 

H1, he also consulted prosecutors for PSI. When asked about PSIS he used during a homicide 

investigation, H3 said he arranges brainstorm meetings consisting ranked and unranked officers 

to find the most applicable PSI. H2 also mentioned organizing similar brainstorm meetings 

limited to his team members consisting of unranked officers for the pursuit of some helpful PSI. 

 

Terrorism Cases 

Analysis of the data revealed that those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions used 36 

different information sources to solve terrorism cases. The average number of information 



 

 

72 

 

sources used by those interviewed was approximately 29 (M = 28.6). The information sources 

used by the interviewees from anti-terrorism divisions were represented in Table 20.  

Table 20 

List of Terrorism Case Information Sources 

TERRORISM CASE INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Anti-terrorism departments in other cities 

2 Colleagues from other city police departments 

3 Colleagues in other departments 

4 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

5 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

6 Crime scene reports 

7 Criminal lab results 

8 Criminal record database of the current department 

9 Daily newspapers 

10 Dispatch officer 

11 Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches 

12 Family and relatives of the suspects 

13 General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

14 General internet 

15 General public 

16 Informants 

17 Intelligence department 

18 Intelligence departments in other cities 

19 Judiciary personnel 

20 Law and regulation books and texts 

21 My own knowledge 

22 National Intelligence Agency of Turkey 

23 Other departments 

24 Police departments in other cities 

25 Police stations 

26 Previous case files in the department 

27 Propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

28 Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

29 Subordinates working in the same department 

30 Supervisors working in the same department 

31 Suspects 

 (table continues) 
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Table 20 (continued) 

TERRORISM CASE INFORMATION SOURCES 

32 Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

33 The Anti-Terrorism Department at TNP Headquarters 

34 TV channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

35 Web sites making propaganda of terrorist organizations 

36 Witnesses 

 

 When externality and internality of the information sources are examined, it is found that 

those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions used 20 internal information sources versus 16 

external sources. The internal and external information sources used by the interviewees were 

shown in Tables 21 and 22. 

Table 21 

List of Terrorism Case Internal Information Sources 

TERRORISM CASE INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Anti-terrorism departments in other cities 

2 Colleagues from other city police departments 

3 Colleagues in other departments 

4 Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

5 Crime scene reports 

6 Criminal lab results 

7 Criminal record database of the current department 

8 Dispatch officer 

9 General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

10 Intelligence department 

11 Intelligence departments in other cities 

12 Law and regulation books and texts 

13 My own knowledge 

14 Other departments 

15 Police departments in other cities 

16 Police stations 

17 Previous case files in the department 

18 Subordinates working in the same department 

 (table continues) 
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Table 21 (continued) 

TERRORISM CASE INTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

19 Supervisors working in the same department 

20 The Anti-Terrorism Department at TNP Headquarters 

 

Table 22 

List of Terrorism Case External Information Sources 

TERRORISM CASE EXTERNAL INFORMATION SOURCES 

1 Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

2 Daily newspapers 

3 Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches 

4 Family and relatives of the suspects 

5 General internet 

6 General public 

7 Informants 

8 Judiciary personnel 

9 National Intelligence Agency of Turkey 

10 Propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

11 Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

12 Suspects 

13 Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

14 TV channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

15 Web sites making propaganda of terrorist organizations 

16 Witnesses 

 

 In light of the interviews with the officers from anti-terrorism divisions, it is revealed that 

some of the most important information sources to solve terrorism cases were intelligence 

departments; evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches; 

crime scene and the findings from the crime scene; and other city anti-terrorism departments. In 

addition, propaganda publications of terrorist organizations were the fundamental information 

source used by those interviewed to form the complete understanding of the logic behind the 

actions of a terrorist organization. 
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 One of the main information sources for those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions 

during the investigation of terrorism cases was the intelligence departments from various other 

cities’ police departments in addition to their own. In addition, the Intelligence department at 

TNP Headquarters and National Intelligence Agency of Turkey were other sources of 

intelligence for A2 and A3. Explaining the significance of the information received from 

intelligence departments for terrorism case investigations, A1 said it “is leading our 

investigation…Leading us to which way we should go.”  

 Intelligence departments were both information source and channel for those interviewed 

in their investigations. For instance, those interviewed reported receiving the information 

gathered through wiretap and technical surveillance from intelligence departments. In addition, 

those interviewed often reached information through informants within the intelligence 

departments. Supporting this finding A1 said “As a branch we don’t have authority to wiretap or 

technical surveillance, but intelligence department handle those issues and then gather the 

information and give us.”  

 A1 also commented on the relationship between the two departments and the reasons for 

the dependence of an anti-terrorism department on intelligence departments for the information 

about terrorism cases by saying, they have “more money than our department have, so they have 

permanent informants, so they always have truly updated kind of information, so sometimes our 

division; not sometimes, generally our division is kind of an operation arm or operation branch 

of the whole investigation.” 

 While commenting on the importance of information sharing between anti-terrorism and 

intelligence departments, A3 said “sharing information in your hand with the intelligence 

department; it is very important.” Following that, he gave some real-life examples from his 
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experiences in the anti-terrorism division. He said when he first started in the anti-terrorism 

department, the officers in anti-terrorism and intelligence departments were looking each other 

like enemies. He said “…they didn’t share what they have.”  

 Detailing what he did in order to correct enmity which was interrupting information 

sharing between two departments he said, “…we started a system, communication system, 

information sharing system. I used it a lot. Actually, from that our effort, we were awarded by 

the General Director.” A3 also reported using intelligence divisions in other city police 

departments for terrorism case investigations by saying “…we had a very successful operation 

based on my communication with colleagues in Istanbul Intelligence Division.” 

 Another important information source for those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions 

was the evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches. A2 

reported that they seized “letters, computers, digital storages and all kind of documents” through 

operations and searches and they used this evidence as information sources helping to remove 

shadows on terrorism cases. While assessing the value of these information sources A1 said, 

“…they are absolutely significant information sources and clues in solving the case, so they are 

real good information.” When A3 was asked about the evidence, documents, and information 

gathered through operations and searches, he answered “We used it a lot. Evidence is the most 

important, one of the most important issue for us.” 

 The crime scene and the findings from the crime scene were other information source for 

those interviewed from anti-terrorism departments. Emphasizing the importance of the crime 

scene for terrorism case investigations, A3 said, “Crime scene is one of the most important tools 

which we use.” Giving more specific information about how investigators benefit from the crime 

scene in terrorism cases A1 said, “… made of the bombs or the methods used in making these 
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bombs can be used as clues.” A1 also suggested that although the crime scene is one of the most 

important information sources for them, in terrorism cases the information gathered from the 

crime scene is not as rich or as helpful as it is in homicide or some other criminal cases. A1’s 

claim regarding the crime scenes in terrorism cases would be supported indirectly by the remarks 

of H3, H2 and T3 about the nature of terrorism cases. H3 said terrorism cases “are committed by 

more professional individuals.” Thus H2 suggested “terrorism cases are generally professional 

cases; they are planned beforehand and shortfalls and gaps are calculated.” Lastly, T3 pointed 

out “the terrorism cases are constructed on leaving the crime scene without getting caught after 

the terrorist activity.” When all these factors surrounding terrorism cases are taken into account, 

it might be expected for police to find less evidence at the crime scene of a terrorism case in 

comparison to other criminal activities. 

 Those interviewed from anti-terrorism departments report other city anti-terrorism 

divisions as another important information sources for their investigations. Those interviewed 

share information with other city anti-terrorism divisions through a secure intranet system called 

POLNET. A2 also reported using confidential letters to share information with the anti-terrorism 

divisions in other cities. Pointing out the importance of the Istanbul Police Department Anti-

Terrorism Division, A3 said, “Istanbul was the main source for us.” A3 reported even visiting the 

Anti-Terrorism Division in Istanbul on some occasions to discuss the information and evidence 

that both departments had in hand. To reflect the consistency of the information exchange 

between the two departments A3 said, we “think together, come in together and see those 

evidence.” 

