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Abstract 

The concepts of leaders and leadership have been dealt with by many different disciplines, such as psychology and 

sociology, with the fields of management and political science being foremost, and have become frequent subject matter 

of academic discussions and research. The first studies in this field took place at the beginning of the 20
th

 century, with 

analysis of important personalities that changed the course of the history and shaped societies‟ futures with their 

extraordinary abilities and characteristics. It was predominantly these characteristics, as well as behavioral and 

situational approaches, that formed the basis of these first studies. The objective of this study is to determine which of 

the six presidents of the Republic of Turkey, who have served or are serving as Head of State, has more of the 

charismatic leadership characteristics, employing an interdisciplinary methodology in which multi-criteria 

decision-making methods and techniques are used. Within this context, the traits that a leader and a charismatic leader 

should have were determined, the weights of these traits were calculated using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), 

the calculated weights were used in the Fuzzy TOPSIS method, and the presidents were analyzed from the perspective 

of charismatic leadership. The results obtained support the predictions made before the study was begun. It was 

determined that Turgut Ozal, who was the 8
th

 President of Republic of Turkey, is the most charismatic leader among the 

selected presidents.   

Keywords: analytic hierarchy process, charismatic leadership, fuzzy TOPSIS, leader, leadership, president 

1. Introduction  

From the past to the present, the concept of leadership has been of interest to many researchers from different 

disciplines, and has been a popular subject on which intensive research has been carried out (Lewin, 1944, McGregor, 

1952, Bennis, 1959, Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Bass and Stogdill, 1990; Wren, 1995, Antonakis, 2006, Gill, 2011, Yukl, 

2010). Researchers from different disciplines, such as anthropology (Bailey, 1988), sociology (Selznick, 1957), social 

psychology (Bass, 1985) and management (Zaleznik, 1989), have analyzed the concept from the perspective of their 

different fields (Rost, 1993). Researchers have analyzed the concept from the perspective of many different subjects, 

that inform political, social and cultural aspects of life, such as politics, the military, education, management, art, the 

media, social movements, movement of thought and religious topics (Sisman, 2014). 

Humans are social beings and by their nature they need to communicate with other individuals, to love, to be loved, to be 

respected and to be a member of a group. This interaction between people causes, in time, the formation of groups that 

have similar characteristics, goals, objectives, ideals, lifestyles, beliefs and values. The formation of such groups leads to 

the question of how the common goals, objectives and ideals of the group can be attained. In fact, although what is talked 

about is a coming together of individuals who have similar features, it is an extremely difficult task to lead group members 

in the direction of attaining the group‟s common goals and objectives rather than their individual goals, to motivate them in 

this way, to keep them together and to manage them. At this juncture, individuals who have a more dominant character 

than other group members within a certain group, who can steer group members towards a common goal, who can 

motivate and mobilize group members, and who will be followed by group members, are needed. And this need is 

embodied in the concept of a leader. A leader is a person who affects others in a manner leading to action (Sabuncuoglu 

and Tuz, 2008). According to Ulgen and Mirze, however, a leader is “the person who determines the mission, basic goals 

and vision of an enterprise and who creates appropriate strategies” (Ulgen and Mirze, 2013).  
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A literature review on the concept reveals that researchers have had a desire to give the concept of leadership a new 

perspective with respect to their own disciplines, and due to the different components taken into account by each 

researcher social scientists are unable to agree on a common definition to explain the concept (Eraslan, 2004); therefore 

there are too many different descriptions in the literature. Leadership, which is a multi-faceted concept, has been used 

widely throughout different periods of history to mean head of state, ruler, military commander and king (Stogdill and 

Bass, 1990). The fact that there is no agreed-upon definition for leadership leads to the necessity of analyzing previous 

definitions to explain the concept. According to Burns, leadership is the most frequently observed yet the least 

understood phenomenon in the world, and is “the reciprocal process of mobilizing by persons with certain motives and 

values, various economic, political and other resources, in a context of competition and conflict, in order to realize goals 

independently or mutually held by both leaders and followers” (Burns, 1978). According to another definition, 

leadership is the ability “to mobilize the structure with mutual behavior and agreement and continue with this situation” 

(Seters and Field, 1990). According to Yukl, leadership is “the process of identifying needs, understanding what should 

be done in what way, influencing others to reach an agreement, making individual and common works easier to attain 

predetermined targets” (Yukl, 2010). While Wren defines leadership as the “series of action and interaction processes 

between a leader and followers to reach common goals” (Wren, 1995), D. McGregor, who is known for his important 

studies in leadership, defines the concept as “a series of dynamic functional relationships between what must be done to 

satisfy organization members and organizational goals”. According to McGregor, in the cases where organizational 

structures become too complex, establishing coordination between these said functional relationships leads to a need for 

a person defined as the leader. However, McGregor does not state this need as always inevitable; on the contrary, he 

states that it would be a futile effort to look for a leader type in an organization, or to look for the qualifications of an 

efficient leader, without taking into account the conditions of the organization and the needs of the organization‟s 

members (McGregor, 1952). In another study dealing with the concept, leadership is stated as a safe directing process of 

social activities, which would lead to disorder and chaos when not channeled in a certain direction; at the same time, 

leadership is an element which will provide higher satisfaction to a group in general and carry the group to a new 

situation, when it is exercised in a controlled manner (Murphy, 1941). While Kocel defines leadership as “a complex 

process which is made up of relationships between followers and conditions”, Eren states that it is the “sum of 

knowledge and skills to bring together a group of people around certain goals and to mobilize them to realize these 

goals” (Eren, 2012). As can be understood from these definitions, leadership has generally been a concept explained by 

associating it with a leader‟s personal characteristics, qualities and behaviors (Horner, 1997, Yukl, 2010).  

The objective of this study is to be able to associate management and quantitative methods, two quite different 

disciplines, with an interdisciplinary perspective, specifically for the concepts of leaders and leadership, subjects which 

never lose their popularity. Within this context, Kenan Evren, Turgut Ozal, Suleyman Demirel, Ahmet Necdet Sezer, 

Abdullah Gul and Recep Tayyip Erdogan, presidents of the Republic of Turkey, were analyzed from the perspective of 

charismatic leadership using multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) methods. In a different manner from other studies 

that have been conducted to determine leadership types, the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), Fuzzy TOPSIS as 

MCDM methods and techniques were used in this study. The qualities (criteria) that a leader and a charismatic leader 

should have were determined based on the literature, and the qualities and quantities of these criteria were given a final 

shape through interviews held with experts in the leadership topic in the fields of management and political science. The 

AHP was applied to determine the weights of the criteria. The weights obtained from this step were transferred to the 

Fuzzy TOPSIS method and the selected presidents were evaluated from the perspective of charismatic leadership, and 

the president with the highest score was determined.  

Before moving to the implementation stage, a general assessment of the concepts of leadership and charismatic 

leadership is presented in the next section.  

