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ABSTRACT
Using both quantitative and qualitative research techniques, we investigate the
effect of leaders’ style and personality on foreign policy. The study examines six
Turkish leaders, Süleyman Demirel, Bülent Ecevit, Necmettin Erbakan, Recep
Tayyip Erdoğan, Abdullah Gül, and Turgut Özal, and 18 foreign policy cases to
answer the following questions: do Turkish leaders differ from each other in
terms of their personality traits and styles?; how did their styles affect their
foreign policy choices?; and how did they react to various domestic and
international constraints they encountered in cases of foreign policy? Our
findings suggest that: (a) in terms of their personality traits, Turkish leaders do
not collectively fit in one category; (b) there are some stark differences among
our six leaders, although some leaders are more similar to each other than
others in terms of their personality traits and styles; (c) these differences were
observable in the foreign policy decisions they made.
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Introduction

Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger mentioned in an interview that
‘[He] tended to think of history as run by impersonal forces, but when you
see it in practice, you see the difference personality makes.’1 As this quote cap-
tures, leadership is important and makes a difference. Furthermore, the exist-
ing literature persuasively shows that we can systematically evaluate the
impact of leadership styles and personal traits on foreign policy decisions.2

We also know that presidents (or, heads of states) are not the only leaders
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that affect (foreign) policymaking. In parliamentary systems, for example, the
prime minister (the leader of the governing cabinet) plays an important role in
the policymaking process. Prime ministers become important because they
control ‘the selection and dismissal of ministers, cabinet structures’ and
becomes more proficient in controlling the right to appoint the cabinet.3 In
addition, prime ministers, who are usually the heads of the major party in par-
liament have ‘solid power over the[ir] parties.’4

We argue that foreign policymaking involves a dynamic relationship
between political leadership as agency and the international, institutional, nor-
mative and cultural constraints as structures. ‘Structure’ is the context in
which decision and action takes place; it not only limits but also shapes and
propels behavior. ‘Agency’ is the role of humans and their individual charac-
teristics in the decision-making process. The analysis of foreign policy is just
as vulnerable to the ‘agency-structure problem,’ which, according to Dessler,

emerges from two uncontentious truths about social life: first, that human
agency is the only moving force behind actions, events, and outcomes of the
social world; and second, that human agency can be realized only in concrete
historical circumstances that condition the possibilities for action and
influence its course.5

To address agent-structure dynamics, and consistent with Giddens’ structura-
tion theory,6 we contend that foreign policy analysis should provide a detailed
examination of leaders’ beliefs, personal traits, styles and a comprehensive
evaluation of important structural conditions. Giddens argues that although
individuals are not entirely free to choose their own actions, they nonetheless
are the agency that reproduces social structures. For Giddens, structures–as
much as they may put limitations on agents– are created, maintained, and
changed through the agents’ actions. This study does not assume that it is
the leaders that make all the difference in foreign policy. We are against
such theoretical reductionism. Similarly, we disagree with the common
view in the literature that structural factors dictate what decision makers
can do in foreign policy. We find theories that prioritize the systemic
factors overly deterministic.

Structural explanations of state behavior are familiar to students of inter-
national politics. From the neo-realist focus on anarchy and distribution of
power to liberalism’s expectations on the constraining factors of economic
interdependent structures and international regimes, state behavior is seen
as a product of international pressures faced by states and their leaders.7 In
the Turkish context, numerous examples of scholarship focusing on
different structural factors can be found. Guner and Koc, for example,
examine the effects of structural factors on Turkish foreign policy in Syria.8

Kirisci and Kaptanoglu investigate the effects of economic interdependence
on state behavior.9 Similarly, Tezcur and Grigorescu scrutinize Turkey’s
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activism in its surrounding regions, specifically focusing on the diversification
of the county’s political and economic interests following the important struc-
tural shifts that took place after the end of the Cold War.10 System-level con-
structivism also focuses on the role of (normative) structures to explain state
behavior according to logics of appropriateness and constructed expectations
of self and other.11

Other constructivists, who look inside the state at the domestic-societal
level, point to cultural norms and values, operating as structures of constraint
on leaders and foreign policy.12 Yanik’s work scrutinizes the ‘exceptionalism’
notion and its effect on Turkish foreign policy.13 Bilgin critically evaluates
another discourse and cultural construct ‘strong state surviving in a tough
neighbourhood’ notion that has shaped Turkish foreign and security policy
for many years.14 The cultural explanation of democratic peace focuses on
societal norms and values that encourage peaceful means of conflict resol-
ution when democratic states are dealing with other democracies that share
similar liberal values.15 The institutional explanation of the democratic
peace stresses the role of institutional structures and the constitutional
checks and balances that tie the hands of leaders through accountability to
a more peaceful public.16 Both rational choice theories of domestic costs
and neo-classical realism’s conception of the executive, who must bargain
with domestic political actors to extract resources in order to respond to inter-
national pressures, also see political-domestic structures as limits on security
policy.17

Other domestic, institutional factors can constrain leaders. Government
structures that create multi-party coalitions, for example, put multiple
actors, or ‘veto-players’’ in control of policymaking. Multiparty governments
can bog down decision making and create fragmented policy and excessive
compromises; coalition governments may be more vulnerable to junior
party influence and inter-party politics.18 In addition, decision-making
rules, legal provisions as provided by the constitution (i.e. which decisions
need to be made or approved by the parliament), different institutional
arrangements that lead to formation of different decision-units, the relation-
ship between the executive and the legislature, as well as within party disagree-
ments can create further structural constraints on foreign policy-making.19