 Finally, the propaganda publications of the terrorist organizations were reported as one of 

the important information sources by those interviewed from anti-terrorism departments. They 
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monitored propaganda publications both on the internet and through printed materials. When A3 

was asked about propaganda publications of terrorist organizations, he said “we follow them 

very closely.” Emphasizing the importance of propaganda for terrorist organizations, A1 said, 

“…we are absolutely monitoring their publications and get some really useful information 

because terrorism depends on the propaganda.”  A1 also suggested that in addition to propaganda 

publications of terrorist organizations, the investigators working on terrorism cases need to 

benefit from other publications that would be read and considered by the terrorists as the base for 

their ideological argument. Giving an example, A1 said, “…if you are dealing with left; left wing 

terrorist organizations, you should know about Marx and Lenin.”  

 In order to receive problem information (PI), those interviewed from anti-terrorism 

divisions use an average of 7 (M = 7) problem information sources (PIS). Intelligence 

departments were the most common information source for those interviewed from anti-

terrorism divisions from which to get initial information about terrorism cases. Other than 

intelligence departments, all of those interviewed reported using other cities’ police departments 

as PIS. Giving some more detail, A2 said “For the first case I remember, actually, it was a 

document found in Istanbul and Istanbul Police Department shared with us and then we had 

some operations…”  Two of those interviewed reported using dispatchers and police stations. In 

addition, other departments, supervisors, informants, and subordinates were among the other PIS 

used by those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions. 

 All of those interviewed reported that they were assigned to the terrorism cases by their 

commanding supervisors. While it was their bureau chiefs for A1 and A2, A3 was assigned to 

the cases by the division chief because he was working as a bureau chief. When those 

interviewed were asked about the information sources that further explain them the cases that 
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they were recently assigned, A1 reported benefitting from supervisors and colleagues for that 

purpose. A2 also used supervisors but he also uses informant and other departments. Differing 

from the other two interviewees, A3 reported once using once, one of his colleagues from the 

anti-terrorism or intelligence division of another city’s police department when he was assigned 

to execute a rid of a house which was believed to belong to the military wing of a terrorist 

organization. After his colleagues’ further explanations about the case, he cancelled the raid of 

the related house. In his words, he said, “Military wing of the terrorist organization; we were 

planning operation and then I contacted with my friend in another city. I got information from 

him, we realized that it was not a case like that; just a regular people, so I used my friend in that 

case.” A3 added that, other than the above mentioned case, he did not use any other information 

sources to further clarify to him the cases because he was a bureau chief. He said, “If you are 

director of the division or a bureau chief, you are the most knowledgeable person on that case.”  

 Those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions use an average of 4 (M = 4) domain 

information sources (DIS) to reach the necessary domain information (DI) they needed during 

the investigations. Their own knowledge was the most commonly used DISs by those 

interviewed. Other than consulting his knowledge, A1 used supervisors, subordinates, and the 

POLNET intranet system for laws and regulations. A2 also used his knowledge, supervisors and 

subordinates but he benefitted from prosecutors and law and regulation books that differed from 

A1’s use of DISs. A3’s choice for DISs were Law and regulation books, his knowledge, and 

colleagues in the same rank.    

 The average number of 3 (M = 3) problem solving information sources (PSIS) are used 

by those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions to seek problem solving information (PSI). 

While A1 reported consulting only with his supervisors, A2 used supervisors, equally ranked 
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colleagues, subordinates and prosecutors for PSI. A3 used the same information sources as A2 

except prosecutors. Instead of prosecutors, A3 benefitted from his own knowledge. Another 

finding regarding the PSIS used by those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions was A2’s 

mention of the meetings in his division similar to H3 and H2’s brainstorm meetings for PSI. A2 

reported that in these meetings officers from “all ranks were contributing to the decision or 

tactics most of the times.”  

 

Comparisons and the Role of Task Complexity  

 When the information-seeking behavior of those interviewed working on different tasks 

is compared, it is found that those interviewed dealing with traffic accidents used 14; those 

interviewed working on homicide cases used 32; and lastly those interviewed dealing with 

terrorism cases used 36 different information sources. In other words, it is found that the variety 

of information sources used by those interviewed increased from traffic accident cases through 

homicide and terrorism cases.       

 In terms of the average number of information sources used by those interviewed, the 

least number of information sources 12 (M = 11.6) were used by the officers dealing with traffic 

accident cases. Following that, the average number of approximately 26 (M = 25.6) information 

sources were used by those interviewed investigating homicide cases. Lastly, those interviewed 

from anti-terrorism divisions used an average of 29 (M = 28.6) information sources during the 

investigation of terrorism cases. 

 All of those interviewed considered terrorism cases as the most complex tasks when they 

were asked to rank the most complex tasks among traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism 

cases. The homicide cases were found to be the second most complex tasks and the traffic 
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accident cases were ranked as the least complex tasks to solve by all of those interviewed. When 

this finding regarding task complexity is taken into account, it is found that both the total number 

of information sources and the average number of information sources used by those interviewed 

increased from the least complex task through the most complex task. In other words, the 

number of information sources used by those interviewed during the investigation of traffic 

accident, homicide and terrorism cases increased from traffic accident to homicide to terrorism 

cases. 

 Information seeking behaviors of those interviewed had similarities and differences due 

to the performance of different police tasks. For instance, those interviewed from traffic 

divisions reported that the scene of the accident, the findings from the scene of the accident and 

the drivers involved (suspects) were the most important information sources for their 

investigation. These information sources were ranked by all of those interviewed investigating 

traffic accident and homicide cases as two of their most important information sources; however, 

for those interviewed from homicide divisions, the crime scene investigation unit was the second 

most important information source after the crime scene. In addition, witnesses were also one of 

the most important information sources for them following the suspects. 

 Those interviewed who were investigating terrorism cases also benefitted from the crime 

scene and the evidence from the scene as one of their most important information sources. 

However, the intelligence departments, and the evidence, documents, and information gathered 

through operations and searches were more important information sources than the crime scene 

for the officers investigating terrorism cases. Following the crime scene, anti-terrorism divisions 

in other cities’ police departments and propaganda publications by the terrorist organizations 

were other most important information sources for those interviewed.  
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 To receive PI, the average number of the PISs used by those interviewed (Traffic 

accident cases, M = 3; Homicide cases, M = 4; Terrorism cases, M = 7) increased from traffic 

accident cases through homicide and terrorism cases. All of those interviewed used dispatch as 

an information source to receive primary information about the cases. While the dispatcher was 

the main information source for those interviewed investigating traffic accident cases, those 

interviewed from homicide divisions also benefitted from police stations in addition to 

dispatchers. Using more information sources than those interviewed from traffic and homicide 

divisions, those interviewed from anti-terrorism divisions used intelligence department, other 

cities’ police departments, dispatchers, and the police stations to receive initial information about 

terrorism cases.  

 All of those interviewed received their case assignments from their supervisors. Those 

interviewed who were investigating traffic accident cases did not use any information sources to 

further explore the case that they were assigned. However, those interviewed who were dealing 

with homicide cases used crime scene investigation units and colleagues. Moreover, those 

interviewed who were working on terrorism cases used supervisors, colleagues, informants, and 

other departments to receive further information about newly assigned cases. 

 The average number of DISs used by those interviewed (Traffic accident cases, M = 2.6; 

Homicide cases, M = 3.6; Terrorism cases, M = 4) also rose from traffic accident cases through 

homicide and terrorism cases. In order to receive DI, all of those interviewed used their 

knowledge and law and regulation books and texts. Other DISs used in almost all three tasks 

were supervisors, equally ranked colleagues, and subordinates. In addition, prosecutors were 

used in terrorism cases and lawyers were used by some in homicide cases for DI. 
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 Similar to the findings about the use of PISs and DISs, the average number of PSISs used 

by those interviewed (Traffic accident cases, M = 2; Homicide cases, M = 2.6; Terrorism cases, 

M = 3) increased from traffic accident cases through homicide and terrorism cases. The officers’ 

own knowledge, supervisors, equally ranked colleagues, prosecutors were the information 

sources used by those interviewed in all three tasks. Those working on homicide and terrorism 

cases reported holding brainstorming meetings in which PSI is exchanged among the 

participating officers from all ranks. 

 The findings presented above show that not only do the total and the average number of 

information sources  increase from traffic accident through homicide and terror cases, but so the 

number of PISs, DISs, and PSISs. In addition, the number of internal (Traffic accident cases, n = 

8; Homicide cases, n = 17; Terrorism cases, n = 20) and external (Traffic accident cases, n = 6; 

Homicide cases, n = 15; Terrorism cases, n = 16) information sources used by those interviewed 

increase from traffic accident cases through homicide and terrorism cases. 