2. Leadership and Charismatic Leadership  

A review of literature dealing with the concept shows that various approaches have been developed to analyze and to 

attempt to explain the concept of leadership. In some of these approaches leadership is accepted as a natal characteristic, 

while in others it is considered as a quality which can be gained and developed later on in life. One of the first studies on 

the traits that a leader has or should have was “The Great Man in History” by Thomas Carlyle (1840), who claimed that 

some people were born leaders (Lewin, 1944) and that they have influenced the history of mankind (Ercetin, 1998). The 

first systematic and scientific studies into leadership began at the beginning of the 20
th
 century with the analysis of “great 

men” who gave direction to societies and the course of history with their extraordinary abilities and characteristics. These 

studies and other studies following contributed to the development of the theory of personalities (Bass and Stogdill, 1990; 

Horner, 1997). In general, approaches which deal with the leadership concept that also involve the personalities approach 

are classified within a three-tier grouping as the personalities (1930-1940), behavior (1940 -1960) and contingency 

approaches (1960-1980) (Schoenfield, 1948, Sabuncuoglu and Tuz, 2008, Yukl, 2010, Kocel 2011, Eren, 2012). 
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In this study, when heads of state were evaluated from the perspective of charismatic leadership, personalities and 

behavioral approaches from the above three approaches were taken into account. In other words, while an attempt was 

made to determine which of the six heads of state was the most charismatic leader, the evaluation was performed based 

on the personal characteristics of the leaders and the behaviors that these leaders exhibited towards their followers. To 

this end, the characteristics and behaviors exhibited by charismatic leaders were determined and the heads of state were 

analyzed from the point of view of charismatic leadership.   

Charisma, is a concept that has led to wide and varied discussion among scientists. It was first used by Christian 

churches to qualify extraordinary behaviors by people of religious character as a gift from God (Weber, 1947; Tucker, 

1968, Conger and Kanungo, 1994). In later periods, it gained religious, social and political meanings and was associated 

with certain power, authority and legitimacy types (Aslan, 2009, Kozleme, 2013). The concept is usually used with 

respect to the quality or qualities that make a person attractive, and people who are considered charismatic are thought 

to have superior characteristics (Demircioglu, 2015). 

Weber, who tackles the concept from a sociological perspective, defines charisma as a power that helps an individual be 

distinguished from other people, and as an individual having superhuman, supernatural or extraordinary power and 

characteristics granted to him (Tucker, 1968). Weber‟s work provided the initiative for the development of new theories 

about charismatic leadership (Murphy, 1907, Bendix, 1967, Sashkin, 1988; Howell and Avolio: 1992, Conger and 

Kanungo, 1987; House, 1977; Burns, 1978; Katz and Kahn, 1978; Shamir et al., 1995). In these theories charismatic 

leadership was tackled within the contexts of the influence that a leader has over followers and leader-follower 

relationships (Yukl, 2010).   

Previous research has shown that the probability of the emergence of a charismatic leadership style is usually higher 

when groups and organizations face conditions involving uncertainty, risk and stress. With their beliefs, qualities and 

unique behaviors, charismatic leaders are people who have a widespread, intensive social and charismatic effect on their 

followers. This effect emerges as a result of the leader‟s self-confident, dominant, extrovert personality, his/her strong 

beliefs, ethical values, unique behaviors, and the attitudes of followers, or a combination of these (Sosik, 2005).    

Conger and Kanungo claim that charisma is an attributable phenomenon and, in their model, attempt to explain how 

charismatic leadership emerges within organizations. These researchers described charismatic leadership as an attribute 

based on followers‟ perception of their leader. In this model, charismatic leadership is dealt with as a three-stage process 

in which the first stage is an environmental assessment, the second stage is sharing or formulation of a vision, and the 

third stage is the implementation (Conger et al., 2000). In order to measure the model they developed, Conger and 

Kanungo later developed a measurement technique based on the determination and statement of a vision, the ability to 

take personal risks, sensitivity to the needs of followers, an exhibiting of extraordinary behaviors, not continuing with 

the status quo, and a sensitivity to environment (Conger and Kanungo, 1987; Rowold and Laukamp, 2008). 

After the theoretical foundation presented so far about leaders, leadership and charismatic leadership, the following 

section elaborates on our evaluation of the six presidents who have served as Head of State of the Republic of Turkey 

from the perspective of charismatic leadership.  

3. Implementation: Assessment of Turkish Heads of State in the Context of Charismatic Leadership  

In this study, six presidents who served as Head of State for the Republic of Turkey were analyzed from the perspective 

of charismatic leadership style. Using a different approach from previous studies conducted on leadership and 

charismatic leadership, their leadership styles were assessed using a combination of the AHP and Fuzzy TOPSIS 

methods, used in solving MCDM problems. The qualities (criteria) that were used in the assessment of the presidents 

from the perspective of leadership were determined based on a search of the literature, and these criteria were given 

their final shape after interviews with field experts. The weights of the selected criteria were calculated using AHP and 

these weights were then transferred to the Fuzzy TOPSIS method, which allows for the use of qualitative data. In the 

final stage, using the Fuzzy TOPSIS method, the president who received the highest score with respect to charismatic 

leadership was determined. Figure 1 shows a simplified flow of the implementation.  
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Figure 1. The phase of the most charismatic leader determination framework 

Before moving to the implementation, the following section presents explanations in regards to the AHP and Fuzzy 

TOPSIS methods.  

3.1 Analytic Hierarchy Process 

The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a method which was first proposed by T.L. Saaty in the 1970s for the solution 

of MCDM problems (Yildirim and Onder, 2015). The method provides an appropriate structure for the solution in cases 

where one or more decision makers must take more than one heuristic, rational or irrational criteria into account 

simultaneously, or in these types of problem structures (Saaty, 1986). Choosing the criteria to be used in the AHP is an 

important matter that requires creativity. After the criteria are determined, a hierarchical structure reflecting the 
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relationship between main criteria, sub-criteria and alternatives is formed (Saaty, 1990). The AHP is an extremely easy 

to understand and use method for researchers, and does not require special software packages. That is why it can easily 

be applied even in very complex problems (Goksu and Gungor, 2008). 

Because the AHP‟s scope of application is very extensive, the number of studies which have used this method is quite 

high. The method can be applied in many different fields, and has been used predominantly in the fields of supplier 

selection, distribution, supply chain and logistics
1
. Notwithstanding this, the number of studies in which the method is 

used in relation to leadership and charismatic leadership is very limited. In a study by Retchless et al. (2007), which is 

one of this limited number of studies, the AHP method was used to determine which of the selected seven American 

generals was the most successful. In the assessment of the generals two main criteria, ability and action, were used. 

While under the ability criteria conceptual, personal, tactical and technical sub-criteria were taken into account, under 

the action main criteria, participation in work, responsibility, success, and time interval sub-criteria were considered, 

making a total number of eight sub-criteria used in the AHP. Results obtained from the AHP showed that among the 

generals Omar Bradley, Dwight Eisenhower, Douglas MacArthur, George Marshall, George Patton, John Pershing and 

Matthew Ridgway, the most successful according to their analysis was George Marshall.    

In another study dealing with the concept of leadership, Soylu et al. (2007) used the AHP to measure leadership 

components and the perceptions of mid-level managers working in the defense industry. In this study, the leader, the 

nature of the business, their subordinates, organizational structure, culture and time were considered components of the 

leadership function, and as a result of the AHP attention was drawn to the fact that in perceptions of leadership 

components “the leader” is an important factor. In another study Yilmaz (2010) examined how the AHP could be 

implemented in library and information science and attempted to explain how a library manager could be selected using 

this method.   