In short, many approaches to international relations and foreign policy
emphasize the constraints imposed on political leaders by various structural
forces. Whereas some foreign policy scholars pay attention to the interplay
between agency and structure, the literature is mostly silent on the fact that
many ‘constraints are open to multiple interpretations or can be overcome
in the short term (though the longer-term political or personal consequences
may be very serious).’20 Moreover, ‘contrary to prevailing structure-based the-
ories, potential constraints in any political environment must be activated by
leaders’ responsiveness to them before they can influence policy behaviour.’21
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We argue that how leaders cope with these domestic and structural con-
straints are conditioned by their personalities and styles. In other words, we
argue that leaders’ actions are not determined by structures, but instead
leaders interact with structures while they make foreign policy.22 We agree
with Walker that ‘it is really an empirical question as to whether leaders are
aware, and if they are, whether they respond with the calculations of costs
and benefits specified by the weights assigned to external focal points in a
structural explanation.’23 We also contend that the dynamic relationship
between agency and structure can be examined ‘only by looking at the policy-
making processes within states’24 –how do agents interpret, manage, and
respond to structural constraints when they make policy decisions? We
argue that the question of how structural constraints are shaped and inter-
preted by leaders and whether or not all agents are equally constrained or
empowered by structures is one that requires detailed attention. This study
contributes to the study of Turkish foreign policy via its multi-methodological
and comparative approach illustrated in various case studies. We also contrib-
ute more broadly to Foreign Policy Analysis and International Relations by
further exploring the ways in which leaders, as agents, react to domestic
and international structures.

Method of evaluation

We utilize different methods to study the impact of political leaders in foreign
policymaking while working under different domestic and international con-
straints. First, we determined the leadership styles of six Turkish leaders using
the Leadership Trait Analysis (LTA). Second, we analyzed 18 foreign policy
cases to examine the foreign policymaking of these six leaders under domestic
and international constraints, and compared them with each other in order to
detect whether or not the Turkish leaders acted in these cases in ways that
were suggested by our LTA findings. Our objective was to find out if LTA pro-
vided good predictions about how each leader would act when making foreign
policy. Conducting in-depth qualitative case studies was important, especially
to test LTA (a method applied universally to study leaders around the world)
within the specific Turkish context. This is one of the contributions of this
paper to the LTA literature as well, because there are not many LTA
studies conducted in non-Western contexts and not many using a mixed
method approach combining quantification of leadership traits with in-
depth analysis of the specific foreign policy context.

We studied the leadership styles of six Turkish leaders: Süleyman Demirel,
Bülent Ecevit, Necmettin Erbakan, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan,25 Abdullah Gül,
and Turgut Özal. Over the years, Turkey had to deal with some very
similar foreign policy issues and Turkey’s leaders have had to make certain
decisions about these same issues. For example, Turkey’s long-standing
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relations with the European Union is a topic that has confronted all Turkish
leaders. Similarly, the Turkey-United States strategic alliance that began after
World War II is an important issue all leaders addressed. In addition, crises
and war have become the hallmark of the Middle East and they have
always created a challenge for Turkish leaders. For example, despite minor
differences in the international context, both Özal and Erdoğan had to
tackle important decisions regarding the 1991 and 2003 Iraq wars.26

We chose these leaders also because individually, and as a set, these leaders
offer a natural quasi-experimental design for examining how different leaders
may interpret similar domestic and international constraints. For example,
Özal, Gül, Demirel and Erdoğan held positions as both presidents and
prime ministers. Additionally, Özal, Erdoğan and Gül operated in one-
party governments whereas Demirel, Erbakan and Ecevit were prime minister
in coalition government settings. One-party vs. coalition settings certainly
provide different types of limitations on leaders. We should note that until
very recently, prime ministers were especially important in Turkish politics
as the constitution gave them more legislative and executive powers than it
did to the President. The Presidency was typically viewed as a symbolic pos-
ition and many presidents had interpreted their role as one that was ‘above
politics.’ However, some Turkish presidents chose to get directly involved
in policymaking. For example, Özal was very active in foreign policymaking,
Demirel showed interest in certain foreign policy issues; in contrast, Ahmet
Necdet Sezer (not profiled here) did not play any major role in foreign
affairs. Sezer did not even travel abroad much to meet with his counterparts.
Although it is certainly the case that the international context changed over
the course of these leaders’ time in office, our cases demonstrate that these
structural contexts were not determinant of Turkish foreign policy choices.
There was often disagreement about the nature of that international
context and how to respond to it. Our central argument is that leaders and
their personality traits played an important role in how Turkey responded
to international structures, regardless of the nature of those structures.

Leadership trait analysis (LTA)

To determine the personalities and styles of the six Turkish leaders mentioned
above, we utilized LTA. Margaret Hermann developed LTA, based on many
years of research on personality traits of leaders especially in the foreign policy
domain.27 This framework renders different leadership styles based on seven
personality traits: belief in ability to control events (BACE), conceptual com-
plexity (CC), need for power (PWR), distrust towards others (DIS), in-group
bias (IGB), self-confidence (SC), and task orientation (TASK). Table 1 pre-
sents brief information about each trait. LTA profiles are reliable28 and scho-
lars have used it to analyze personalities and leadership styles of American,
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British, African, European, Iranian, and Israeli leaders, members of the Soviet
Politburo, as well as the heads of international organizations.29

For LTA coding, it is assumed that the more frequently leaders use certain
words and phrases when they speak, the more apparent and salient such
content is to them, and the more it reflects underlying personality traits.30