The complexity of information used also increased from traffic accident cases through 

homicide and terrorism cases. The use of brainstorming sessions in homicide and terrorism cases 

but not in traffic accident cases was one of the indicators suggesting the need for more complex 

information in more complex tasks. In addition, A1 suggested that the officers dealing with 

terrorism cases need to know about the propaganda of terrorist organizations. He said “…if you 

are dealing with left; left wing terrorist organizations, you should know about Marx and Lenin.” 

A1 also said “You should also know about the foreign relationships of your country” indicating 

that the complexity of information needed by the officers dealing with terrorism cases differs 

from the officers investigating homicide cases. Moreover, according to Bystrӧm and Järvelin, the 

most complex information type is problem solving information (PSI), followed by domain 
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information (DI) and problem information (PI). The findings from qualitative analysis indicate 

that the number of PISs, DISs, and PSISs increased from the least complex task through the most 

complex task which suggests the use of more complex information in complex tasks.  

 In conclusion the findings from this qualitative analysis were in compliance with the 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings that when task complexity increased: 

 The complexity of required information to accomplish tasks increased. 

 The number of the information sources increased. 

 The need for domain and problem solving information increased. 

 The use of external information sources and variety of sources increased. 

In addition, the use of internal information sources was also higher in more complex tasks; 

however, it was justified by Bystrӧm and Järvelin, Tiamiyu and Wilson that administrative 

personnel has a tendency to use more internal sources. Moreover, from the least complex task 

through the most complex task, the number of PISs which includes the need for PI was also 

increased along with the use of DISs and PSISs.   

 In order to ensure triangulation, the findings from this research question will be tested 

through an examination of their statistical significance in the following research questions with 

the analysis of quantitative data.  

 Findings about the Research Question 2 

This section presents the findings regarding the Research Question 2. Research question 

2 asks “what are the effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior of police officers?” One-

way ANOVA technique and post hoc tests were used to detect significant differences in the 

number of information sources used by the three groups of survey participants investigating 

traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases in Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale police 
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departments. The analysis revealed that the officers investigating more complex tasks use more 

sources than the officers dealing with less complex tasks in the population. 

Before conducting one-way ANOVA and following post hoc tests, several requirements 

of analysis of variance must be met. First of all, as it is required, the dependent variable in the 

analysis is interval; and the independent variable designates the groups which consist of the 

officers investigating traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases. In addition, both the 

independent and the dependent variables satisfied the Central Limit Theorem which requires at 

least 10 cases in variables.  

Table 23 

Normality 1 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-NORMALITY 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum   Maximum   Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

N. of Sources  185                  3      42    19.12      8.776        .379      .179        -.447       .355 

Valid               185 

 

As it is presented in Table 23, both skewness (skew = .379) and kurtosis (kur = -.447) 

values for the dependent variable were below +1 or above -1 which indicated normality of the 

distribution. 

Table 24 

Homogeneity 1 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-HOMOGENEITY 1 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                  9.056         2                         182                         .000 

 

In order to decide about the homogeneity assumption, a levene test was conducted. As it 

was shown in Table 24, the null hypothesis suggesting that there is no variation among the 
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population means (lev = .000, p < .05) was rejected. Therefore, the homogeneity assumption was 

violated. However, transformation applied and the values of the dependent variable were squared 

to satisfy homogeneity assumption.  

 Table 25 

Homogeneity 2  

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-HOMOGENEITY 2 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                    .243         2                         182                        .784 

 

 When the dependent variable was transformed, as it is seen in Table 25 the levene test 

result indicated no variation among the population means (lev = .784, p > .05). Therefore the 

homogeneity assumption was satisfied.  
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Table 26 

Descriptives 1 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-DESCRIPTIVES 

                                                                                                        95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61           3.1800          .67240       .08609            3.0078        3.3523                   1.73                 4.58 

Homicide Cases         45           4.5570          .73107       .10898            4.3374                   4.7766                   2.83                 5.74 

Terrorism Cases         79           4.8975          .72613       .08170                   4.7349                    5.0602                   3.61                 6.48 

Total                         185           4.2484        1.03988       .07645                   4.0976                    4.3992                   1.73                 6.48 

 

 

Table 27 

ANOVA 1  

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 107.198 2 53.559 106.298 .000 

Within Groups 91.771    182 .504   

Total 198.969 184    
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Table 28 

Post Hoc Test 1 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2-POST HOC TEST 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -1.37696* .13954 .000            1.7067                   -1.0472 

Terrorism Cases -1.71748* .12103 .000           -2.0035                  -1.4315 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.37696* .13954 .000            1.0472                    1.7067 

Terrorism Cases -.34052* .13262 .030             -.6539                    -.0271 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.71748* .12103 .000            1.4315                    2.0035 

Homicide Cases .34052* .13262 .030              .0271                      .6539 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  
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The one-way ANOVA test results F (2, 182) = 106.298, p = .000 indicated that the 

number of information sources used by the police officers differed significantly at least between 

two groups (see Table 27). Furthermore, the post hoc analysis using the Tukey criterion for 

significance revealed statistically significant differences in the number of information sources 

used by all three groups of police officers. The officers investigating traffic accident cases (M = 

3.18, 95% CI [3.00, 3.35]) used significantly less information sources than the officers dealing 

with homicide (M = 4.55, 95% CI [4.33, 4.77]) and terrorism (M = 4.89, 95% CI [4.73, 5.06]), p 

= .00 cases. In addition, the officers investigating homicide cases (M = 4.55, 95% CI [4.33, 

4.77]) used significantly less number of information sources than the officers working on 

terrorism cases (M = 4.89, 95% CI [4.73, 5.06]), p = .03 (see Tables 26 and 28). 

Because the survey participants rated terrorism cases as the most complex and the traffic 

accident cases as the least complex tasks, in light of post hoc comparisons, it can be concluded 

that, in the population, the officers investigating more complex tasks used significantly more 

information sources than the others. 

 

Findings about the Research Question 3 

This section presents the findings regarding the Research Question 3. Research question 

3 asks “Do different tasks lead to the use of different information sources by police officers?” 

One-way ANOVA technique and post hoc tests were applied to detect significant differences in 

the use of PISs, DISs, and PSISs in three different police tasks. The analysis revealed that the 

officers investigating more complex tasks use more PISs, DISs, or PSISs than the officers 

dealing with less complex tasks in the population. 
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Initially, the use of PISs by the officers investigating three different tasks was researched. 

The differences among the means of three groups were examined through conducting a one-way 

ANOVA test and a post hoc analysis. Before the analysis the assumptions of ANOVA were 

checked. The dependent variable in the analysis was interval and the independent variable 

designated the groups. In addition, the variables satisfied central limit theorem. However, the 

dependent variable was transformed through squaring its values because of violating 

homogeneity assumption.       

Table 29 

Normality 2 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-NORMALITY 1 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum   Maximum   Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

N. of PIS         185             1.00   4.24     2.60  .682219         .127      .179        -.452       .355 

Valid               185 

 

As it is shown in Table 29, both skewness (skew = .127) and kurtosis (kur = -.452) values 

for the transformed dependent variable indicated normality of the distribution.  

Table 30 

Homogeneity 3 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-HOMOGENEITY 1 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                  2.558         2                         182                         .080 

 

 In addition, the levene test result (lev = .080, p > .05) suggested that the homogeneity 

assumption was also satisfied (see Table 30). 
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Table 31 

Descriptives 2 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-DESCRIPTIVES 1 

                                                                                                         95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61           2.0861          .47507       .06083            1.9644        3.3523                   1.00                 3.16 

Homicide Cases         45           2.7174          .57839       .08622            2.5436                   4.7766                   1.00                 3.61 

Terrorism Cases         79           2.9440          .63346       .07127                   2.8021                    5.0602                   1.73                 4.24 

Total                         185           2.6060          .68219       .05016                   2.5070                    2.7049                   1.00                 4.24 

 

 

Table 32 

ANOVA 2  

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-ANOVA 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 26.072 2 13.036 39.834 .000 

Within Groups 59.560    182 .327   

Total 85.631 184    
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Table 33 

Post Hoc Test 2 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-POST HOC TEST 1 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -.63126* .11241 .000             -.8969                     -.3656 

Terrorism Cases - .85790* .09750 .000           -1.0883                     -.6275 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .63126* .11241 .000              .3656                       .8969 

Terrorism Cases                       -.22664 .10684 .088             -.4791                       .0258 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .85790* .09750 .000              .6275                     1.0883 

Homicide Cases                         .22664 .10684 .088             -.0258                       .4791 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  
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As it is presented in Table 20, the one-way ANOVA test results F (2, 182) = 39.834, p = 

.000 indicated that the number of PISs used by the three groups of police officers differed 

statistically significant ways at least between two groups. Furthermore, the Tukey post hoc test 

indicated that the officers investigating traffic accident cases (M = 2.08, 95% CI [1.96, 2.20]) 

used significantly less PISs than the officers investigating homicide (M = 2.71, 95% CI [2.54, 

2.89]) and terrorism (M = 2.94, 95% CI [2.80, 3.08]), p = .00 cases. On the other hand, the mean 

difference between the groups of officers investigating homicide (M = 2.71, 95% CI [2.54, 2.89]) 

and terrorism (M = 2.94, 95% CI [2.80, 3.08]) cases was not statistically significant at p < .05 

(see Tables 19 and 21).  