The AHP‟s working process is shown below level by level (Saaty, 1986, Saaty, 1990, Saaty, 1994, Saaty, 2008, Saaty 

and Zoffer, 2012):  

Level 1: Clearly putting forward the problem leaving no room for doubt. 

Level 2: Determining and explaining main and sub-criteria. 

Level 3: Determining alternatives or options, arranging a hierarchical structure that will associate main and sub-criteria 

with the options in most effective fashion.  

Level 4: Determining a relative importance scale to construct a pair-wise comparison matrix 

Table 1. Scale of Relative Importance 

Importance 
Degree 

Description Explanation 

1 Equally important Both activities contributes equally to the aim 
3 Moderately important Experience and judgment strongly favor one activity over another 

5 
Essential or strongly 

important 
Experience and judgment strongly favor one activity over another 

7 Very strongly important An activity is strongly favored and its dominance demonstrated in practice 
9 Extremely strongly 

important 
The evidence favoring one activity over another is of the highest possible 

order of affirmation 
2, 4, 6, 8 Intermediate values When compromise is needed 

(Saaty, 1990, Saaty, 1994) 

Level 5: Constructing pair-wise comparison matrices that reflect the evaluation of participants. When “c” denotes the 

criteria, the pair wise comparison matrix for the “m” criteria is as shown below: 

𝑆 =  [𝑐𝑖𝑗]𝑚𝑥𝑚,
(𝑖 = 1,2, … ,𝑚 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑗 = 1,2, … ,𝑚)                                                           (1) 

Level 6: Calculating local and general weights of main and sub-criteria. (W) represents weights matrix where c1, c2,… 

cm are the criteria and w1, w2,…,wm are the weights. 

                                                                        𝑊 =  [𝑤𝑖]𝑚𝑥1, (𝑖 = 1,2, … ,𝑚)                                                                                    (2) 

                                                        
1
 For the studies in which AHP has been used see: Lombardi et al. (2016) on renewable energy; Qu et al. (2015) on sea 

logistics; Kumru and Kumru (2014) on selection of transportation mode; Kapar (2013) on supplier selection; Tsita and 

Pilavachi (2012) on the transportation sector; Vidal et al. (2011) on project evaluation; Sarode and Sunnapwar (2010) on 

supplier selection; Erol et al. (2009) on sustainability in the retail sector; Atan et al. (2008)  on human resource selection; 

Anand and Kodali (2007) on project evaluation; Erpolat and Cinemre (2006) on selection of business sector; Avaid and 

Marat (2005) on equipment selection. 
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Level 7: Making consistency analysis for pair-wise comparison matrices. The consistency ratio (CR) of each pair-wise 

comparison matrix is calculated by dividing the consistency index (CI) value by the random index (RI) value. The RI 

values for different number criteria are shown in Table 2.  

For consistency of pair-wise comparison matrices, in other words, to accept the inconsistency, it is suggested that the 

CR value not exceed 0.1 (CR ≤ 0.1). On the other hand, the Consistency Index (CI) value is calculated using equation 

(4). The λmax coefficient in this equation is the greatest eigenvalue of pair-wise comparison matrices and calculated by 

the help of the formula shown in equation (5). In equation (5), (M) is the comparison matrix and “b” is the eigenvector.     

                  CR =
CI

RI
                                                                                                           (3) 

CI =
λmax −m

m− 1
                                                                                                      (4) 

𝑀. 𝑏 = λmax . b                                                                                                           (5) 

Table 2. Random Value Index (RI) 

n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

RI 0 0 0,52 0,89 1,11 1,25 1,35 1,41 1,45 1,49 

(Saaty, 1990)  

Level 8: Calculating total priorities and performing ordering and selection tasks among the alternatives with respect to 

these priorities.  

3.2 Fuzzy TOPSIS 

The TOPSIS method was developed by Hwang and Yoon in 1981 for the solution of MCDM problems (Tayyar, 2012, 

p.356); the fuzzy logic method was developed by L.A. Zadeh as an alternative to Aristotle‟s dual logic, and gained 

reputation after it was published in Information and Control in 1965 (Trillas, 2011, p.576). Haven taken the interim 

values into account, fuzzy logic brought elasticity to the membership relationship, which is conceptualized as very rigid 

and unchanging in Aristotelian logic. To better illustrate this point, if we assume that the achievement criteria for the 

students who take a course is having a grade average of 90 at the end of term, and that students whose grade points are 

90 constitute “the set of successful students”, according to Aristotelian logic the only condition for a student to be 

member of the set in question is to have a grade point average of 90 at the end of term. Otherwise, the student is 

categorized as unsuccessful and cannot be accepted as a member of the set of successful students. 

In regards to explaining membership relationship, Aristotelian logic, which takes into account the descriptions and/or 

values that are at extreme opposites to one another, such as “black-white”, “good-bad”, “slim-fat”, “0-1” etc., became 

insufficient in solving real-life problems due to the “impossibility of third situation” principle, which is one of the three 

principles it is based on. In the context of the above example, according to Aristotelian logic, even if a student has grade 

point average of 89.9 at the end of term, he/she will not be accepted as a member of the group of successful students. In 

situations such as these fuzzy logic has provided the convenience to eliminate these types of deficiencies. Despite the 

fact that fuzzy logic also adopts lower and upper limits in the same way as Aristotelian logic, in regards to determining 

membership relationship, it is a logic type which does not neglect interim values but assigns different values to the 

membership relationship and accepts as a member of the set in question. Hence, unlike Aristotelian logic, according to 

fuzzy logic, a student who has an 89.9 end-of-term grade point average is not excluded from the set of successful 

students; rather with a qualification such as “quite successful” he/she is accepted as a member of the set.    

Chen (2000) proposes the Fuzzy TOPSIS method, which provides a new approach for the solution of MCDM problems 

and which uses fuzzy logic together with the TOPSIS method, in which the use of quantitative and comparable data is 

mandatory. Although fuzzy logic makes relatively simple and understandable mathematical operations under the 

TOPSIS method a bit more complex, its fundamental logic is similar to the TOPSIS method. The difference between the 

two is that fuzzy logic requires special mathematical calculations, and for evaluations and judgments about criteria and 

alternatives decision makers uses language statements that correspond to different fuzzy numbers.             

There are many studies in the literature about the use of the fuzzy TOPSIS method in different fields
2
. In these and other 

                                                        
2
 For some studies in which fuzzy TOPSIS is used see: Ardakani et al. (2015) on service quality; Kabra and Ramesh 

(2015) on human supply chain management; Mahdevari et al. (2014)  on the health and safety of coal miners; Sari (2013) 

on RFID solution provider selection; Uysal and Tosun (2012) on software selection; Eraslan and Tansel (2011) on 

determination of investment regions; Erginel et al. (2010) on determining market shares of GSM operators; Gokdalay and 
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studies in the literature it is observed that in order to digitize language statements, mostly triangular and trapezoid fuzzy 

numbers are selected. In this study it was decided to use triangular fuzzy numbers. Some of the basic features and the 

solution process of the Fuzzy TOPSIS method are presented below.    