LTA coding is quantitative and employs frequency counts taking the word
or phrase as the unit of analysis. Early LTA research used hand-coding tech-
niques; in the early 2000s, computer programs have been developed to code
leaders’ verbal acts to produce more reliable assessments at greater speeds
and volume.31 One such computer program is ProfilerPlus.32 The program
determines the percentage of particular words and phrases used by the
leaders based on the length of the text.33

The advantage of using the LTA framework for investigating agent-struc-
ture relations is that LTA provides specific expectations regarding which
characteristics of agents matter and how in leaders’ orientations toward struc-
tures. In other words, leaders with different traits are expected to relate to their
context, institutional setting, costs and benefits of various policy options, and

Table 1. Personality characteristics in LTA.
Trait Description Coding

Belief in ability to
control events
(BACE)

Perception of own degree of control
over political world

Percentage of verbs used that reflect action
or planning for action of the leader or
relevant group.

Need for power
(PWR)

Interest in developing, preserving,
or reinstituting own power

Percentage of verbs that reflect actions of
attack, advise, influence behavior of
others, concern with reputation

Conceptual
complexity (CC)

Ability to distinguish complexities
of political life

Percentage of words related to high
complexity (e.g. ‘approximately’,
‘possibility’, ‘trend’) vs. low complexity
(e.g. ‘absolutely’, ‘certainly’, ‘irreversible’).

Self-confidence (SC) Notion of self-importance, and of
his/her capacity to take on the
political environment.

Percentage of personal pronouns used (e.g.
‘my’, ‘myself’, ‘I’, ‘me’, ‘mine’) which show
speaker perceives self as instigator of an
activity, an authority figure, or a recipient
of a positive reward.

In-group bias (IGB) Belief that own group constitutes
the center of political world

Percentage of references to group that are
favorable (e.g. ‘successful’, ‘great’), show
strength (e.g. ‘powerful’, ‘capable’) or a
need to maintain group identity (e.g.
‘decide our own policies’, ‘defend our
borders’).

Distrust of others
(DIS)

Suspicions, skepticism, worry of
others than own group

Percentage of nouns that indicated
misgivings or suspicions that others
intend harm toward speaker or speaker’s
group.

Task focus (TASK) Concentration on problem solving
vs. building relationships

Percentage of words related to
instrumental activities (e.g.
‘accomplishment’, ‘plan’, ‘proposal) vs.
concern for others’ feelings and desires
(e.g. ‘collaboration’, ‘amnesty’,
‘appreciation’).

Source: Adapted from Dyson, “Personality and Foreign Policy”.
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other agents in theoretically meaningful and predictable ways. Indeed, decades
of LTA-based research have demonstrated that leaders vary in how they
respond to their environments. Some confront structural barriers and press-
ures; others defer to or work within them. For leaders who challenge con-
straints, for example, their own beliefs and style will be reflected in
policymaking processes and foreign policy choices.34 According to
Hermann, a leader’s belief in ability to control events and influence their
environment, as well as their need for higher power provides enough clues
to tell us whether that leader will accept or challenge structurally imposed
limitations.35

In addition to their belief in ability to control events, to influence the
environment, and their need for power, leaders also differ from each other
in terms of their conceptual complexity and self-confidence. They also
show variation in terms of their in-group vs. out-group bias and their relation-
ship (task vs. personal) orientation. For example, a combined effect of how
conceptually complex and self-confident a leader is will have an impact on
how this person receives information and from whom. When we combine
all of these traits, we can then discover the leadership style of each individual.

Tables 2–4(this should be Tables 2-4) specify how the traits relate to the
questions asked above concerning leadership style and how each trait is
related to one another regarding an important aspect of leadership style.
For example, Table 2 illustrates that a combined effect of need for power
(PWR) and belief in ability to control events (BACE) determines whether a
leader is likely to challenge or respect constraints. Similarly, the relationship
between conceptual complexity (CC) and self-confidence (SC) as seen in
Table 3 provides clues about how open or closed a leader is to outside infor-
mation. It should be noted that when the scores on CC and SC are fairly close,
‘leaders’ behavior will depend on whether the scores the scores are high or low
when compared to other leaders.’36 If both are high, leaders will be open to
information; if both are low, they will be closed to it. By using the LTA, we
can also determine if a leader is problem-oriented or relationship-oriented

Table 2. Leaders’ orientation to constraints.

Need for
Power

Belief in Ability to Control Events

Low High

Low Respects constraints; work within such
parameters toward goals; compromise and
consensus building important.

Challenges constraints; but less successful
in doing so because too direct and open in
use of power; less able to read how to
manipulate people and setting behind the
scenes to have desired influence.

High Challenges constraints; but more
comfortable doing so in an indirect fashion-
behind the scenes; good at being ‘power
behind the throne’ where they can pull
strings but are less accountable for result.

Challenges constraints; are skillful in both
direct and indirect influence; know what
they want and take charge to see that it
happens.

Source: Hermann, “Assessing Leadership Style,” 188.
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using the LTA approach. Finally, as shown in Table 4, a combined effect of in-
group bias (IGB) and distrust towards others (DIS) reveals of a leader will
focus on taking advantage of opportunities and relationships or dealing
with threats.