In brief, the number of PISs used in the least complex task was significantly less than the 

number of PISs used in the other two, more complex tasks. However, there was no statistically 

significant difference in the number of PISs used in the second most and the most complex tasks. 

 In order to look for any statistically significant differences in the number of DISs used 

by the three groups of police officers, another one-way ANOVA test and following post hoc 

analysis were conducted. As in earlier analysis, the variables did not have any violations for the 

statistical tests.  

Table 34 

Normality 3 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-NORMALITY 2 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum   Maximum   Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

N. of DIS        185                  0        7     3.16      1.587         .333      .179        -.531       .355 

Valid               185 

 

As it is shown in Table 34, both skewness (skew = .333) and kurtosis (kur = -.531) values 

indicated that the normality assumption was satisfied.  
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Table 35 

Descriptives 3 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-DESCRIPTIVES 2 

                                                                                                         95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61               2.43            1.384           .177                2.07            2.78                        0                      6 

Homicide Cases         45               3.42            1.574           .235                2.95                       3.90                        0                      6 

Terrorism Cases         79               3.58            1.558           .175                       3.23                        3.93                        0                      7 

Total                         185               3.16            1.587           .117                       2.93                        3.39                        0                      7 

 

 

 

 

Table 36 

Homogeneity 4 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-HOMOGENEITY 2 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                    .951         2                         182                         .388 
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Table 37 

ANOVA 3 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-ANOVA 2 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 50.024 2 25.012 11.019 .000 

Within Groups 413.111    182 2.270   

Total 463.135 184    

 

 

 

 

Table 38 

Post Hoc Test 3 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-POST HOC TEST 2 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -.996* .296 . 003               -1.70                         -.30 

Terrorism Cases -1.156* .257 .000               -1.76                         -.55 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .996* .296 . 003                  .30                         1.70 

Terrorism Cases                           -.160 .281 . 837                 -.82                           .50 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.156* .257 .000                  .55                         1.76 

Homicide Cases                             .160 .281 . 837                 -.50                           .82 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  
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Lastly, the levene statistics (lev = .388, p > .05) in Table 36 suggested that the 

homogeneity assumption was also satisfied. The one-way ANOVA results F (2, 182) = 11.019, p 

= .000 presented in Table 37 indicated that the number of DISs used by the three groups of 

police officers differed statistically significant between at least two groups. Moreover, the Tukey 

post hoc comparisons revealed that the officers investigating traffic accident cases (M = 2.43, 

95% CI [2.07, 2.78]) used significantly less number of DISs than the officers investigating 

homicide (M = 3.42, 95% CI [2.95, 3.90]) and terrorism (M = 3.58, 95% CI [3.23, 3.93]), p = .00 

cases. However, the mean difference between the groups of officers investigating homicide (M = 

3.42, 95% CI [2.95, 3.90]) and terrorism (M = 3.58, 95% CI [3.23, 3.93]) cases was not 

statistically significant at p < .05 (see Tables 35 and 38).  

In conclusion, the number of DISs used in the least complex task was significantly less 

than the number of DISs used in the other two, more complex tasks. However, there was no 

statistically significant difference in the number of DISs used in the second most and the most 

complex tasks. 

Finally, the mean differences in the number of PSISs used by the three groups of police 

officers were examined through a one-way ANOVA procedure and a following post hoc 

analysis. During the analysis, because the dependent variable was violating normality 

assumption, square roots of its values were taken for transformation. After the transformation the 

normality assumption was met (skew = -.025, kur = .382) (see Table 39).   
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Table 39 

Normality 4 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-NORMALITY 3 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum  Maximum    Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

N. of PSIS      185             1.00            3.46  2.1007   .42119        -.025      .179         .382       .355 

Valid               185 
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Table 40 

Descriptives 4 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-DESCRIPTIVES 3 

                                                                                                         95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61           1.8625          .35132       .04498            1.7725        1.9524                   1.00                 2.45 

Homicide Cases         45           2.2100          .34439       .05134            2.1065                   2.3134                   1.00                 3.00 

Terrorism Cases         79           2.2223          .43634       .04909                   2.1246                    2.3200                   1.00                 3.46 

Total                         185           2.1007          .42119       .03097                   2.0396                    2.1617                   1.00                 3.46 

 

 

 

Table 41 

Homogeneity 5 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-HOMOGENEITY 3 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                 1.837         2                         182                        .162 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

99 

 

Table 42 

ANOVA 4  

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-ANOVA 3 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 5.168 2 2.584 17.116 .000 

Within Groups 27.475    182 .151   

Total 32.642 184    

 

 

 

 

Table 43 

Post Hoc Test 4 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3-POST HOC TEST 3 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -.34752* . 07635 .000             -.5279                         -.30 

Terrorism Cases -.35984* . 06622 .000             -.5163                         -.55 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .34752* . 07635 .000              .1671                         1.70 

Terrorism Cases                        -.01231 . 07256 .984             -.1838                           .50 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .35984* . 06622 .000               .2033                        1.76 

Homicide Cases                          .01231 . 07256 .984             -.1592                       .1838 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  
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The levene test results (lev = .162, p > .05) satisfied the homogeneity assumption (see 

Table 41). Furthermore, the one-way ANOVA test F (2, 182) = 17.116, p = .000 indicated that 

the number of PSISs used by the three groups of police officers differed statistically significant 

between at least two groups (see Table 42). Moreover the post hoc analysis using the Tukey 

criterion for significance revealed statistically significant differences between the means of 

groups of police officers. The officers investigating traffic accident cases (M = 1.86, 95% CI 

[1.77, 1.95]) used significantly less PSISs than the officers investigating homicide   (M = 2.21, 

95% CI [2.10, 2.31]) and terrorism (M = 2.22, 95% CI [2.12, 2.32]), p = .00 cases. However, the 

mean difference between the groups of officers investigating homicide (M = 2.21, 95% CI [2.10, 

2.31]) and terrorism (M = 2.22, 95% CI [2.12, 2.32]) cases was not statistically significant at p < 

.05 (see Tables 40 and 43). 

In other words, it is found that the number of PSISs used in the least complex task was 

significantly less than the number of PSISs used in the second most and the most complex tasks. 

However, there was no statistically significant difference in the number of PSISs used in the 

second most and the most complex tasks.  

In conclusion, the number of all three types of information sources (PIS, DIS, PSIS) used 

in the least complex task was significantly less than the number of all three types of information 

sources used in the second most and the most complex tasks. However, the same statistically 

significant increase in the number of all types of information sources from the second most 

complex to the most complex task was not apparent. 

 

 

      



 

 

101 

 

Findings about the Research Question 4 

This section presents the findings regarding the Research Question 4. Research question 

4 asks “What kind of relationship exists between perceived task complexity and types of 

information sources used by police officers?” In order to answer this research question, one-way 

ANOVA tests and post Hoc comparisons were conducted. The analysis revealed whether the 

officers investigating more complex tasks use more external or internal information sources in 

the population. 

First the use of internal information sources by the three groups of police officers 

investigating traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases was examined. A one-way ANOVA 

test and following post hoc comparisons were applied. The variables were appropriate for the 

analysis; however, to satisfy the homogeneity assumption, the dependent variable was 

transformed through squaring its values.    