A graphical representation of a triangular fuzzy number in the form of 𝑡̃ = (𝑡𝑙 , 𝑡𝑚, 𝑡𝑢, ) is as follows (Ecer, 2006). 

 

The membership function of a triangular fuzzy number in the 

form of 𝑡̃ = (𝑡 , 𝑡𝑚, 𝑡𝑢, ) is as follows:     

 
𝑡̃
( ) =

{
 
 

 
 
 ,                                  𝑡 ,
 − 𝑡 

𝑡𝑚 − 𝑡 
,           𝑡    𝑡𝑚,

 − 𝑡𝑢

𝑡𝑚 − 𝑡𝑢
, 𝑡𝑚    𝑡𝑢,

 ,                                   𝑡𝑢,}
 
 

 
 

 

 

Figure 2. Triangular Fuzzy Number 

When 𝑡̃ = (𝑡𝑙, 𝑡𝑚, 𝑡𝑢, ) and 𝑧̃ = (𝑧𝑙 , 𝑧𝑚 , 𝑧𝑢, ) are two positive fuzzy numbers, and s is a positive real number, some 

basic mathematical operations between two fuzzy numbers are as shown below: 

𝑡̃ ⊕ 𝑧̃ = [𝑡𝑙 + 𝑧𝑙 , 𝑡𝑢 + 𝑧𝑢] 

𝑡̃Θ𝑧̃ = [𝑡𝑙 − 𝑧𝑢, 𝑡𝑢 − 𝑧𝑙] 

𝑡̃ ⊗ 𝑧̃ = [𝑡𝑙 . 𝑧𝑙 , 𝑡𝑢. 𝑧𝑢] 

𝑡̃ ⊗ 𝑠= [𝑡𝑙 . 𝑠, 𝑡𝑢. 𝑠] 

After the basic mathematical operations in fuzzy numbers, the solution process of the Fuzzy TOPSIS method is shown 

below (Chen, 2000: 5-6): 

Level 1: Constructing initial fuzzy decision matrix (𝑇̃) and fuzzy weights matrix (𝐴̃).  

In a decision makers group which consists of “U” experts, 

𝑎̃𝑗
𝑢: importance weight of j

th
 criterion with respect to u

th
 specialist 

𝑏̃𝑖𝑗
𝑢 : jth

 criterion value of i
th

 alternative with respect to u
th

 specialist 

𝐼𝑓 𝑖 = 1, 2, … ,  ;  𝑗 = 1, 2, … , 𝑦 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑏̃𝑖𝑗 = (𝑑𝑖𝑗 , 𝑒𝑖𝑗 , 𝑓𝑖𝑗), 𝑎̃𝑗 = (𝑎𝑗1, 𝑎𝑗2 , 𝑎𝑗3); 

𝑇̃ =  [𝑏𝑖𝑗]𝑥∗𝑦                                                                                                        (6) 

𝐴̃ =  [𝑎𝑗]1∗𝑦                                                                                                           (7) 

Level 2: Calculating normalized fuzzy values (𝑛̃𝑖𝑗) and constructing a normalized fuzzy decision matrix (𝑁). 

𝐼𝑓 𝑖 = 1, 2, … ,   𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑗 = 1, 2,… , 𝑦; 

𝑁 =  [𝑛̃𝑖𝑗]𝑥∗𝑦                                                                          (8) 

Level 3: Calculating weighted normalized fuzzy values (𝑔̃𝑖𝑗) and constructing a weighted normalized fuzzy decision 

matrix (𝐺̃).  

𝐺̃ =  [𝑔̃𝑖𝑗]𝑥∗𝑦                                                                                               (9) 

𝑔̃𝑖𝑗 =  𝑛̃𝑖𝑗  . 𝑎𝑗                                                                                               (1 ) 

                                                                                                                                                                                        

Evren (2009) on the evaluation of performance of airports; Sun and Lin (2009) on assessment of competitive advantage of 

web-based shopping sites; Onut and Soner (2008) on enterprise location selection; Kahraman et al. (2007) on logistics 

information technologies selection; Yong (2006) on plant location selection. 

𝑡𝑙 𝑡𝑚 𝑡𝑢 

1,

0 

x 

 𝑡̃( ) 
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Level 4: Determining fuzzy positive ideal solution values (𝐼+) and fuzzy negative ideal solution values (𝐼−) for each 

alternative.   

𝐼𝑓 𝑖 = 1, 2, … ,   𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑗 = 1, 2,… , 𝑦; 

𝐼+ = (𝑔̃1
+, 𝑔̃2

+, … , 𝑔̃𝑗
+)                                                                                 (11) 

𝐼− = (𝑔̃1
−, 𝑔̃2

−, … , 𝑔̃𝑗
−)                                                                                 (12) 

Level 5: Determining the distance of each alternative from (𝑕𝑖
+) and (𝑕𝑖

−). 

𝐼𝑓 𝑖 = 1, 2, … ,   𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑗 = 1, 2,… , 𝑦; 

𝑕𝑖
+ =  ∑𝑕(𝑔̃𝑖𝑗 , 𝑔̃𝑗

+)                                                                                 (13)

𝑦

𝑗=1

 

𝑕𝑖
− =  ∑𝑕(𝑔̃𝑖𝑗 , 𝑔̃𝑗

−)                                                                                 (14)

𝑦

𝑗=1

 

𝑔̃𝑗
+ = 𝑚𝑎 ⏟

𝑖

𝑔̃𝑖𝑗                                                                                            (15) 

𝑔̃𝑗
+ = 𝑚𝑖𝑛⏟

𝑖

𝑔̃𝑖𝑗                                                                                             (16) 

Level 6: Determining closeness degrees (𝐶𝐷𝑖). 

𝐶𝐷𝑖 = 
𝑕𝑖
−

𝑕𝑖
+ + 𝑕𝑖

−                                                                                       (17) 

3.3 Determining the Criteria and Calculating Criteria Weights Using the AHP Method  

At this stage, first, face-to-face interviews were conducted with field experts, and leadership criteria (qualities) derived 

from the literature (Can et al., 2006, Kocel, 2011, Ertan and Kantos, 2011, Conger and Kanungo 1998, Arklan, 2006, 

Unal and Ibicioglu, 2014, Yilmaz, 2010) were given a final shape from quantitative and qualitative perspectives. In this 

context, the six presidents who served and have been serving in the Republic of Turkey between 1982-2015 (Recep 

Tayyip Erdogan (A1), Abdullah Gul (A2), A. Necdet Sezer (A3), Suleyman Demirel (A4), Turgut Ozal (A5), Kenan 

Evren (A6)) were evaluated from the perspective of charismatic leadership using the main and sub decision criteria 

presented below:    

 (C1) Demographic Criteria [age (C11), gender (C12), marital status (C13), educational status (C14), physical 

appearance (C15)]  

 (C2) Personal criteria [being reliable (C21), taking risks (C22), stability (C23), self-confidence (C24), to take 

lessons from mistakes (C25), to drag the vast masses of people (C26), to cope with stress (C27)]  

 (C3) Mental Criteria [intelligence (C31), creativity (C32), analytical thinking (C33), discernment (C34), 

cultural consciousness (C35)]  

 (C4) Communication Criteria [ability to persuade (C41), the expression capability (C42), to be able to 

empathise (C43), effective communication (C44), to use appropriate language consonant with social structure 