Although LTA and other at-a-distance assessments are now, with
machine-coding, reliable, they continue to face a central question of validity:
do the words of leaders truly reflect their personal beliefs and personality
characteristics? This question often revolves around concerns about author-
ship, audience effects and deception, temporal stability, and language differ-
ences. However, in a recent review of the literature, Preston concludes that

LTA is the most rigorous and well-tested of current profiling techniques due to
its decades-long track record of research, meticulous empirical work validating
its links to actual behavior, and the sophisticated nature of its automation into

Table 3. Openness to information.
Complexity and Confidence Traits Open vs. Closed to Information

Conceptual Complexity > Self-confidence Open
Conceptual Complexity < Self-confidence Closed
Both high > average Open
Both low < average Closed

Source: Adapted from Hermann, “Assessing Leadership Style,” 194.

Table 4. Motivation toward world.

In-group
bias

Distrust of Others

Low High

Low World is not a threatening place; conflicts are
perceived as context-specific and are
reacted to on a case-by-case basis; leaders
recognize that their country, like many
others, has to deal with certain constraints
that limit what one can do and call for
flexibility of response; moreover, there are
certain international arenas where
cooperation with others is both possible
and feasible. (Focus is on taking advantage
of opportunities and relationships)

World is perceived as conflict-prone, but
because other countries are viewed as
having constraints on what they can do,
some flexibility in response is possible;
leaders, however, must vigilantly monitor
developments in the international arena
and prudently prepare to contain an
adversary’s actions while still pursuing their
countries’ interests. (Focus is on taking
advantage of opportunities and building
relationships while remaining vigilant)

High While the international system is essentially a
zero-sum game, leaders view that it is
bounded by a specified set of international
norms; even so, adversaries are perceived
as inherently threatening and
confrontation is viewed to be ongoing as
leaders work to limit the threat and
enhance their countries’ capabilities and
relative status. (Focus is on dealing with
threats and solving problems even though
some situations may appear to offer
opportunities)

International politics is centered around a set
of adversaries that are viewed as ‘evil’ and
intent on spreading their ideology or
extending their power at the expense of
others; leaders perceive that they have a
moral imperative to confront these
adversaries; as a result, they are likely to
take risks and to engage in highly
aggressive and assertive behavior. (Focus is
on eliminating potential threats and
problems)

Source: Hermann, “Assessing Leadership Style,” 200.
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the Profiler-Plus expert system that effectively eliminates intercoder reliability
issues.37

For our study, we address authorship, audience effects and similar issues by
using only interviews and other spontaneous material -and, not prepared
speeches, aggregating the data across audience, and assuming that leaders’
characteristics can be meaningfully assessed in English (if the text was orig-
inally spoken in English) or in English translations.

We gathered these first-hand sources from newspaper archives, and elec-
tronic databases. In addition, we also used websites of political parties and
the Office of the President and the Office of Prime Minister. The numbers of
verbal acts (interviews or other spontaneous material) we collected for each
of our six leaders are as follows: Süleyman Demirel: 145, Bülent Ecevit: 100,
Necmettin Erbakan: 83, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan: 126, Abdullah Gül: 75, and
Turgut Özal: 73. The total number of data points (words) in these materials
is over 500,000 – well above the total number required to do a reliable and
meaningful leadership trait analysis. Furthermore, all of the materials are
selected from among those containing foreign policy related topics.

Once we collected the materials, we classified and coded the data based on the
criteria provided by ProfilerPlus. Then, we calculated the scores for each trait
described in Table 1. Then, we compared the scores obtained for each leader
on each trait (discussed below) with different norming groups to determine
whether that leader stands below, at, or above the average. Standard deviations
in the norming group is calculated to make this comparison. In our analysis, we
compare the scores of Turkish leaders to two norming groups. The first is com-
prised of 284 world leaders, in which there are very few Turkish leaders (and
thus alone do not significantly impact the average or standard deviation). We
also compare our six leaders to a Turkish-only norming group. We can thus
see if results differ across these two norming groups. By comparing their stand-
ing among the world leaders and the Turkish leaders, we were able to makemore
accurate predictions about their personality traits. According to the last two
columns in Table 5, the mean scores for all traits do not change much
between the world norming group and the Turkish norming group except for
self-confidence trait. However, there is considerable difference between the
two norming groups in terms of standard deviations. This is expected as the
world leaders norming group is a highly heterogeneous group of leaders from
around the world, whereas the second one is a culture-specific group, hence
much less diverse. Finally, we determined the styles of our six leaders. While
our primary purpose in this project is to use LTA –a well-known theoretical fra-
mework and methodological tool– we also contribute to its development by
examining several leaders from within the same political system, by extending
LTA research beyond the United States and Western European context, and
by providing profiles of these leaders that can be used in further studies.
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Case studies

We examined the validity of our LTA results and categorization of the six
leaders chosen for this study by an in-depth examination of 18 foreign
policy cases (see Table 8). This qualitative part of the study was based on
two sources: available literature (both scholarly and not-scholarly) regarding
the particular foreign policy event, and 20 semi-structured interviews with
former government officials, political party members and advisors of
leaders in 2013. Among our selected leaders, Süleyman Demirel was the
only one we were able to interview personally.

We selected three foreign policy cases for each of our six political leaders.
Our cases focused on Turkey’s relations with the European Union, Turkish-
US strategic alliance, and Turkey’s foreign policy toward the Middle East. We
decided to focus on these three topics in order to control variation in inter-
national or systemic constraints as much as possible. Furthermore, the
foreign policy cases were selected based on their importance at the time
and because each leader under study had to respond to or take an initiative
regarding them. The importance of these cases was determined by examining
(1) newspaper coverage, (2) academic writings on Turkish foreign policy, and
(3) discussions with Turkey experts.