Table 44 

Normality 5 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-NORMALITY 1 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum  Maximum    Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

S.I. Sources      185           1.00            5.10  3.3235   .76093        -.106      .179        -.221       .355 

Valid                 185 

  

As it is shown in Table 44, both skewness (skew = -.106) and kurtosis (kur = -.221) 

values indicated that the normality assumption was satisfied by the transformed dependent 

variable. 
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Table 45 

Descriptives 5 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-DESCRIPTIVES 1 

                                                                                                         95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61           2.6256          .55499       .07106            2.4835        2.7677                   1.00                 3.74 

Homicide Cases         45           3.6007          .57548       .08579            3.4278                   3.7736                   2.45                 4.47 

Terrorism Cases         79           3.7045          .60814       .06842                   3.5683                    3.8407                   2.45                 5.10 

Total                         185           3.3235          .76093       .05594                   3.2131                    3.4339                   1.00                 5.10 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 46 

Homogeneity 6 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-HOMOGENEITY 1 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                   .280         2                         182                        .756 
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Table 47 

ANOVA 5 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-ANOVA 1 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 44.638 2 22.319 65.623 .000 

Within Groups 61.900    182 .340   

Total 106.538 184    

 

 

 

 

Table 48 

Post Hoc Test 5 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-POST HOC TEST 1 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -.97511* .11460 .000           -1.2459                     -.7043 

Terrorism Cases -1.07892* .09940 .000           -1.3138                     -.8440 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases .97511* .11460 .000              .7043                     1.2459 

Terrorism Cases                        -.10381 .10892 .607             -.3612                      .1536 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.07892* .09940 .000               .8440                    1.3138 

Homicide Cases                          .10381 .10892 .607             -.1536                      .3612 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Lastly, the levene statistics (lev = .756, p > .05) presented in Table 46 indicated that the 

homogeneity assumption was also satisfied. As it is represented in Table 47, the one-way 

ANOVA results F (2, 182) = 11.019, p = .000 revealed that the number internal information 

sources used by the three groups of police officers differed statistically significant between at 

least two groups. Furthermore, the Tukey post hoc comparisons indicated that the officers 

investigating traffic accident cases (M = 2.62, 95% CI [2.48, 2.76]) used significantly less 

internal information sources than the officers investigating homicide (M = 3.60, 95% CI [3.42, 

3.77]) and terrorism (M = 3.70, 95% CI [3.56, 3.84]), p = .00 cases. However, the mean 

difference between the groups of officers investigating homicide (M = 3.60, 95% CI [3.42, 3.77]) 

and terrorism (M = 3.70, 95% CI [3.56, 3.84]) cases was not statistically significant at p < .05 

(see Tables 45 and 48).  

In other words, it was revealed that the number of internal information sources used in 

the least complex task was significantly less than the number of internal information sources 

used in the second most and the most complex tasks. However, there was no statistically 

significant difference in the number of internal information sources used in the second most and 

the most complex tasks. In order to reveal if any statistically significant differences were present 

in the number of external information sources used by the three groups of police officers, another 

one-way ANOVA test and post hoc comparisons were conducted.  

Table 49 

Normality 6 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-NORMALITY 2 

                                                                                                        Skewness                 Kurtosis 

                           N    Minimum  Maximum    Mean    Std.D.   Statistic   Std.E.    Statistic    Std.E. 

S.E. Sources     185           1.00            4.36  2.6149   .81779        -.264      .179        -.817       .355 

Valid                 185 
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Table 50 

Descriptives 6 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-DESCRIPTIVES 2 

                                                                                                         95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

                                    N             Mean          Std. D.        Std.E.        Lower Bound         Upper Bound          Minimum        Maximum 

Traffic A. Cases         61           1.7520          .54419       .06969            1.6126        1.8913                   1.00                 3.16 

Homicide Cases         45           2.7831          .51026       .07607            2.6298                   2.9364                   1.41                 3.74 

Terrorism Cases         79           3.1854          .52409       .05896                   3.0680                    3.3028                   2.00                 4.36 

Total                         185           2.6149          .81779       .06012                   2.4962                    2.7335                   1.00                 4.36 

 

 

 

 

Table 51 

Homogeneity 7 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-HOMOGENEITY 2 

Levene Statistics    df1   df2   Sig. 

                   .432         2                         182                        .650 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 

106 

 

Table 52 

ANOVA 6 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-ANOVA 2 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 72.406 2 36.203 130.090 .000 

Within Groups 50.649    182 .278   

Total 123.054 184    

  

 

Table 53 

Post Hoc Test 6 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4-POST HOC TEST 2 

Tukey HSD  95% Confidence Interval 

(I) Cases (J) Cases        Mean Difference(I-J) Std. E. Sig. Lower Bound          Upper Bound 

Traffic A. Cases 

Homicide Cases -1.03110* .10366 .000           -1.2761                     -.7861 

Terrorism Cases -1.43340* .08992 .000           -1.6459                   -1.2209 

Homicide Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.03110* .10366 .000              .7861                     1.2761 

Terrorism Cases                          -.40230* .09852 .000             -.6351                     -.1695 

Terrorism Cases 

Traffic A. Cases 1.43340* .08992 .000             1.2209                    1.6459 

Homicide Cases                         .40230 .09852 .000               .1695                      .6351 

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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In order to satisfy the homogeneity assumption the dependent variable was transformed 

through squaring its values. As it is shown in Table 49, the transformed dependent variable met 

the criteria to satisfy the normality assumption (skew = -.264, kur = -.817). In addition, the 

levene statistics (lev = .650, p > .05) in Table 51 suggested that the homogeneity assumption was 

also satisfied after transformation.    

The one-way ANOVA test results F (2, 182) = 130.090, p = .000 indicated that the 

number of external information sources used by the police officers differed significantly between 

at least two groups of police officers (see Table 52). Furthermore, the post hoc comparisons 

using the Tukey criterion for significance revealed statistically significant differences in the 

number of external information sources used by all three groups of police officers. The officers 

investigating traffic accident cases (M = 1.75, 95% CI [1.61, 1.89]) used significantly less 

external information sources than the officers dealing with homicide (M = 2.78, 95% CI [2.62, 

2.93]) and terrorism (M = 3.18, 95% CI [3.06, 3.30]), p = .00 cases. In addition, the officers 

investigating homicide cases (M = 2.78, 95% CI [2.62, 2.93]) used significantly less information 

sources than the officers working on terrorism cases (M = 3.18, 95% CI [3.06, 3.30]), p = .00 

(see Tables 50 and 53). 

In other words, because the survey participants rated terrorism cases as the most complex 

and the traffic accident cases as the least complex tasks, it can be concluded that in the 

population, the officers investigating more complex tasks used significantly more number of 

external information sources than the others. 
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CHAPTER 5  

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

Introduction 

The research focusing on the relationship between tasks and information-seeking 

behavior contributes to the theory growth (Vakkari, 1998) and better understanding (Vakkari, 

2003) of information-seeking behavior. Empirical support is one of the most important factors 

needed for theories to emerge and continue their existence. Even though many scholars accept 

the influence of tasks on information-seeking behavior and mention this phenomenon in theories 

and models, there is still a need for more empirical studies in this area (Hansen & Järvelin, 2005; 

Vakkari, 1998, 2003). The scholars studying effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior 

have approached the issue from varying perspectives. While some of them have examined the 

relationship between task complexity and information seeking behavior (Bystrӧm, 2002; 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin, 1995; O’Reilly 1982; Pinelli et al., 1993; Tiamiyu, 1992; Bilal 2000, 

2001, 2002) some other researchers (Abouserie, 2003; McNally, 2005; Schacter et al., 1998) 

have considered how tasks with different specifications affect information-seeking behavior.  

Looking to the issue from a wider perspective, many scholars study information seeking 

behavior in different professions (Aksakal, 2005; Ellis and Haugan, 1997; Kostiainen et al., 

2003; Kuhlthau & Tama, 2001; Leckie et al., 1996; O’Connor, 2003; Willmer, 1970; Von 

Seggern, 1995) accommodating various groups of tasks under their work environment. By 

providing detailed qualitative and quantitative analyses about the information seeking behavior 

of police dealing with varying tasks in Turkey, this research served partially to build a bridge 

between two perspectives: one focused specifically on tasks and the other studied the 

phenomenon from a wider viewpoint of professions. Needless to say, this research also 
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contributed to the under-studied area of information seeking behavior in a police work 

environment. However, the effects of task complexity on information seeking behavior were the 

primary concern for the researcher. 