(C45)] 

 (C5) Administrative Criteria [service-oriented or not (C51), determination and expression of vision (C52), 

sensitivity to needs of followers (C53), not continuing with status quo (C54), aptitude for teamwork (C55), 

support the professional development of employees (C56)] 

Having determined the decision criteria and decision points, the decision criteria were evaluated by decision makers 

using the importance scale previously shown in Table 1. In this way the pair-wise comparison matrices shown in tabular 

format below were obtained.  
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Table 3. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Main Criteria 

Main Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

C1 1 1/5 1/7 1/7 1/7 
C2 5 1 1/3 1/4 1/3 
C3 7 3 1 1/3 1/3 
C4 7 4 3 1 1 
C5 7 3 3 1 1 

Table 4. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Demographic Criteria 

Demographic Criteria C11 C12 C13 C14 C15 

C11 1 3 3 1/7 1 
C12 1/3 1 1/3 1/5 1 
C13 1/3 3 1 1/7 1 
C14 7 5 7 1 7 
C15 1 1 1 1/7 1 

Table 5. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Personal Criteria 

Personal Criteria C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 

C21 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 
C22 1/3 1 1/3 1/3 1/3 1 1 
C23 1 3 1 1 1/3 3 1 
C24 1/3 3 1 1 1 1 3 
C25 1 3 3 1 1 1 3 
C26 1 1 1/3 1 1 1 1 
C27 1/3 1 1 1/3 1/3 1 1 

Table 6. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Mental Criteria 

Mental Criteria C31 C32 C33 C34 C35 

C31 1 1 1/3 1/3 1 
C32 1 1 1 1 3 
C33 3 1 1 1 5 
C34 3 1 1 1 3 
C35 1 1/3 0,2 1/3 1 

Table 7. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Communication Criteria 

Communication Criteria C41 C42 C43 C44 C45 

C41 1 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 
C42 3 1 1 1/3 1 
C43 3 1 1 1 1 
C44 3 3 1 1 1 
C45 3 1 1 1 1 

Table 8. Pair-wise Comparison Matrix for Administrative Criteria 

Administrative Criteria C51 C52 C53 C54 C55 C56 

C51 1 1 1/3 3 1 1/3 
C52 1 1 1 3 1 1 
C53 3 1 1 5 5 1 
C54 1/3 1/3 1/5 1 1 1/5 
C55 1 1 1/5 1 1 1/3 
C56 3 1 1 5 3 1 

After constructing pair-wise comparison matrices, the operations described in Levels 6, 7 and 8, explained in the section 

above where the AHP solution process is elaborated, were performed, and the weights and consistency ratios of main 

and sub criteria were calculated. Weights of the main criteria and consistency ratio of the pair-wise comparison matrix 

which was constructed for the main criteria are shown in Table 9, and local and general weights of sub criteria, as well 

as the consistency ratios of the pair-wise comparison matrices for the sub criteria, are shown in Table 10.  

Table 9. Main Criteria Weights and Contingency of Pair-wise Comparison Matrix  

Main Criteria Weights λ max, CI, RI ve CR 

Demographic Criteria 0,035 
Λmak= 5,278 

CI=0,0695 
RI=1,12 

CR =0,062 

Personal Criteria 0,105 
Mental Criteria 0,180 

Communicatin Criteria 0,330 
Administrative Criteria 0,348 
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According to Table 9 the most important factors that determine charismatic leadership are the communication main 

criteria, with a weight of 0.348. The communication criteria are followed by managerial criteria with 0.330, mental 

criteria with 0.180, personal criteria with 0.105 and finally demographic criteria with 0.035. As can be inferred from 

Table 9 the consistency index (CI) of the pair-wise comparison matrix that was constructed for the main criteria was 

calculated as 0.0695; the random index (RI) for five criteria was 1.12 and the consistency ratio (CR) was calculated as 

0.062. That consistency ratio turned out to be less than 0.1, showing that inconsistency is at an acceptable level.  

After the calculation of the weights of the main criteria, the weights of the sub-criteria and the consistency ratios of the 

pair-wise comparison matrices constructed for the main criteria were also calculated. These calculated values are 

collectively shown in Table 10.  

Table 10. Main and Sub-criteria Weights and Contingencies of Pair-wise Comparison Matrices  

Main Criteria Sub-criteria 
General 
Weights 

Local Weights 
λ max 

CI ve RI 
CR 

D
em

o
g

ra
p

h
ic

 
C

ri
te

ri
s 

(0
,0

3
5

) 

Age 0,005 0,151 
 

λmax= 5,449 
CI=0,112 
RI=1,12 

 
 

0,10 

Gender 0,002 0,070 

Marital status 0,003 0,104 

Educational status 0,020 0,585 

Physical appearance 0,003 0,088 

P
er

so
n

a
l 

C
ri

 
te

ri
a

 (
0

,1
0
5

) 

Being reliable 0,022 0,209 
 
 

λmax= 7,623 
CI=0,103 
RI=1,32 

 

 
 
 

0,078 

Taking risk 0,007 0,068 

Stability 0,017 0,162 

Self-confidence 0,016 0,152 

To take lessons from mistakes 0,022 0,209 

To drag the vast masses of people 0,012 0,118 

To cope with stress 0,008 0,080 

M
en

ta
l 

C
ri

te
ri

a
 

(0
,1

8
0

) 

Intelligence 0,022 0,122 
 

λmax= 5,191 
CI=0,047 
RI=1,12 

 
 

0,042 

Creativity 0,040 0,225 

Analytical thinking 0,053 0,298 

Discernment 0,048 0,270 

Cultural consciousness 0,014 0,082 

C
o

m
m

u
n

i
ca

ti
o

n
 

C
ri

te
ri

a
 

(0
,3

3
0

) 

Ability to persuade 0,026 0,074 
 

λmax= 5,150 
CI=0,037 
RI=1,12 

 
 

0,033 

The expression capability 0,065 0,188 

To be able to empathise 0,078 0,224 

Effective communication 0,100 0,287 

To use appropriate language consonant with social structure 0,078 0,224 

A
d

m
in

is
tr

a
ti

v
e 

C
ri

te
ri

a
 

(0
,3

4
8

) 

Service-oriented or not 0,039 0,120  
 

λmax= 6,306 
CI=0,061 
RI=1,24 

 

 
 
 

0,049 

Determination and expression of vision 0,058 0,178 
Sensitivity to needs of followers 0,095 0,288 

Not continuing with the status quo 0,018 0,057 
Aptitude for teamwork 0,031 0,095 

To support the professional development of employees 0,086 0,260 

According to Table 10, while from among the sub-criteria the most important criterion that affects charismatic 

leadership is “effective communication”, with a general weight of 0.100, the least importance was attributed to the 

gender criterion, with a general weight of 0.002. From the demographic criteria, “educational status”, with a general 

weight of 0.020, was determined to be the most effective in charismatic leadership, and gender with a weight of 0.002 

was determined to be the least effective. From among personal criteria, “being reliable”, with a general weight of 0.022, 

was the most effective criteria in charismatic leadership, while “taking risks” was the least effective. From among 

mental criteria, “analytical thinking” with a weight of 0.053, ranked first from the perspective of charismatic leadership, 

while “cultural consciousness”, with a general weight of 0.014 ranked last. From communication criteria, “effective 

communication”, with a general weight of 0.100 is the sub-criteria that has the highest effect, while “ability to persuade” 

with a weight of 0.026 was the least effective sub-criteria within the communication main criteria. Finally, from the 

managerial criteria, “sensitivity to needs of followers” with a general weight of 0.095, was determined as the most 

effective sub-criteria, while “not continuing with the status quo”, with a weight of 0.018 was the least effective 

sub-criteria.     