Results and discussion

Comparison of LTA scores of Turkish leaders with those of the
norming group

When we compare the scores of our six leaders (Table 5) with the scores of the
norming group of 284 world leaders, we see that there is no one certain per-
sonality trait that differentiates the Turkish leaders from others, although our

Table 5. Comparing Turkish leaders with world leaders.
Leaders

Demirel Ecevit Erbakan Erdoğan Gül Özal
284 World Leaders
(Hermann 2012)

Turkish Leaders
as a GroupTraits

BACE .360 .302 .340 .384 .306 .371 Mean = .35
(sd. = .05)

Mean = .344
(sd. = .034)

CC .586 .617 .529 .598 .576 .651 Mean = .59
(sd. = .06)

Mean = 593
(sd. = .041)

DIS .124 .114 .144 .116 .130 .134 Mean = .13
(sd. = .06)

Mean = .127
(sd. = .011)

IGB .131 .143 .135 .090 .127 .116 Mean = .15
(sd. = .05)

Mean = .124
(sd. = .019)

PWR .277 .260 .278 .243 .233 .229 Mean = .26
(sd. = .05)

Mean = .253
(sd. = .022)

SC .403 .505 .317 .356 .484 .453 Mean = .36
(sd. = .10)

Mean = .420
(sd. = .074)

TASK .601 .664 .537 .649 .687 .656 Mean = .63
(sd. = .07)

Mean = .632
(sd. = .054)
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group of Turkish leaders as a whole has a considerably higher score in SC in
comparison to the score of the world leaders on this trait. Whereas the mean
score for the six Turkish leaders is .420, the mean score for our norming group
is .36.

When we compare individual Turkish leaders with the norming group, we
see that some Turkish leaders have higher scores (not always statistically sig-
nificant) than the average scores of the norming group. For example, Özal and
Ecevit have very high complexity scores compared to the average score of the
world leaders. Similarly, four Turkish leaders –Demirel, Ecevit, Gül, Özal–
have considerably higher SC scores in comparison to the average score of
the norming group. It is also interesting to note that the IGB scores of all
six Turkish leaders are lower than the average score.

Comparison of LTA scores of Turkish leaders amongst themselves

In terms of their personality traits, it is difficult categorize all Turkish leaders
in one category. As Table 6 shows, there are some stark differences among the
six leaders, although some leaders are more similar to each other than others
in terms of their personality traits and styles. For example, the following pairs
of leaders show more similarities with one another: Erdoğan and Özal;
Demirel and Erbakan; Ecevit and Gül.

Turkish leaders’ orientation toward constraints, openness to
information, and motivation toward world

Both Erdoğan and Özal have high BACE scores. Similarly, both also have low
scores in IGB and are problem-oriented. Demirel and Erbakan are similar in
that they are relationship-oriented and that they have high scores in IGB and
PWR. Likewise, these leaders have low scores for SC and CC. Ecevit and Gül
show similarities in terms of their scores regarding the BACE (low), IGB
(high), SC (high) and problem-orientation (high). Finally, scores of Gül
and Özal illustrate that they both have distrust towards others (high); they
are problem-oriented (high) and their scores for PWR is low. On the other
hand, those leaders who have high SC scores –Ecevit, Gül, Özal– are also
task-oriented. Erbakan, Gül and Ecevit, who have low scores on BACE are
also the ones that scored high on PWR and IGB. As it will be remembered,
a leader’s response to constraints is determined based on their scores on
two traits: need for power and belief in one’s ability to control events.

With regard to orientation toward constraints, we have five leaders who
challenge constraints and one leader that respects constraints. Among the
five constraint challenges, Özal and Erdoğan (with low PWR and high
BACE scores) are likely to use their status directly and act in accordance
with the belief that they will achieve their goals. On the other hand, our
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Table 6. Comparing Turkish leaders within the group*.
BACE PWR CC SC

Erdoğan .384 Erbakan .278 Özal .651 Ecevit .505
Özal .371 hi-.378 Demirel .277 hi-.275 Ecevit .617 hi-.634 Gül .484 hi-.494
Demirel .360 Ecevit .260 Erdoğan .598 Özal .453
average .344 sd-.034 average .253 sd-.022 average .593 sd-.041 average .420 sd-.074
Erbakan .340 Erdoğan .243 Demirel .586 Demirel .403
Gül .306 lo-.310 Gül .233 lo-.332 Gül .576 lo-.552 Erdoğan .356 lo-.346
Ecevit .302 Özal .229 Erbakan .529 Erbakan .317

DIS IGB TASK

Erbakan .144 Ecevit .143 Gül .687
Özal .134 hi-.138 Erbakan .135 hi-.143 Ecevit .664 hi-.687
Gül .130 Demirel .131 Özal .656
average .127 sd-.011 average .127 sd-.019 average .649 sd-.054
Demirel .124 Gül .124 Erdoğan .632
Erdoğan .116 lo-.116 Özal .116 lo-.105 Demirel .601 lo-.578
Ecevit .114 Erdoğan .090 Erbakan .537

*sd = standard deviation, lo < 1<hi; if within one standard deviation, then average.
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two other leaders – Erbakan and Ecevit – who have high PWR and low BACE
scores will use ‘behind the scenes’ strategies in their attempt to challenge con-
straints. Finally, Demirel who has high PWR and BACE scores will challenge
constraints in the most skillful ways, utilizing different tactics and strategies.
Gül, the only constraints respecter in our group of leaders, will choose to work
within such parameters toward goals.