For this purpose, findings of Bystrӧm and Järvelin in their 2005 study were tested in a 

different work environment, using different research methods. Bystrӧm and Järvelin categorized 

tasks into 5 groups that have varying levels of complexity. They also considered information 

under three categories: problem information (PI), domain Information (DI), and problem solving 

information (PSI). They collected the data through diaries and questionnaires from the 

government officials in the city of Pori in Finland. 

In this research tasks were categorized into three groups: traffic accident cases, homicide 

cases, and terrorism cases. The participants in the study came from traffic, homicide and 

terrorism divisions of Ankara, Eskisehir, and Kirikkale police departments in Turkey. The 

necessary data was collected through interviewees and surveys. Taking the Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin’s definitions for PI, DI, and PSI into account, the information sources were considered 

under three categories in order to assess the use of corresponding information type: problem 

information sources (PIS), domain information sources (DIS), and problem solving information 

sources (PSIS). 

 In conclusion the findings from this study were in compliance with the Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin (1995)’s findings that when task complexity increased: 

 The complexity of required information to accomplish tasks increased. 

 The number of the information sources increased. 

 The need for domain and problem solving information increased. 

 The use of external information sources and variety of sources increased. 
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 However, different than Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings, it is found that from the least 

complex task through the most complex task, the number of PISs which includes the need for PI 

was also increased along with the use of DISs and PSISs. The increase in the number of PISs, 

DISs, and PSISs was only statistically significant between the least complex task and other two 

tasks. There was no statistically significant increase in the number of PISs, DISs and PSISs 

between the most and the second most complex tasks.  

 

Findings 

 After the analysis of qualitative data, in compliance with Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings, 

it was revealed that when task complexity increases, the complexity of required information to 

accomplish tasks also increases. 

 Confirming Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings, it was found after the analysis of qualitative 

data that when task complexity increases, the number of information sources used by those 

completing the task increases. Furthermore, the quantitative analysis revealed that the increase in 

the number of information sources used from the least to the most complex task was statistically 

significant. 

 Bystrӧm and Järvelin suggested that when task complexity increases, the need for domain 

and problem solving information also increases. However, the qualitative data analysis revealed 

that not only the use of DI and PSI, but also the use of PI increased when task complexity 

increased. Moreover, the quantitative analysis indicated that the increase in the number of PIS, 

DIS, and PSIS used by the police officers was statistically significant between all cases except 

between the second most complex and the most complex task. The statistically insignificant 
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difference between the homicide and terrorism cases might have been caused by the close 

proximity in the level of complexity between two cases. 

According to Bystrӧm and Järvelin, the most complex information type is problem 

solving information (PSI), followed by domain information (DI) and problem information (PI). 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin suggested that when task complexity increases, the complexity of required 

information to accomplish tasks also increases. The findings from qualitative analysis indicated 

that the number of PISs, DISs, and PSISs increased from the least complex task through the most 

complex task, suggesting the use of more complex information in complex tasks. The 

quantitative analysis also revealed statistically significant mean differences in the number of 

PISs, DISs, and PSISs between all cases except homicide and terrorism cases. Again, the 

statistically insignificant difference between the homicide and terrorism cases might have been 

caused by the close proximity in the level of complexity between two cases. 

 Lastly, Bystrӧm and Järvelin found that when task complexity increases, variety of 

sources and the use of external information sources also increase. The qualitative analysis 

revealed that the officers investigating terrorism cases used 36, the officers working on homicide 

cases used 32, and the officers dealing with traffic accident cases used 14 different information 

sources. Therefore, in compliance with Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s finding, it was concluded that 

when task complexity increased, variety of information sources increased. In addition, the 

qualitative analysis indicated, an increase in the use of external information sources, along with 

the increase in the task complexity. Furthermore, the quantitative analysis revealed that the mean 

difference in the use of external information sources between all cases was statistically 

significant. Therefore, when task complexity increased, the use of external information sources 

in the population increased. According to the qualitative analysis, the use of internal information 
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sources also increased from the least complex through the most complex task; however, the 

quantitative analysis revealed that the mean difference in the number of internal information 

sources was not statistically significant between the homicide and terrorism cases but significant 

between other cases. 

 

Limitations 

This study aimed to test the findings of Bystrӧm and Järvelin in a different work 

environment with different research methods. Therefore, differences in the application of two 

studies were unavoidable. The use of questionnaires instead of diaries, and the measure of task 

categories in their general characteristics instead of focusing on individual tasks were the main 

differences between the Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s study and this one. Although, the methods used 

to determine varying complexity between tasks are different, the concept of measuring the 

effects of task complexity on information-seeking behavior is same in both studies. 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin considered tasks under five categories: automatic information 

processing tasks, normal information processing tasks, normal decision tasks, known genuine 

decision tasks, and genuine decision tasks.  The task complexity increased in these categories 

from automatic information processing tasks to genuine decision tasks. Benefiting from diaries 

for their data collection, Bystrӧm and Järvelin assessed the type of information used by task 

doers during the performance of specific tasks. Bystrӧm and Järvelin considered tasks at the 

individual level; I, however, used surveys; and instead of specific tasks, I focused on three 

different information-seeking tasks of police in general. I divided the tasks into three categories: 

traffic accident cases, murder cases, and terrorism cases.  
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Again, benefiting from the use of diaries in their study, Bystrӧm and Järvelin defined the 

complexity of each task according to its priori determinability and types of information used 

during the performance of that task. For instance, in the simplest task category: automatic 

information processing tasks, only PI was used. In normal decision tasks, PI and DI was used. In 

the most complex task category, genuine decision tasks, all PI, DI, and PSI was used. In a police 

work environment, generally all PI, DI, and PSI was used in traffic accident, homicide, and 

terrorism cases: however, varying level of task complexity still exist between these three tasks. 

In order to determine task complexity in traffic accident, homicide, and terrorism cases, the 

participants were asked to define the most and the least complex case to solve. In this way, the 

task complexity is considered subjectively depending on individual differences. The same 

information-seeking task might have been perceived in varying levels of complexity by different 

police officers due to their personal, educational, and situational differences. 

Differences mentioned above might be considered as limitations of this study by some 

researchers while some other scholars might consider these differences unavoidable results of 

testing Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings in a distinct work environment with different research 

methods.  

 

Theoretical Implications 

 Empirical studies have crucial importance for theory growth. Moreover, there is a need 

for more empirical studies to stimulate growth of prevailing theories and models examining the 

effects of tasks on information-seeking behavior. (Hansen & Järvelin, 2005; Vakkari, 1998, 

2003).Replicating their study in a distinct work environment by using different research 

methods, this study provided empirical support for Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s model explaining the 
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effects of task complexity on information-seeking behavior is tested in this study. Different than 

Bystrӧm and Järvelin’s findings, it is found that not only the need for domain and problem 

solving information, but also the need for problem information increased when task complexity 

increased. 

 

Methodological Implications 

 In this study with a mixed research design, I aimed to reduce weaknesses of qualitative 

and quantitative research and increase the validity of the study through the triangulation method . 

However, the findings of Bystrӧm and Järvelin are mostly based on their qualitative analysis. 

Thus, the qualitative studies have limitations when it comes to generalization of research 

findings to the population. Utilizing quantitative research analysis, many findings of Bystrӧm 

and Järvelin are tested in this study for their being statistically significant. Moreover, the 

statistically significant results in this research have supported the findings of Bystrӧm and 

Järvelin in their model.  

 

Professional Implications   

 Based on the findings from this research, traffic, homicide and anti-terrorism divisions in 

police departments in Turkey may reconsider their applications regarding the use of information 

sources. Moreover, in order to maximize the information income from the most important 

information sources, a new information training program should be made available to the 

personnel. New strategies can be developed to maximize the use and benefit of information 

sources that are underused. In addition, the findings of this study draw attention to the increase in 
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the amount of information processed in more complex tasks. In this context, police departments 

may develop policies that will ensure better information management in complex cases.   

   

Future Recommendations 

In the future, this research can be reapplied with some modifications. The task categories 

in this research can be increased with the participation of police officers from a wider range of 

police departments. In addition, testing the results of this study by developing a regression model 

which includes additional variables such as time and experience may provide a better 

understanding of task complexity and police information-seeking behavior. Moreover, 

duplication of this research or similar studies in other countries may reveal the differences and 

similarities of police information-seeking behavior in different cultures.    
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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1. Can you please tell me in which city and in what branch of a police department do you work? 