As can be clearly observed in Table 10, our calculations showed that the consistency ratios of the pair-wise comparison 

matrices, which were constructed for each sub-criteria, are equal to or less than 0.1. Therefore it was accepted that the 

inconsistency for all comparison matrices is at an acceptable level. In order to better see the weights and importance 

degrees of the sub-criteria, the sub-criteria are ordered with respect to general weights in  
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Table 11. Weights and Raking of Sub-criteria 

Ranking Sub-criteria Weights Ranking Sub-criteria Weights 

1 Effective communication 0,100 15 
To take lessons from 

mistake 
0,022 

2 Sensitivity to needs of followers  0,095 16 Intelligence 0,022 

3 
To support the professional development of 

employees 
0,086 17 Educational status 0,020 

4 To be able to empathise 0,078 18 
Not continuing with the 

status quo 
0,018 

5 
To use appropriate language consonant 

with social structure 
0,078 19 Stability 0,017 

6 The expression capability 0,065 20 Self-confidence 0,016 
7 Determination and expression of vision 0,058 21 Cultural consciousness 0,014 

8 Analytical thinking 0,053 22 
To drag the vast masses of 

people 
0,012 

9 Discernment 0,048 23 To cope with stress 0,008 
10 Creativity 0,040 24 Taking risks 0,007 
11 To be service-oriented 0,039 25 Age 0,005 
12 Aptitude for teamwork 0,031 26 Marital status 0,003 
13 Ability to persuade 0,026 27 Physical appearance 0,003 
14 Being reliable 0,022 28 Gender 0,002 

3.4 Evaluation of Presidents from the Perspective of Charismatic Leadership Using the Fuzzy TOPSIS Method  

At this stage of the implementation the six presidents, previously stated as decision points or alternatives, were 

evaluated from the perspective of charismatic leadership using the Fuzzy TOPSIS method. Table 12 presents the 

decision points and brief information about these decision points.   

Table 12. Decision Points and Brief Information about these Decision Points  

Presidents (Decision Points) 

 A1 
Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who is the 12th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, was born in 1954 in Istanbul. Erdogan, 
who worked as mayor between 1994 and 1998, and served 11 years between 2003 and 2014 as Prime Minister, took office 
in 2014 as the first president to be directly elected by public voting.      

 A2 
Abdullah Gul, who was the 11th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, was born in 1950 in Kayseri. Gul served as 
Prime Minister in 2002, and as Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs during the period of the 59th 
Government. Abdullah Gul was president in the period 2007-2014.   

 A3 
Ahmet Necdet Sezer was the 10th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, and was born in Afyonkarahisar in 1941. 
Sezer, who was also 15th President of the Constitutional Court, served as president between 2000 and 2007.    

 A4 
Suleyman Demirel, who was the 9th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, was born in Isparta in 1924. He worked as 
party leader in various parties in the period 1964-1980. Between 1965 and 1993 Suleyman Demirel served as Prime Minister 
in seven different governments for 10 years and 5 month. He was president between 1993 and 2000.     

 A5 
Turgut Ozal was the 8th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, and was born in Malatya in 1927. Ozal, who came to 
power in 1983 at the head of a single party government with the party he founded, served as Prime Minister of the 45th 
Government and as president between 1989 and 1993. 

 A6 
Kenan Evren was the 7th President of State of the Republic of Turkey, and was born in Manisa in 1917. He was the 17th 
Chief of General Staff of the Turkish Armed Forces and he assumed the position of head of state after the 12th September 
1980 military coup. Evren served as president between 1982 and 1989.    

(http://www.tccb.gov.tr/cumhurbaskanlarimiz/) 

It is a requirement of the Fuzzy TOPSIS method that a decision-making group composed of experts should be formed. 

To this end, a group composed of academics who have worked on the subject of leadership was established. These 

decision makers were asked to evaluate the presidents shown in Table 12 using previously determined charismatic 

leadership qualities. The linguistic statements that the decision makers used during their evaluation and the triangular 

fuzzy numbers corresponding to these statements are presented in Table 13.  

Table 13. Linguistics Statements and Tringular Fuzzy Numbers  

Linguistics Statements Tringular Fuzzy Numbers 
Very Good 9 10 10 

Good 7 9 10 
Medium Good 5 7 9 

Fair 3 5 7 
Medium Poor 1 3 5 

Poor 0 1 3 
Very Poor 0 0 1 

(Chen, 2000) 

After this stage, the initial fuzzy decision matrix (𝑇̃), which was given a place in Level 1 in the section where the 

solution process for the Fuzzy TOPSIS method is explained, should be constructed together with the weights matrix (𝐴̃). 
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The initial fuzzy decision matrix that was constructed based on the evaluations of the decision makers is presented in 

Table 14. Criteria weights used in the Fuzzy TOPSIS method were previously calculated using the AHP. Because these 

calculated weights are shown already in Table 11, the weights matrix has not been given space here again. Having 

constructed the initial fuzzy decision and weights matrices, Level 2 was initiated.   

Table 14. The Preliminary Fuzzy Decision Matrix  

  A1 A2 A3 

tl tm tu tl tm tu tl tm tu 
C11 7,67 9,33 10 7 8,67 9,67 5,67 7,33 8,67 
C12 7 9 10 7 9 10 7 9 10 
C13 7 9 10 7 9 10 7 9 10 
C14 3,67 5,67 7,67 7 8,67 9,67 6,33 8,33 9,67 
C15 5,67 7,67 9 7 8,67 9,67 5,67 7,67 9,33 
C21 2,67 4,33 6 4,67 6,33 7,67 2,67 4,33 6,33 
C22 7 8,33 9 2 3,67 5,67 3,33 5 6,67 
C23 6,33 8 9 4 5,67 7,33 3,67 5,67 7,33 
C24 8,33 9,67 10 3,67 5,67 7,33 4,33 6,33 8 
C25 1 2,33 4,33 2,67 4,33 6,33 1 2,33 4,33 
C26 7 9 10 2,67 4,33 6,33 1,33 3 5 
C27 6,33 8,33 9,67 3 5 7 3,67 5,67 7,33 
C31 5 7 8,67 4 5,67 7,33 1,67 3,67 5,67 
C32 7,67 9,33 10 3,67 5,67 7,33 2,33 4,33 6,33 
C33 6,33 8,33 9,67 4,33 6,33 8,33 3 5 7 
C34 7,67 9,33 10 3,67 5,67 7,33 3,67 5,67 7,67 
C35 5,67 7,67 9 5 7 8,67 4,33 6,33 8 
C41 6,33 8,33 9,67 3 5 7 2,67 4,33 6,33 
C42 7,67 9,33 10 2,67 4,33 6,33 2,33 4,33 6,33 
C43 3,67 5,67 7,33 5,67 7,67 9,33 2,67 4,33 6,33 
C44 6,33 8 9,33 4,33 6,33 8 2 3,67 5,67 
C45 4 5,67 7,33 4 5,67 7,33 2 3,67 5,67 
C51 8,33 9,67 10 4,67 6,33 7,67 1,67 3,67 5,67 
C52 7,67 9,33 10 4,33 6,33 8 2,33 4,33 6,33 
C53 5 7 8,33 4,33 6,33 8 2 3,67 5,67 
C54 6,33 8 9 3 5 7 2,33 4,33 6,33 
C55 5 7 9 4,33 6,33 8,33 1,33 3 5 
C56 6,33 8,33 9,67 5 7 8,67 2,33 4,33 6,33  