Based on their scores on SC and CC, we can also conclude that whereas
Erbakan is definitely closed to information and both Özal and Ecevit are
open to it, Erdoğan, Demirel, and Gül may or may not be open to infor-
mation. According to the LTA, this contingency is resolved by context and
the nature of issue are important to determine what kinds of issues and
which circumstances will lead the latter three leaders to be open to outside
information.

Finally, regarding Turkish leaders’ motivation toward the external world,
we see some similarities and differences. A leader’s orientation toward
world can be deduced from their scores on IGB and DIS. As shown in
Table 6, among our leaders, Erbakan and Gül have high scores in both IGB
and DIS, while Erdoğan has low scores on both traits. On the other hand,
Özal scored low on IGB and high on DIS while Demirel’s and Ecevit’s
scores are low on DIS and high on IGB.

Styles of Turkish leaders

After we combine all of the scores on the seven traits and show how each of
them are related to one another, it is now time to determine the leadership
styles of our six leaders. Table 7 summarizes our findings.

Styles of Turkish leaders in case studies

Our analysis of the 18 foreign policy cases leads us to claim that LTA provides
reliable and meaningful information about the connection between leaders’
styles and the foreign policy choices they make in foreign policy. That LTA
accounts for the structural limitations imposed on leaders is crucial in
foreign policy analysis. Our case analyses confirmed some important LTA-
based predictions not only about the relationship between domestic and inter-
national constraints and how leaders challenge or defer to them but also about
how leadership styles affect the foreign policy decision making process. For
example, both Özal and Erdoğan acted in ways that were consistent with
their very high scores on belief in ability to control events and task-orien-
tation. Similarly, it was clear that both Demirel and Erbakan who had high
in-group bias and high need for power. Finally, Gül and Ecevit, our two
leaders with lower scores on ability to control events, along with high self-
confidence and task-orientation acted as LTA results predicted. As Table 8
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illustrates, there is a very close match between the styles of the leaders as
determined by the LTA and how they behaved in foreign policymaking in
the 18 cases we examined. We also have available summary points from
our cases analyses.38

For example, it was easy to see Demirel’s directive leadership style in all
three cases. In the Baku-Ceyhan-Tiflis pipeline case he initiated many of
the face-to-face presidential meetings/summits and participated in the
decision-making process. Similarly, Demirel’s meeting with Egyptian Presi-
dent Mubarak was crucial to the outcome of the Turkish-Syrian crisis. At
least two of the case studies showed that Demirel might at times be less
than willing to compromise to work out a deal with others. Most tellingly,
Demirel, who was Prime Minister at the time and President Özal differed

Table 7. Styles of Turkish leaders.
Leaders’
orientation
toward
constraints

Openness
toward

information

Motivation

Problem/task Relationship

Constraints
challenger

Closed Recep Tayyip Erdoğan*
Expansionistic
Focus of attention is on
expanding leader’s,
government’s, and state’s span
of control.

Necmettin Erbakan
Süleyman Demirel*
Evangelistic
Focus of attention is on
persuading others to join in
one’s mission, in mobilizing
others around one’s message.

Constraints
challenger

Open Turgut Özal
Bülent Ecevit
Recep Tayyip Erdoğan*
Actively-independent
Focus of attention is on
maintaining one’s own and the
government’s maneuverability
and independence in a world
that is perceived to continually
try to limit both.

Süleyman Demirel*
Directive
Focus of attention is on
maintaining one’s own and
the government’s status and
acceptance by others by
engaging in actions on the
world stage that enhance the
state’s reputation.

Constraints
respecter

Closed Abdullah Gül*
Incremental
Focus of attention is on
improving state’s economy
and/or security in incremental
steps while avoiding the
obstacles that will inevitably
arise along the way.

Influential
Focus of attention is on
building cooperative
relationships with other
governments and states in
order to play a leadership
role; by working with others,
one can gain more than is
possible on one’s own.

Constraints
respecter

Open Abdullah Gül*
Opportunistic
Focus of attention is on
assessing what is possible in
the current situation and
context given what one wants
to achieve and considering
what important constituencies
will allow.

Collegial
Focus of attention is on
reconciling differences and
building consensus – on
gaining prestige and status
through empowering others
and sharing accountability.

*These leaders’ categorization is contingent on whether or not they are open to information.
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Table 8. Leadership styles and foreign policy cases.
Leaders

Özal Demirel Erbakan Ecevit Gül ErdoğanCase

1. US-
related

1991 Iraq War
Actively-Independent

Bakü-Ceyhan-
Tiflis Pipeline
Directive

Operation Northern Watch
(Could not challenge constraints
directly, but indirect challenge is
still there)