2. What is your rank in the Turkish National Police? 

3. How old are you? 

4. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

5. How long have you been working for an anti-terrorism (or a homicide or a traffic) department? 

6. How many in-service training programs and seminars have you attended which were directly 

related to the department that you are currently working for or which had teachings that you 

can use in your current departmental duties? 

7. What can you say about your interest in handling the tasks that you are assigned in your 

department? 

8. Can you please tell me about the information sources that you use while working on a 

terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) case? 

9. Please tell me about the information sources that notify you for the first time about the 

terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) cases. 

10. Can you please tell me about the information sources that notify you about your assignment to 

a terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) case? 

11. What are the information sources that describe the case that you are assigned to for your better 

understanding? 

12.  Where do you get the information about lawful procedures, regulations and facts while 

working on a terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) case in hand? 

13. Can you please tell me about the sources you use for information on tactics, solutions, and 

lawful procedures for solving a terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) case? 
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14. Can you please tell me some about the nature of your communications during the information 

exchange with information sources in the course of the efforts to solve a terrorism (or homicide 

or traffic accident) case? 

15. What can you say about the complexity of solving terrorism, homicide or a traffic accident 

case? 

16. What is the role of working with well experienced officers in solving terrorism (or homicide or 

traffic accident) cases? 

17. What can you say about the role of working with the officers who are very much interested in 

their work? 

18. How important is it to have a compatible team work among the personnel in an anti-terrorism 

(or homicide or traffic) department in order to solve terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) 

cases? 

19. What is the role of working with well motivated officers in solving the terrorism (or homicide 

or traffic accident) cases? 

20. What can you say about the role of working with very well educated officers in solving the 

terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) cases? 

21. How important is it to have an open information exchange between the anti-terrorism (or 

homicide or traffic) and other departments in order to solve terrorism (or homicide or traffic 

accident) cases? 

22. Do you think it is important to have public’s support, trust and willingness to give information 

to the police in order to solve terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) cases? 

23. What is the role of good administration of an anti-terrorism (homicide, or traffic) department in 

solving the terrorism (or homicide or traffic accident) cases? 
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24. What do you think about the use of the latest technology communication tools by an anti-

terrorism (or homicide or traffic) department personnel while dealing with terrorism (or 

homicide or traffic accident) cases? 
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APPENDIX B 

 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR THE POLICE OFFICERS WORKING FOR A TRAFFIC 
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1. In which city do you work? 

[ ] Ankara [ ] Eskisehir [ ] Kirikkale 

 

2. How old are you? 

_____________________  

 

3. How long have you been working for a traffic department? 

_____________________    

4. On a scale where “10” means you have a great amount of interest in solving traffic 

accident cases and “1”means you have none at all, how would you rate your interest in 

solving traffic accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

   

5. Please select the information sources that you use when working on a traffic accident 

case. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Daily News papers  

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations                                          

[ ] General TV  channels 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations  

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene Reports 
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[ ] Criminal lab results 

[ ] General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

[ ] Criminal Record Databases of the Traffic department 

[ ] Previous case files in the department 

[ ] Other documents of the Traffic Department  

[ ] Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches. 

[ ] Intelligence Department  

[ ] Departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism departments in other cities. 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism Department at the Turkish National Police Headquarters  

[ ] Intelligence departments in other cities 

[ ] Traffic departments in other cities 

[ ] Homicide departments in other cities 

[ ] Suspects 

[ ] Family and relatives of the suspects 

[ ] Witnesses 

[ ] Victims 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] General public  

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in other departments 
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[ ] General Internet 

[ ] Web sites making propaganda of the terrorist organizations 

[ ] Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ______________________________________  

 

6. Please check the information sources that notify you for the first time about the traffic 

accident cases. Choose as many as necessary.  

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Traffic Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 
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[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

7. Please check the information sources that notify you about your assignment to a traffic 

accident case. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Traffic Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

 [ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    
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8. Please check the information sources that describe you the case that you are assigned to 

for your better understanding. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Traffic Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    
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9. Which information sources do you use to find information about lawful procedures, 

regulations and facts in order to solve a traffic accident case in hand? Choose as many as 

necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Law and regulation books and texts 

[ ] The written orders issued by the supervisors about the handle of the cases 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

10. Which information sources do you use to learn and decide about the tactics and solutions 

as well as the lawful procedures that you need to aware of during the solving efforts of a 

traffic accident case? Choose as many as necessary.  

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] I don’t need to know this kind of information 

[ ] Superiors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department who are knowledgeable in 

these matters 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department who are knowledgeable in these matters 

[ ] Colleagues from Intelligence Department 

[ ] Colleagues from other department except Intelligence Department 

[ ] Related prosecutor or judge 
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[ ] The official charged with governing the provincial district 

[ ] Chief of Police 

[ ] Governor 

[ ] Ministry of Interior 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ________________________   

 

11. On a scale where “10” means that you always use formal communication and “1”means 

that you always use informal communication, how would you rate your use of formal 

communication during the information exchange with information sources in the course 

of the efforts to solve a traffic accident case? 

[ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

12. Please select the most difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case 

    

13.  Please select the least difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case  

14. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a terrorism case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

15. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a homicide case? 
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 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

16. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a traffic accident 

case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

17. Please choose the highest level of education you have completed. 

[ ] High School [ ] Two-year college  [ ] Four-year university  

[ ] Graduate School [ ] Other _______________ 

 

18. Which one indicates your position at work? 

[ ] Unranked police officer  [ ] Ranked officer 

  

19.  How many in-service training programs and seminars have you attended which were 

directly related to the department in which you are currently working or which had 

teachings that you can use in your current departmental duties.   

[ ] 0-3  [ ] 4-6  [ ] 7- 10 [ ] 11-14 [ ] 15 or more 
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In the questions from 20 through 28 you are asked to comment on the factors that may be 

important in solving traffic accident cases. In these questions, on a scale where “10” 

means that it is very important and “1”means that it is not important, how would you rate 

the importance of the comments in each statement according to their importance in 

solving traffic accident cases? 

 

20. How important is it for traffic department personnel to be experienced in solving traffic 

accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

21. How important is it for traffic department personnel to have interest in solving traffic 

accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

22. How important is it to have a good team work among the personnel in a traffic 

department in order to solve traffic accident cases. 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

23. How important is it to have well motivated traffic department personnel in order to solve 

traffic accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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24. How important is it to have very well educated traffic department personnel in order to 

solve traffic accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

25. How important is it to have an open information exchange between the traffic and other 

departments in order to solve traffic accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

26. How important is it to have public’s support, trust and willingness to give information to 

the police in order to solve traffic accident cases. 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

27. How important is it to have very well administered traffic department personnel in order 

to solve traffic accident cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

28. How important is it to use the latest technology communication tools in a traffic 

department in order to solve traffic accident cases. 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR THE POLICE OFFICERS WORKING FOR A HOMICIDE 
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1. In which city do you work? 

[ ] Ankara [ ] Eskisehir [ ] Kirikkale 

 

2. How old are you? 

_____________________  

 

3. How long have you been working for a Homicide department? 

_____________________  

   

4. On a scale where “10” means you have a great amount of interest in solving homicide 

cases and “1”means you have none at all, how would you rate your interest in solving 

homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

   

5. Please select the information sources that you use when working on a homicide case. 

Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Daily News papers  

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations                                          

[ ] General TV  channels 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations  

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 
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[ ] Crime scene Reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results 

[ ] General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 

[ ] Criminal Record Databases of the Homicide department 

[ ] Previous case files in the department 

[ ] Other documents of the Homicide Department  

[ ] Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches. 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] Departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism departments in other cities. 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism Department at the Turkish National Police Headquarters  

[ ] Intelligence departments in other cities 

[ ] Traffic departments in other cities 

[ ] Homicide departments in other cities 

[ ] Suspects 

[ ] Family and relatives of the suspects 

[ ] Witnesses 

[ ] Victims 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] General public  

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 
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[ ] Colleagues in other departments 

[ ] General Internet 

[ ] Web sites making propaganda of the terrorist organizations 

[ ] Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ______________________________________  

 

6. Please check the information sources that notify you for the first time about the homicide 

cases. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Homicide Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 
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[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

7. Please check the information sources that notify you about your assignment to a homicide 

case. Choose as many as necessary.  

