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Abstract

The rapid growth of Tiirkiye’s savings finance sector under Law No. 7292 has created
demand for objective, multidimensional performance evaluation tools. This study assesses
the financial performance of six savings finance companies in Tiirkiye over 2022-2024 using
a hybrid CRITIC-EDAS multi-criteria decision-making model. Criterion weights for eight
financial indicators—spanning profitability, operational efficiency, growth, and financial
structure—were derived objectively via CRITIC, while EDAS produced the rankings, which
were applied to criterion-direction-normalized data because the dataset contains negative
values. The operating expense-to-revenue ratio carried the greatest weight in 2022 and
2023; gross profit margin became dominant in 2024. Katilimevim led the rankings in
2022 (ASi = 1.000); Eminevim then took the lead in 2023 (ASi = 1.000) and held it in
2024 (ASi = 0.968), with Fuzulev second (ASi = 0.815). A normalization artifact affecting
two revenue-denominator ratios for one company (Imece) in 2024 was corrected through
winsorization. Validity was confirmed in two stages: Spearman correlations between
EDAS and the TOPSIS, MABAC, and MARCOS rankings exceeded the 0.89 reliability

threshold in all three years, and a nine-scenario sensitivity analysis supported the rankings’
robustness. These findings give regulators, investors, and managers a replicable framework
for evaluating performance in this young, underexamined sector and point to operational

efficiency and outlier management as priorities for oversight.

Keywords: savings finance companies; financial performance evaluation; CRITIC-EDAS;
multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM); Islamic finance

1. Introduction

Global financial markets have grown far more complex in recent years, as derivatives,
structured finance products, and securitized instruments have proliferated alongside a
widening range of financial products (Blanco & Wehrheim, 2017; Botta et al., 2022; Ghent
etal.,, 2019). Traditional financial ratio analysis, built around single-dimension comparisons,
struggles to keep pace with this complexity—a shortcoming that becomes especially clear
when markets turn volatile (Acar, 2024; Danci et al., 2025; Lo, 2017). Tiirkiye offers a case
in point: the CBRT’s one-week repo rate climbed to 19.42% in 2018, dropped below 12%
during 2020-2021, then surged again to 26.69% in 2023 and 47.50% in 2024 before easing
slightly to 42.07% in 2025. Combined with elevated credit, auto, and mortgage loan costs
(Table 1), these swings have made conventional financing harder to access and pushed
interest-sensitive borrowers toward alternatives such as savings-based financing.
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Table 1. Interest and Loan Cost Rates (TCMB, 2026).

Year  Weekly Repo Rate (%)  Avg. Term Deposit Rate (%)  Avg. Auto Loan Cost (%)  Avg. Mortgage Loan Cost (%)
2013 4.75 7.95 11.38 10.07
2014 9.13 9.72 11.71 10.34
2015 7.63 10.35 12.53 10.82
2016 8.00 10.89 14.29 11.68
2017 8.00 12.05 15.10 11.80
2018 19.42 17.62 17.22 12.37
2019 15.56 18.57 21.13 12.99
2020 11.38 10.38 15.86 12.06
2021 16.40 17.71 17.53 12.44
2022 11.13 17.41 22.71 14.13
2023 26.69 28.10 26.06 16.31
2024 47.50 53.78 30.44 21.08
2025 42.07 50.39 34.02 28.47

Source: TCMB (2026), Interest Rate and Profit Statistics.

In this context, interest-free financing methods—particularly models such as the
savings finance sector based on the principles of Islamic economics—have emerged as
alternatives to traditional models, offering innovative solutions for interest-sensitive seg-
ments in high-interest environments (Ding et al., 2022; Ustaoglu & Karabalik, 2023, 2025).
The savings finance sector, an alternative component of Tiirkiye’s financial system, has
solidified its importance through growth momentum and regulatory developments in
recent years. The requirement for these companies (Figure 1) to obtain operating licenses
has contributed to the implementation of corporate governance principles, improved lig-
uidity and risk management, enhanced asset quality, and greater transparency in financial
reporting (BDDK, 2012; Cetin, 2024; Bastug, 2024).
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Figure 1. Savings and Finance Companies in Tiirkiye. Note: 1/ indicates an active BDDK operating
license at the date shown.

In Ttirkiye, the savings-based financing sector began in the 1980s with informal
structures known as the “el birligi system,” particularly for individuals seeking interest-free
financing (Arican & Savut, 2022; M. Yavuz, 2021). This system pools participants’ savings
to enable them to acquire housing or vehicles in turn, transforming a traditional culture
of mutual aid into a financial model (M. Yavuz, 2021). However, operating for many
years without any regulatory framework or public oversight posed risks to the system’s
sustainability (M. Yavuz, 2021).

A turning point for the sector was Law No. 7292, which entered into force in 2021
(Selvi, 2021). With this regulation, savings financing activities were brought under the scope
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of Law No. 6361, establishing a legal foundation and subjecting the sector to supervision by
the Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency (BDDK, 2012; Selvi, 2021). The primary
objective is to protect the rights of participants, establish trust in financial markets, and
ensure that companies operate in accordance with corporate governance principles (Basaran
Brooks, 2023; Selvi, 2021). Today, the sector continues to develop in terms of mission, vision,
and operational efficiency, while taking steps toward institutionalization in areas such as
liquidity and risk management (Cetin, 2024).