  A4 A5 A6 

tl tm tu tl tm tu tl tm tu 
C11 4,33 6 7,33 4,33 6,33 8 5,33 6,67 7,67 
C12 7 9 10 7 9 10 7 9 10 
C13 7 9 10 7 9 10 7 9 10 
C14 5,67 7,67 9,33 5,67 7,67 9,33 5 7 9 
C15 4,33 6,33 8,33 3,67 5,67 7,67 5,67 7,33 8,67 
C21 3,67 5,67 7,67 5,67 7,67 9 2,33 3,33 4,67 
C22 4 5,67 7,33 7 9 10 5 7 8,67 
C23 3,33 5 6,67 6,33 8 9,33 7 8,67 9,67 
C24 5 6,67 8 8,33 9,67 10 7,67 9,33 10 
C25 1,33 3 5 2,33 4,33 6,33 1 2 3,67 
C26 3 5 6,67 7 9 10 4,67 6,33 7,67 
C27 5,67 7,67 9,33 6,33 8,33 9,67 3,67 5,67 7,33 
C31 7 8,67 9,67 8,33 9,67 10 2 3,67 5,67 
C32 4,33 6,33 8 7,67 9 9,67 3 5 7 
C33 6,33 8 9 7,67 9,33 10 3,67 5,67 7,33 
C34 5 7 8,67 6,33 8,33 9,67 3,67 5,67 7,33 
C35 5 7 8,33 7 9 10 5 7 8,33 
C41 4,67 6,33 7,67 7 9 10 3,33 5 7 
C42 5 7 8,67 7 8,67 9,67 3,67 5,67 7,67 
C43 3,33 5 7 5,67 7,67 9,33 1,67 2,67 4,33 
C44 4,67 6,33 7,67 7 8,67 9,67 2 3,67 5,67 
C45 3,33 5 6,67 6,33 8 9,33 2,67 4,33 6,33 
C51 3 5 6,67 5,67 7,33 8,33 1,67 3,67 5,67 
C52 5,67 7,67 9 7 8,33 9 1,33 3 5 
C53 7,67 9,33 10 7,67 9,33 10 1,33 3 5 
C54 4,33 6,33 8,33 7,67 9 9,67 2 3,67 5,67 
C55 3,33 5 7 7 8,67 9,67 2 3,67 5,67 
C56 3 5 7 5 7 8,67 1,33 3 5 

In Level 2, first, the normalized fuzzy decision matrix which was previously shown in equation (8) was constructed. 

After that, in Level 3, using the weighted normalized fuzzy values which were calculated using equation (10), the 

weighted normalized fuzzy decision matrix shown in equation (9) was constructed. Since these constructed matrices are 

too extensive, the calculation of these values and matrices showing them all collectively could not be given space here.  

After Level 2 and 3 were complete, in Level 4 the positive and negative solution values of each alternative were 
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determined with the help of equations (11) and (12); they are presented in Table 15 below.  

Table 15. The Positive (I
+
) and Negative (I

-
) Ideal Solution Values of Alternatives  

Calculation of positive ideal solution values Calculation of negative ideal solution values 

 
𝑰𝟏
+ 𝑰𝟐

+ 𝑰𝟑
+ 𝑰𝟒

+ 𝑰𝟓
+ 𝑰𝟔

+ 
 

𝑰𝟏
− 𝑰𝟐

− 𝑰𝟑
− 𝑰𝟒

− 𝑰𝟓
− 𝑰𝟔

− 
C11 0,001 0,001 0,002 0,002 0,002 0,002 C11 0,003 0,002 0,002 0,001 0,001 0,001 
C12 0 0 0 0 0 0 C12 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 
C13 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 C13 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 
C14 0,009 0,004 0,004 0,006 0,006 0,007 C14 0,006 0,011 0,01 0,009 0,009 0,008 
C15 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 C15 0,001 0,002 0,001 0,001 0,001 0,001 
C21 0,012 0,007 0,012 0,009 0,005 0,014 C21 0,006 0,01 0,006 0,009 0,013 0,004 
C22 0,001 0,005 0,004 0,003 0,001 0,002 C22 0,004 0,002 0,002 0,003 0,005 0,004 
C23 0,004 0,008 0,008 0,009 0,004 0,003 C23 0,008 0,005 0,005 0,004 0,008 0,009 
C24 0,002 0,008 0,007 0,006 0,002 0,002 C24 0,009 0,004 0,005 0,005 0,009 0,009 
C25 0,014 0,008 0,014 0,012 0,009 0,015 C25 0,007 0,013 0,007 0,009 0,013 0,006 
C26 0,002 0,007 0,009 0,007 0,002 0,005 C26 0,009 0,004 0,003 0,005 0,009 0,006 
C27 0,002 0,004 0,004 0,002 0,002 0,004 C27 0,005 0,002 0,003 0,004 0,005 0,003 
C31 0,008 0,01 0,014 0,004 0,002 0,014 C31 0,012 0,009 0,006 0,015 0,017 0,006 
C32 0,006 0,019 0,024 0,017 0,006 0,021 C32 0,027 0,014 0,01 0,017 0,026 0,013 
C33 0,013 0,022 0,028 0,013 0,008 0,025 C33 0,029 0,02 0,014 0,026 0,033 0,016 
C34 0,007 0,023 0,023 0,017 0,011 0,023 C34 0,026 0,012 0,013 0,017 0,023 0,012 
C35 0,004 0,005 0,006 0,005 0,003 0,005 C35 0,005 0,004 0,004 0,004 0,007 0,004 
C41 0,006 0,014 0,015 0,01 0,005 0,013 C41 0,015 0,007 0,006 0,01 0,016 0,007 
C42 0,009 0,038 0,039 0,023 0,012 0,03 C42 0,044 0,017 0,017 0,031 0,041 0,024 
C43 0,034 0,019 0,043 0,038 0,019 0,055 C43 0,035 0,051 0,026 0,031 0,051 0,014 
C44 0,022 0,039 0,063 0,038 0,017 0,063 C44 0,062 0,046 0,024 0,046 0,068 0,024 
C45 0,033 0,033 0,048 0,038 0,016 0,043 C45 0,033 0,033 0,019 0,028 0,05 0,024 
C51 0,004 0,016 0,026 0,021 0,012 0,026 C51 0,031 0,019 0,01 0,014 0,022 0,01 
C52 0,008 0,024 0,035 0,017 0,012 0,042 C52 0,046 0,03 0,02 0,037 0,04 0,014 
C53 0,033 0,039 0,061 0,013 0,013 0,067 C53 0,053 0,049 0,027 0,074 0,074 0,022 
C54 0,004 0,01 0,011 0,007 0,002 0,012 C54 0,011 0,007 0,006 0,009 0,013 0,005 
C55 0,01 0,012 0,022 0,016 0,005 0,02 C55 0,019 0,017 0,008 0,013 0,023 0,009 
C56 0,018 0,028 0,05 0,044 0,028 0,06 C56 0,062 0,051 0,03 0,036 0,051 0,021 

In Level 5, the distances of each alternative from positive (𝑕𝑖
+) and negative (𝑕𝑖

−) ideal solutions were calculated using 

equations (14), (15), and (16). In the calculation of the distances of alternatives from the positive and negative ideal 

solutions the vertex method was used and the results obtained are presented in Table 16.  

