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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 
Table S1. Categorical variables correlated (R2) with MCA Dimension 1 (X-axis) and 
Dimension 2 (Y-axis), indicating levels of relatedness (positive and negative) for each 
dimension. Bold p-values: significant; ns: non-significant. 

  Dimension 1 (15.1%) Dimension 2 (13.3%) 
Categorical variables R2 p-value R2 p-value 

Priority region (PRg) 0.72 < 0.0001 0.76 < 0.0001 
Priority barrier (PB) 0.68 < 0.0001 0.52 < 0.0001 
Priority research (PR) 0.61 < 0.0001 0.27 < 0.0001 
Experience region (ERg) 0.38 < 0.0001 0.29 < 0.0001 
Priority species (PS) 0.31 < 0.0001 0.76 < 0.0001 
Experience role (ER)  0.14 ns 0.07 ns 
Experience species (ES) 0.17 ns 0.08 ns 
Experience years (EY) 0 ns 0.03 ns 

Levels positively related 

Long-term data (PB) 
Age (PR) 

North Atlantic (PRg) 
 Pacific (ERg) 

Lepidochelys olivacea (PS) 
Australia (PRg) 

no response (PB) 
Pacific (ERg) 

Levels negatively related 

South Atlantic (PRg) 
Atlantic (ERg) 

Natator depressus (PS) 
 no response (PR) 

Dermochelys coriacea (PS) 
Atlantic (ERg) 

 

  



 4 

Table S2. Literature review results of peer-reviewed publications on immature sea 
turtles, between 1913 and 2015, organized by (a) species, (b) research topic, and (c) 
species and research topic. Darker shades indicate higher percentage. 

 

 

 

Table S3. Cross-tabulation of the species that respondents have worked with and those species 
they consider having the highest priority for future research. Percentages indicate the 
proportion of times respondents working with each species (species of work) identified each 
of the species as priority for research; darker shades indicate higher priority. Values in 
brackets indicate the number of respondents that have worked with each species. Cc: Caretta 
caretta, Cm: Chelonia mydas, Lk: Lepidochelys kempii, Dc: Dermochelys coriacea, Ei: 
Eretmochelys imbricata, Lo: Lepidochelys olivacea, Nd: Natator depressus. 

  
  

(a) Species %	of	studies (b) Research	topic %	of	studies
Cc 35 Health 25
Cm 35 Movement 25
Ei 13 Population 16
Lk 10 Growth 14
Dc 5 Distribution 11
Lo 2 Morphology 10
Nd 0.3 Diet 10

Threats 5
Habitat 4
Age 4

(c)	
Cc Cm Dc Ei Lk Lo Nd

Age 3 2 5 1 3 6 0
Diet 3 10 0 8 7 0 0
Distribution 8 12 16 12 15 6 0
Growth 7 12 8 14 5 6 0
Habitat 3 3 5 6 4 6 0
Health 15 24 8 10 21 22 0
Morphology 8 4 13 7 8 11 0
Movement 34 17 29 20 22 17 100
Population 12 10 5 19 11 11 0
Threats 6 5 11 3 4 17 0

%	of	studies

CC																	
(N	=	26)

CM																	
(29)

LK																	
(10)

DC																	
(15)

EI																			
(20)

LO																	
(8)

ND																	
(8)

CC 9% 9% 7% 7% 8% 8% 4%
CM 12% 11% 7% 13% 12% 17% 17%
LK 12% 11% 13% 4% 10% 4% 13%
DC 28% 26% 30% 33% 28% 29% 25%
EI 21% 22% 30% 22% 22% 25% 17%
LO 8% 8% 0% 9% 10% 4% 17%
ND 12% 11% 13% 11% 10% 13% 8%

SPECIES	OF	WORK

PR
IO
RI
TY
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Table S4. Cross-tabulation of the regions that respondents have worked with and those regions 
they consider having the highest priority for future research of immature sea turtles. 
Percentages indicate the proportion of times respondents working in each location (region of 
work) identified each of the regions as highest priority for research; darker shades indicate 
higher priority. Values in brackets indicate the number of respondents that have worked in each 
region. Region of work is based on the RMUs selected by each respondent, and no RMU is 
delimited by Central America; thus, this category is inexistent in “Region of work”. IND: 
Indian Ocean, S PAC: South Pacific, S ATL: South Atlantic, CAR: Caribbean, GOM: Gulf of 
Mexico, N PAC: North Pacific, N ATL: North Atlantic, MED: Mediterranean, AUS: Australia. 
 

 
 
 

Table S5. Cross-tabulation of the regions that respondents have worked with and those regions 
they consider having the lowest priority for future research of immature sea turtles. Percentages 
indicate the proportion of times respondents working in each location (region of work) 
identified each of the regions as lowest priority for research; darker shades indicate lower 
priority. Values in brackets indicate the number of respondents that have worked in each 
region. Region of work is based on the RMUs selected by each respondent, and no RMU is 
delimited by Central America; thus, this category is inexistent in “Region of work”. IND: 
Indian Ocean, S PAC: South Pacific, S ATL: South Atlantic, CAR: Caribbean, GOM: Gulf of 
Mexico, N PAC: North Pacific, N ATL: North Atlantic, MED: Mediterranean, AUS: Australia.  

 
 

N	ATL							
(N	=	15)

S	ATL						
(10)

N	PAC						
(7)

S	PAC						
(7)

GOM						
(10)

CAR						
(11)

MED									
(5)

AUS										
(9)

IND												
(7)

N	ATL 6% 0% 6% 5% 3% 3% 0% 12% 5%
S	ATL 12% 20% 11% 0% 13% 11% 15% 0% 5%
N	PAC 6% 6% 17% 14% 7% 5% 15% 8% 10%
S	PAC 12% 17% 17% 14% 13% 14% 10% 15% 14%
GOM 16% 3% 6% 10% 17% 11% 5% 8% 10%
CAR 14% 9% 6% 10% 13% 16% 10% 8% 10%

C	AMER 10% 11% 0% 5% 13% 14% 10% 8% 10%
MED 6% 6% 0% 5% 3% 5% 10% 4% 0%
AUS 2% 3% 11% 14% 0% 3% 5% 15% 10%
IND 16% 26% 28% 24% 17% 19% 20% 23% 29%

REGION	OF	WORK
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N	ATL							
(N	=	15)

S	ATL						
(10)

N	PAC						
(7)

S	PAC						
(7)

GOM						
(10)

CAR						
(11)

MED									
(5)

AUS										
(9)

IND												
(7)

N	ATL 33% 43% 42% 25% 38% 38% 45% 20% 25%
S	ATL 0% 0% 8% 17% 0% 0% 0% 13% 17%
N	PAC 0% 4% 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 13% 8%
S	PAC 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
GOM 10% 13% 8% 0% 10% 13% 9% 7% 8%
CAR 13% 4% 17% 25% 14% 13% 9% 20% 8%

C	AMER 3% 4% 0% 0% 5% 4% 9% 0% 0%
MED 17% 17% 17% 8% 10% 13% 9% 13% 25%
AUS 23% 13% 8% 17% 24% 21% 18% 13% 8%
IND 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

LO
W
ER

	P
RI
O
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TY

REGION	OF	WORK