Financial performance is conceptualized in the literature as a financial institution’s
ability to generate profitability and maintain long-term financial stability by rationally man-
aging its assets and equity (Chinh et al., 2025). The heterogeneity observed in performance
indicators between banks and non-bank financial institutions significantly complicates
comparative analysis. MCDM methods provide the ability to obtain objective and inte-
grated rankings by simultaneously synthesizing multiple criteria (Wang et al., 2023). In
the literature, Eyiiboglu and Celik (2016) analyzed the energy sector, Sariyer and Acar
(2021) analyzed the basic metals industry, Saleh and Kimiagari (2017) analyzed publicly
traded companies in Iran, and Sanfeliu et al. (2013) and Rana et al. (2022) analyzed mi-
crofinance institutions using methods such as AHP, TOPSIS, MABAC, and VIKOR. In
evaluations of participatory banking in Tiirkiye, methods such as ELECTRE (Odabas &
Bozdogan, 2020), CRITIC-EDAS (Bayram, 2021), CRITIC-PROMETHEE (Bayram, 2020),
and ENTROPY-EDAS (I. Yavuz, 2025) have been preferred. In the performance analysis
of non-bank financial institutions such as savings finance, factoring, and leasing, Ozcelik
and Kiigtikcakal (2019) used TOPSIS, Giilcan (2022) used VIKOR, and Yildirim (2024) used
MABAC-MAIRCA to obtain effective results (Selimler & Tas, 2019).

In recent years, “hybrid” models have gained prominence as a means of overcoming
the limitations of a single method. Hybrid approaches are typically constructed by having
one method determine the criterion weights and another rank the alternatives (Eyiiboglu &
Celik, 2016; Giilstin & Erdogmus, 2021; Kumar & Sharma, 2023; Unvan, 2020). Ina specific
study on savings and finance companies in Tiirkiye, Bektas and Cimen (2024) analyzed
performance for the 2021-2023 period by combining the PSI and MABAC methods, finding
that total debt/total assets emerged as the most important criterion, and that institutional-
ization efforts following legal regulation were reflected in performance data. The criteria
used in that study (e.g., net income/total assets, equity/total assets, savings-based financ-
ing receivables/total assets) are commonly used as standard measures in the financial
performance evaluation of participation banks, supporting the validity of the criteria used
in the present study (Abdel-Basset et al., 2021; Aliakbari Nouri et al., 2015; Bektas, 2021;
Safaei Ghadikolaei et al., 2014).

This study aims to comparatively evaluate the financial performance of six savings
finance companies operating in Tiirkiye during the 2022-2024 period—for which publicly
available financial data are accessible—using an objective approach based on eight financial
criteria. The CRITIC method was applied to objectively determine criterion weights, and
a hybrid MCDM model based on the EDAS method was used to rank the alternatives.
Result reliability was verified in two stages: Spearman’s rank correlation analysis using the
TOPSIS, MABAC, and MARCOS methods, and a sensitivity test involving nine weighting
scenarios. Studies on the savings finance sector in the current literature are limited in
scope; only Bektas and Cimen (2024) have applied a PSI-MABAC hybrid model, for the
2021-2023 period. CRITIC-EDAS itself has previously been applied to Turkish participation
banks (Bayram, 2021) and to airlines (Kiraci & Bakir, 2019), so the methodological pairing
is not new in itself. This study’s contribution is therefore empirical and contextual rather
than purely methodological: it provides the first application of a CRITIC-EDAS model to
Turkiye’s savings finance sector, extends the evidence base to the 2022-2024 period, and
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documents a normalization sensitivity in EDAS relevant to datasets containing extreme
values. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the
materials, criteria, and CRITIC-EDAS methodology; Section 3 presents the empirical results,
including sensitivity and cross-method validation; Section 4 discusses the findings, study
limitations, and a preliminary 2025 extension; and Section 5 concludes with implications
and directions for future research.

2. Materials and Methods

This study applies a CRITIC-EDAS multi-criteria decision-making model to evaluate
the financial performance of Tiirkiye’s savings finance companies. CRITIC determines the
criterion weights; EDAS then ranks the alternatives. Because the dataset includes negative
values, each criterion was normalized before applying EDAS—(x — min)/(max — min) for
benefit criteria and (max — x)/(max — min) for cost criteria—and the arithmetic mean (AVj)
was computed from these normalized values. Data (Figure 2) come from the financial state-
ments in the publicly available independent audit reports of savings finance companies for
2022-2024, covering eight performance indicators across profitability, operational efficiency,
growth, and financial structure. All figures underlying these criteria (Table 2 and Figure 2)
are nominal, as originally reported for 2022-2024, with no restatement under inflation ac-
counting (TMS 29). This is a regulatory fact rather than a data gap: BDDK decides each year
whether TMS 29 applies to the entities it supervises, and for this entire period, it exempted
banks, leasing, factoring, financing, savings finance, and asset management companies
from inflation accounting (BDDK, 2023, 2024, 2025). Since every company in the sample
reports on this same regulator-mandated nominal basis, within-year comparisons across
the six companies are not distorted by economy-wide inflation—all firms are measured at
the same price level in a given year. Inter-temporal comparisons are a different matter: the
asset-growth criterion (C5) and the year-over-year figures in the 2025 extension (Section 4.2)
are more exposed to inflation, and they are treated accordingly (see Section 4.1).