Armenian Genocide
Decision at the US
Senate
Actively-Independent

2003 Iraq War (1
March Decision)
Opportunistic

2003 Iraq War (20 March
and 7 October Decisions)
Expansionistic

2. EU-
related

Rapprochement on
European Security
Framework
Actively-Independent

Bosnian War
Directive

Dublin Summit Decision
(December 1996)
Evangelistic

Helsinki Summit
Decisions (December
1999)
Actively-Independent

Prag Energy Summit
Incremental

Annan Plan and Cyprus
Negotiations
Expansionistic

3. Middle
East-
related

Water Pipeline Project
Actively-Independent

Syrian Crisis
(1998)
Directive

D-8 Project
Evangelistic

Rapproche-ment with
Iraq
Actively-Independent

Mediation Efforts
re: Iranian
nuclearization
Incremental

The Flotilla Incident (Mavi
Marmara)
Expansionistic
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from each other in Turkey should respond to Armenia during the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict and Demirel did not hesitate to suggest that those who were
suggesting Turkey taking more aggressive policies toward Armenia did not
really know where Turkey’s best interests lay. Demirel also acted in the
three cases under analysis in ways that showed his comfort with uncertainty
and flexibility in his reactions to ideas. He would seek a variety of perspectives
and would be highly attuned to contextual information. He took time in
making decisions and involved a large array of actors in the decision-
making process. Finally, Demirel also acted in ways that supported the LTA
results that he was ready to work with others or the international community
as a whole. He used his powers skillfully in both direct and indirect ways and
he most likely knew what he wanted and took charge to see it happens. In
short, in all three cases, Demirel acted consistent with the conclusion: ‘direc-
tive leader’. Demirel challenged the constraints such as pressure from the Pre-
sident, from the members of his (former) party or the governing coalition, and
from the public in all three cases, rather skillfully and not in threatening ways
to others. He tried to persuade and showed that what was needed was to main-
tain and/or further his/Turkey’s interests and reputation in general.

Actions of both Ecevit and Özal in the cases we examined during their
tenure illustrated that they did not shy away from making daring or unex-
pected foreign policy decisions, confirming that both of them belonged to
the category of actively-independent leaders. The cases regarding the US
Senate’s decision about the Armenian Genocide and Turkey’s rapprochement
with Iraq showed that Ecevit did not hesitate to go against the traditional
foreign policy of Turkey towards the United States. As Prime Minister, his
reaction to the European Union’s 1999 decision showed that he could favor
an aggressive foreign policy if he thought that was in Turkey’s best interests
and if he had supporters. Ecevit was confident not only in his grasp of
foreign policy-related matters but also how he managed coalition politics.
In addition, following the EU’s Helsinki Decisions, he did not hesitate to
‘threaten’ the Union by suggesting that Turkey could freeze all relations
with the Union (note that he was supported by his coalition partners). Simi-
larly, Özal was both task- and relationship-focused. He knew what he wanted
to accomplish and thought deeply about how to get to it. When his views
clashed with other powerful actors in Turkish politics such as the Military
as seen in the 1991 Iraqi War, he did not hesitate to claim that he had a lot
more information about the matter and that the Constitution gave him the
right to decide on matters relating to national security.

Erbakan showed remarkable consistency and self-confidence in his actions
and pursued better relations with the Muslim world despite important dom-
estic constraints. His actions to circumvent the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
also points to his (demand for) ‘independence in action.’ All three cases we
examined illustrated that Erbakan did not feel comfortable delegating
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authority, although he surrounded himself with trusted friends and col-
leagues, who had meetings with Erbakan behind closed doors. His determi-
nation to maintain his group and loyalty of his constituencies illustrated his
willingness to challenge constraints during his tenure as Prime Minister.
Overall, his general foreign policy orientation was a direct challenge to the
long-held, traditional foreign policy of Turkey. He certainly showed the
signs of an ‘evangelistic leader.’

Finally, both Erdoğan and Gül demonstrated behavior that were in line
with expansionistic and incremental or opportunistic leadership styles, respect-
ively. In the cases of 2003 Iraq War and the Flotilla Incident, we saw Erdo-
ğan’s high belief in the ability to control events and active involvement,
taking direct action without any hesitation to provoke Israel (or the United
States). The 2003 Iraq War case demonstrated that he wanted to control
the outcome by actually making his party to vote en bloc on the bill.
Erdoğan periodically used direct threats that sometimes resulted in more
commitment to a foreign policy issue. In all of the three cases examined,
there were many instances that illustrated that he saw the issues in black-
and-white, without really showing any interest in looking into the gray
areas. Our cases also revealed that Erdoğan was very intent to justify why
certain actions needed to be taken or some hard decisions had to be made
including the one the Turkish government made following the Annan Plan
on Cyprus. The Flotilla Incident illustrated that he usually blamed others
when things did not go as planned. He showed commitment to his group
and asked for complete loyalty in return.

All three cases we examined demonstrated that Gül respected constraints
and used his skills and status to persuade rather than to force others to
follow his ideas or policy choices. Even in a situation, where many, consider-
ing the constraints, argued that he had taken a huge leap of faith by becoming
a mediator in Iranian-Western relations, his respect for challenge was clear.
Gül chose to work within established parameters and called for compromise
or consensus. In this sense, in line with our LTA findings, Gül acted as an
opportunistic leader in the case of the 2003 Iraq War or an incremental
leader in the cases of the Prague Energy Summit and the Iranian nucleariza-
tion. Most tellingly, in both of these cases, Gül was focused on problems but
his focus on relationship was visible in the Iraq War decision.

Conclusions and future research directions

Turkey presents an excellent laboratory for the study of the interaction of lea-
dership styles and different types of structural constraints. Our findings
suggest that whereas there is no one personality trait that differentiates the
Turkish leaders from other world leaders, our group of Turkish leaders as a
whole has a considerably higher score in SC in comparison to the score of
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the LTA norming group on this trait. Among themselves, the Turkish leaders
we examined in this research show some stark differences, although some
leaders are more similar to each other than others in terms of their personality
traits and styles. Our LTA results suggested that Özal and Ecevit had an
actively-independent leadership style, and Erbakan illustrated the style of an
evangelical leader. In contrast, the leadership style of Gül was either incremen-
tal or opportunistic and that of Demirel was either evangelical or directive,
depending on how open they were to incoming information. Similarly, our
analysis put Erdoğan’s leadership style in both expansionist and actively-inde-
pendent categories, again based on whether or not he is open to information.