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Homicide Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 
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[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

8. Please check the information sources that describe you the case that you are assigned to 

for your better understanding. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Homicide Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

 [ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    
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9. Which information sources do you use to find information about lawful procedures, 

regulations and facts in order to solve a homicide case in hand? Choose as many as 

necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Law and regulation books and texts 

[ ] The written orders issued by the supervisors about the handle of the cases 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

10. Which information sources do you use to learn and decide about the tactics and solutions 

as well as the lawful procedures that you need to aware of during the solving efforts of a 

homicide case? Choose as many as necessary.   

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] I don’t need to know this kind of information 

[ ] Superiors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department who are knowledgeable in 

these matters 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department who are knowledgeable in these matters 

[ ] Colleagues from Intelligence Department 

[ ] Colleagues from other department except Intelligence Department 

[ ] Related prosecutor or judge 
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[ ] The official charged with governing the provincial district 

[ ] Chief of Police 

[ ] Governor 

[ ] Ministry of Interior 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ________________________   

 

11. On a scale where “10” means that you always use formal communication and “1”means 

that you always use informal communication, how would you rate your use of formal 

communication during the information exchange with information sources in the course 

of the efforts to solve a homicide case? 

[ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10  

 

12. Please select the most difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case 

    

13.  Please select the least difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case  

 

14. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a terrorism case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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15. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a homicide case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

16. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a traffic accident 

case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

17. Please choose the highest level of education you have completed. 

[ ] High School [ ] Two-year college  [ ] Four-year university  

[ ] Graduate School [ ] Other _______________  

 

18. Which one indicates your position at work? 

[ ] Unranked police officer  [ ] Ranked officer 

19. How many in-service training programs and seminars have you attended which were 

directly related to the department in which you are currently working or which had 

teachings that you can use in your current departmental duties.   

[ ] 0-3  [ ] 4-6  [ ] 7- 10 [ ] 11-14 [ ] 15 or more 
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In the questions from 20 through 28 you are asked to comment on the factors that may be 

important in solving homicide cases. In these questions, on a scale where “10” means that 

it is very important and “1”means that it is not important, how would you rate the 

importance of the comments in each statement according to their importance in solving 

homicide cases? 

 

20. How important is it for homicide department personnel to be experienced in solving 

homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

21. How important is it for homicide department personnel to have interest in solving 

homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

22. How important is it to have a good team work among the personnel in a homicide 

department in order to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

23. How important is it to have well motivated homicide department personnel in order to 

solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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24. How important is it to have very well educated homicide department personnel in order 

to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

25. How important is it to have an open information exchange between the homicide and 

other departments in order to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

26. How important is it to have public’s support, trust and willingness to give information to 

the police in order to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

27. How important is it to have very well administered homicide department personnel in 

order to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

28. How important is it to use the latest technology communication tools in a homicide 

department in order to solve homicide cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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1. In which city do you work? 

[ ] Ankara [ ] Eskisehir [ ] Kirikkale 

2. How old are you? 

_____________________ 

3. How long have you been working for an anti-terrorism department? 

_____________________    

4. On a scale where “10” means you have a great amount of interest in solving terrorism 

cases and “1”means you have none at all, how would you rate your interest in solving 

terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

   

5. Please select the information sources that you use when working on a terrorism case. 

Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Daily News papers  

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations                                          

[ ] General TV  channels 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Radio channels airing the propaganda of terrorist organizations  

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene Reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results 

[ ] General Criminal Record Database (GBT) 
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[ ] Criminal Record Databases of the anti-terrorism department 

[ ] Previous case files in the department 

[ ] Other documents of the anti-terrorism department 

[ ] Evidence, documents, and information gathered through operations and searches. 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] Departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism departments in other cities. 

[ ] Anti-Terrorism Department at the Turkish National Police Headquarters  

[ ] Intelligence departments in other cities 

[ ] Traffic departments in other cities 

[ ] Homicide departments in other cities 

[ ] Suspects 

[ ] Family and relatives of the suspects 

[ ] Witnesses 

[ ] Victims 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] General public  

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department  

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department  

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in other departments 

[ ] General Internet 

[ ] Web sites making propaganda of the terrorist organizations 
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[ ] Technical surveillance and wiretapping 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ______________________________________  

 

6. Please check the information sources that notify you for the first time about the terrorism 

cases. Choose as many as necessary. 

[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Anti-terrorism Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________   
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7. Please check the information sources that notify you about your assignment to a terrorism 

case. Choose as many as necessary.  

 [ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Anti-terrorism Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________   

 

8. Please check the information sources that describe you the case that you are assigned to 

for your better understanding. Choose as many as necessary. 
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[ ] Dispatch officer  

[ ] On duty supervisor of the Anti-terrorism Department 

[ ] General public 

[ ] Intelligence Department 

[ ] The departments other than the Intelligence Department 

[ ] Police departments in other cities 

[ ] Police stations 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Informants 

[ ] The propaganda publications of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Television channels showing propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] The radio channels making the propaganda of terrorist organizations 

[ ] Crime scene and the findings from the crime scene 

[ ] Crime scene reports 

[ ] Criminal lab results about the crime scene 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________  

9. Which information sources do you use to find information about lawful procedures, 

regulations and facts in order to solve a terrorism case in hand? Choose as many as 

necessary. 

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] Law and regulation books and texts 
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[ ] The written orders issued by the supervisors about the handle of the cases 

[ ] Supervisors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department 

[ ] Other (Please specify) _____________________________________    

 

10. Which information sources do you use to learn and decide about the tactics and solutions 

as well as the lawful procedures that you need to aware of during the solving efforts of a 

terrorism case? Choose as many as necessary.  

[ ] My own knowledge 

[ ] I don’t need to know this kind of information 

[ ] Superiors working in the same department 

[ ] Colleagues in same rank working in the same department who are knowledgeable in 

these matters 

[ ] Subordinates working in the same department who are knowledgeable in these matters 

[ ] Colleagues from Intelligence Department 

[ ] Colleagues from other department except Intelligence Department 

[ ] Related prosecutor or judge 

[ ] The official charged with governing the provincial district 

[ ] Chief of Police 

[ ] Governor 

[ ] Ministry of Interior 

[ ] Other (Please specify) ________________________   
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11. On a scale where “10” means that you always use formal communication and “1”means 

that you always use informal communication, how would you rate your use of formal 

communication during the information exchange with information sources in the course 

of the efforts to solve a terrorism case? 

[ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10   

 

12. Please select the most difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case 

    

13.  Please select the least difficult and complex case to solve. 

[ ] A traffic accident case [ ] A homicide case [ ] A terrorism case  

 

14. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a terrorism case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

15. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a homicide case? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

16. On a scale where “10” means that it is very difficult and complex and “1”means that it is 

very easy and simple, how would you rate the complexity of solving a traffic accident 

case? 
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 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

17. Please choose the highest level of education you have completed. 

[ ] High School [ ] Two-year college  [ ] Four-year university  

[ ] Graduate School [ ] Other _______________ 

 

18. Which one indicates your position at work? 

[ ] Unranked police officer  [ ] Ranked officer 

  

19.  How many in-service training programs and seminars have you attended which were 

directly related to the department in which you are currently working or which had 

teachings that you can use in your current departmental duties.   

[ ] 0-3  [ ] 4-6  [ ] 7- 10 [ ] 11-14 [ ] 15 or more 

 

In the questions from 20 through 28 you are asked to comment on the factors that may be 

important in solving terrorism cases. In these questions, on a scale where “10” means that 

it is very important and “1”means that it is not important, how would you rate the 

importance of the comments in each statement according to their importance in solving 

terrorism cases? 

 

20. How important is it for anti-terrorism department personnel to be experienced in solving 

terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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21. How important is it for anti-terrorism department personnel to have interest in solving 

terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

22. How important is it to have good team work among the personnel in an anti-terrorism 

department in order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

23. How important is it to have well motivated anti-terrorism department personnel in order 

to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

 

24. How important is it to have very well educated anti-terrorism department personnel in 

order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

25. How important is it to have an open information exchange between the anti-terrorism and 

other departments in order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

26. How important is it to have public’s support, trust and willingness to give information to 

the police in order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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27. How important is it to have very well administered anti-terrorism department personnel 

in order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 

  

28. How important is it to use the latest technology communication tools in an anti-terrorism 

department in order to solve terrorism cases? 

 [ ]1 [ ]2 [ ]3 [ ]4 [ ]5 [ ]6 [ ]7 [ ]8 [ ]9 [ ] 10 
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