Table 16. The Distance of Alternatives from Positive (I
+
) and Negative (I

-
) Ideal Solution Values  

Presidents 𝑕𝑖
+ 𝑕𝑖

− 

A1 0,269 0,570 
A2 0,403 0,443 
A3 0,572 0,286 
A4 0,380 0,460 
A5 0,208 0,630 
A6 0,575 0,276 

In Level 6, the 𝑕𝑖
+ and 𝑕𝑖

− values shown in Table 16 were used in equation (17), and closeness degrees pertaining to 

the alternatives (CDi) were calculated; they are presented in Table 17.   

Table 17. The Closeness Degrees of Alternatives  

Presidents CDi Ranking 

A1(R.Tayyip Erdogan) 0,679 2 
A2 (Abdullah Gul) 0,523 4 

A3 (A.Necdet Sezer) 0,333 5 
A4(Süleyman Demirel) 0,547 3 

A5 (Turgut Ozal) 0,751 1 
A6(Kenan Evren) 0,324 6 

In the ranking performed with respect to the closeness degrees of the alternatives, Turgut Ozal ranked first with 0.751 points, 

followed by R. Tayyip Erdogan with 0.679, Suleyman Demirel with 0.547, Abdullah Gul with 0.523 and A. Necdet Sezer with 

0.333 points. With 0.324 points Kenan Evren ranked last in respect to closeness degree. According to these results, from 

among the selected presidents Turgut Ozal, who served between 1989 and 1993, turned out to be the most charismatic leader.   

4. Conclusion  

The literature is rich with studies of the concept of leadership, which can be defined as gathering a group of people 

around certain goals, and mobilizing and directing these people in the way of realizing these goals. In approaches 
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analyzing this concept, first, the personal traits of the leader were tackled, then emphasis was given to the leader‟s 

behaviors, while in recent periods these approaches were expanded to include situations in which the leader‟s behaviors, 

and their followers‟ traits, are elaborated. These approaches, and the studies carried out within the scope of these 

approaches, have resulted in literature about leadership that is very wide, and have shown that there are many factors 

involved in determining leadership type or the nature of a leader. Although there are many studies in such fields as 

management, politics, philosophy, psychology, sociology, social psychology and communication which deal with 

subjects such as leadership, leadership types and leadership approaches, the number of studies in which quantitative 

decision-making methods and techniques are used in relation to these topics is very limited. The fundamental reasons 

restricting these types of studies are that traditional decision-making methods and techniques obligate the use of 

quantitative data, and these techniques are based on Aristotelian logic. The entry of fuzzy logic in the literature has 

expanded the fields of applicability of traditional decision-making methods and techniques. Fuzzy logic allows 

evaluations and judgments that people in decision-making positions made and preferred to state verbally to be included 

in the solution process, by quantifying them with the help of fuzzy numbers. Such a development has made it possible 

to use the methods and techniques in question in difficult-to-measure subjects such as leadership.  

In this context, a new approach was adopted in this study, by associating quantitative decision-making methods and 

techniques with the topic of charismatic leadership. Six presidents who served the Republic of Turkey as Head of State 

were evaluated with respect to charismatic leadership using the AHP and Fuzzy TOPSIS methods alongside one another. 

Qualities that determine charismatic leadership were determined based on the literature; these qualities were then given 

a final shape after interviews conducted with experts in the area; their weights were calculated using the AHP method; 

and finally it was determined which president was the most charismatic utilizing the Fuzzy TOPSIS method.    

The results obtained with our application of the Analytic Hierarchy Process method show that the most important 

criteria for charismatic leadership is “communication”. The communication criteria were followed by the managerial, 

mental, personal and demographic main criteria, respectively. The fact that communication is the most important main 

criteria for charismatic leadership points to the fact that the sub-criteria of the leader having effective communication 

with their followers, the ability to persuade them in the way of their goals, the ability to take risks for the benefit of 

followers when necessary, being a creative person and open to changes to support followers‟ development, are also 

important from the perspective of charismatic leadership. In addition to this, the results also emphasize that charismatic 

leaders should be reliable, service oriented, sensitive to followers‟ needs, able to think analytically, able to share a 

common vision with their followers, able to draw lessons from mistakes, highly self-confident, able to show empathy 

towards followers and determined individuals. Likewise, the results obtained from the AHP show that the education 

sub-criterion from the demographic criteria is perceived as relatively more important than the other sub-criteria such as 

physical appearance, marital status, gender and age.      

In the next stage, the main and sub criteria weights that were calculated using the AHP method were used in the Fuzzy 

TOPSIS method, and the six selected presidents were graded with respect to charismatic leadership. The results 

obtained from the Fuzzy TOPSIS method turned out to be in line with the general opinion held before the study started, 

that when compared to other presidents, Turgut Ozal, who served as the 8
th

 President of the Republic of Turkey in the 

period 1989-1993, was determined to be the most charismatic leader. Turgut Ozal was followed by Recep Tayyip 

Erdogan, Suleyman Demirel, Abdullah Gul, Ahmet Necdet Sezer and Kenan Evren, respectively.      

5. Recommendations  

Although many studies have been conducted on the concepts of the leader, leadership approaches and charismatic 

leadership, that there is limited number of studies tackling these concepts and MCDM methods together is a deficiency 

on the part of management organization fields. This study attempts to address this deficiency. The results obtained from 

this study show that MCDM methods and techniques, among which are the AHP and Fuzzy TOPSIS methods, can be 

applied in subjects such as the evaluation of leaders and the determination of leadership qualities that are considered to 

mostly fall into the field of management science. In addition, in these types of problem structures, picking up decision 

points that have relatively similar features and qualities to one another makes it difficult for decision makers to 

determine the most effective one. Using MCDM methods that aim to reach the most effective decision point based on 

quantitative data can help to overcome this problem. By employing various methods and techniques traditionally 

considered to fall under the scope of other fields, researchers in the field of management science can affect 

interdisciplinary interaction in a positive way and can also help to introduce different and more creative studies to the 

literature. From this perspective, conducting different studies employing the MCDM method and techniques other than 

AHP and Fuzzy TOPSIS in the field of management science would enhance diversity in the literature. Likewise, 

determining which type of leadership style successful leaders mostly exhibit by utilizing these methods and techniques 

would enhance the existing body of knowledge and give way to new studies.      
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