In addition, our in-depth analysis of 18 Turkish foreign policy cases
suggest a high level of match between the leadership styles and how these
leaders behaved during the policymaking process. In fact, we observed both
Özal and Ecevit’s actively-independent leadership styles in all of the case
studies we examined during their tenures. Similarly, we were able to
discern Demirel’s directive and Erdoğan’s expansionist styles in the relevant
foreign policy cases. In two of the case studies we examined during the
tenure of Gül, we found that he followed an incrementalist approach. We
determined that he acted as an opportunistic leader in the third case.
Finally, Erbakan’s evangelical leadership style was clearly observable in two
of the three case studies we analyzed.

Based on these findings, we conclude that LTA, with its rigorous and well-
tested profiling techniques is very successful in linking different leadership
styles to actual foreign policy behavior. In fact, our study takes the study of
leadership traits and styles a step further by using LTA and contributes to
this burgeoning literature by comparing several different leaders, from a
multi-method perspective, in a non-U.S. or Western European context.
Despite the ongoing importance of LTA’s predictive capability, however, we
claim that the LTA-based research is in need of more nuance, especially
when it comes to three areas.

First, it is important that scholars who conduct LTA-based research focus
on detecting certain personality traits of younger leaders or leaders who are
relatively newer in tackling issues in foreign affairs. Within this context,
and secondly, it is important that LTA-based research continue to consider
how time and experience impact a leader’s style. For example, while the
LTA scores for Erdoğan in the time frame we focused in this research
suggest that he has low self-confidence, none of the cases we examined
showed that this was in fact the case. Similarly, it was hard to show empirically
his low scores on in-group bias and distrust towards others. Again, although
the overall measurement and the way different traits were combined that
resulted him being categorized as an ‘expansionist’ leader was on target,
our case analyses revealed that his scores on some of the individual trait ana-
lyses were rather questionable. This is important especially when one
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considers the increasingly authoritarian style of Erdogan in recent years. In
this regard, we strongly suggest that LTA-based research is complemented
with in-depth case analysis because this kind of analysis provides an excellent
way to study the impact of leaders’ styles on foreign policy.

Third, the LTA-based research would benefit from an intentional focus on
the question of how changes in institutional roles might impact the style of a
leader. As we mentioned in the beginning, structuralists argue that leaders’
actions and decisions are a product of their institutional role. In contrast, per-
sonality theorists do not see individuals as static across roles. For them, the
personality-role (or agent-structure) relationship is conceptualized as interac-
tionist. In other words, individuals do not simply wear and change roles as
they would clothes; their personalities shape both the degree to which they
mold themselves to roles, and the manner in which they play their role. More-
over, personality approaches would expect individuals, and some personality
types more than others, to develop their interactions with their role (and the
institutional environment in which their role resides) over time. In other
words, individuals engage in ‘role-learning.’39 Taking an interactionist per-
spective, some scholars have argued that the permanence of a trait across situ-
ations (or roles) is itself a personality characteristic and varies across leaders.40

According to Dille and Young, however, ‘such an argument would need to be
supported by further inquiry into trait variability under more controlled cir-
cumstances.’41 A recent study specifically examines changes in LTA traits
across role positions. 42 However, there is still much to be done in this area
of LTA-based research.

In addition to these issues, it is also important to study further how similar or
different leaders with same or similar leadership styles act under different types
of structural constraints. For example, do leaders find it more difficult to chal-
lenge international constraints or domestic constraints? Are institutional limit-
ations create more hurdles than cultural ones? Studies have shown that leaders
with same leadership styles act similarly in different structural conditions. For
example, in their assessment of the correlation between leadership styles of
prime ministers and their behavior during the decision making process in
Germany and Britain, Kaarbo and Hermann found that leaders in both
countries showed both within- and across-country variation in leadership
styles, with Germany predominantly having coalition governments and
Britain single-party cabinets.43 Despite differences in structural settings, Ger-
many’s Konrad Adenauer and Britain’s Margaret Thatcher both exhibited
different type of leadership than Germany’s Helmut Kohl and Britain’s John
Major. Both Adenauer and Thatcher took charge and dominated the political
system in both countries, thus illustrating the style of an expansionist leader.
On the other hand, Kohl gave importance to timing depending on the nature
of the political system and exemplified the characteristics of a strategist. Brit-
ain’s Major still showed a different type of leadership style. As a leader
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having an opportunistic leadership style, Major considered political context to
be an important factor in his decision making calculations. In short, while
Thatcher and Adenauer, working under different structural constraints in a
single-party government and a coalition, respectively, created a political
environment in which they could be assertive and directive, Major and Kohl
preferred to work in a way that would make them be strategic and conciliatory.

Finally, LTA-based research needs to consider the question of how person-
alities might change depending on audience. One of her earlier studies,
Hermann considered, along with topic and spontaneity, if personalities of
Soviet Politburo members changed when they had different audiences.44

She found that task focus was the most sensitive to all three situational
factors whereas scores for distrust of others and self-confidence were the
least influenced traits. Hermann also concluded that Soviet leaders’ in-
group bias scores changed noticeably depending on their audience. The ques-
tion that has remained since then is what is to what extent leaders’ personality
traits scores would differ across domestic and international audiences, topics
and time, especially in crisis situations. Scholars are just beginning to pay
attention to this question,45 which paves the way for an interesting and pro-
ductive line of exploration in the literature.
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