Financial Data Calculated Criteria
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Figure 2. Data Structure of The Study.

Table 2. Criterion Definitions, Formulas, and Direction (C1-C8).

Criterion Definition Formula Direction
C1 Return on Equity (ROE) Net Income/Equity x 100 Benefit
c2 Net Profit Margin Net Income/Core Operating Revenue x 100 Benefit
c3 Non-Performing Loan Ratio (NPL) Overdue Receivables/Savings Finance Receivables x 100 Cost
C4 Operating Expense Ratio Operating Expenses/Core Operating Revenue x 100 Cost
C5 Asset Growth (Total Assets_t — Total Assets_t — 1)/Total Assets_t — 1 x 100 Benefit
Co Equity-to-Assets Ratio Equity/Total Assets x 100 Benefit
Cc7 Gross Profit Margin Gross Profit/Core Operating Revenue x 100 Benefit
Cc8 Debt-to-Assets Ratio (Total Assets — Equity)/Total Assets x 100 Cost
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2.1. The CRITIC Method

The CRITIC method, widely used among objective weighting techniques, was devel-
oped by Diakoulaki et al. (1995) and derives criterion weights from the levels of contrast,
standard deviations, and inter-criterion correlation coefficients in the decision matrix
(Bayram, 2021). The method consists of five steps: (1) constructing the decision matrix;
(2) normalizing the data to the [0, 1] range; (3) computing the Pearson correlation coeffi-
cients between criteria; (4) computing each criterion’s information content (Cj) from its
standard deviation and correlation structure; and (5) computing the final weight (Wj) as
each criterion’s share of total information content (Cakir & Per¢in, 2013). The relevant
equations are defined as follows:

Gj=0j-Tk=1n (1 — pjk) (1)
Wj = Gj/=k = In Ck )

2.2. The EDAS Method

The EDAS method was developed by Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al. (2015) and evaluates
alternatives based on their positive and negative distances from an average solution, rather
than from ideal and anti-ideal points as in TOPSIS and VIKOR (Bayram, 2021; Kiraci &
Bakir, 2019). Because the dataset contains negative values for several criteria (Section 2), the
decision matrix Xij is first normalized to the [0, 1] interval according to criterion direction,
using Equation (3) for benefit criteria and Equation (4) for cost criteria, prior to computing
the average solution and distance measures:

Njj = (Xij — min; Xij)/(max;Xij — min;Xij) [benefit criteria] 3)

Nij = (max;Xij — Xij)/(max;Xij — min;Xij) [cost criteria] 4)

Because normalization already orients every criterion in the benefit direction, the
average solution and the positive/negative distance measures are computed uniformly

on Nij:
] AVj = (Z; Nij)/n ®)
PDAIj = max(0, (Nij — AVj)/AVj); (6)
NDAIij = max(0, (AVj — Nij)/AVj) ?)
SPi = %j = Im Wj - PDAIj; (8)
SNi = Zj = Im Wj - NDAij 9)
NSPi = SPi/maxi(SPi); (10)
NSNi = 1 — SNi/maxi(SNi) (11)
ASi = (1/2)(NSPi + NSNi) (12)

The evaluation score (ASi) is calculated as the average of the normalized NSPi and
NSNi values; alternatives are ranked in descending order of ASi, with the highest-scoring
company identified as the most successful (Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al., 2015).

3. Results

This section presents the findings of the CRITIC-EDAS analysis. First, criterion weights
were determined using the CRITIC method; companies were then ranked using the EDAS
method. Sensitivity and Spearman correlation analyses are also reported. Calculation steps

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632


https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632

J. Risk Financ. Manag. 2026, 19, 632 60f15

are presented in detail for 2024; for 2022 and 2023, the same methodological process was
applied and results are summarized in the relevant tables.

3.1. Application of the CRITIC Method

The initial decision matrix (Table 3) was constructed from the raw data for the eight
performance criteria (C1-C8) across the six savings finance companies.

Table 3. Decision Matrix Based on 2024 Data.

Company C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Cé6 C7 C8
Birevim 159.06 24.88 1.15 61.55 130.00 6.31 91.49 56.10
Eminevim 50.21 80.77 0.10 31.67 159.00 41.94 98.94 58.06
Fuzulev 72.97 55.14 0.05 37.05 310.00 26.72 98.35 73.28
Imece —490.77  —969.79 0.63 —464.43 —21.00 9.25 122.47 90.75
Katilimevim 52.86 98.47 0.72 33.00 450.00 21.60 95.41 78.40
Sinpas 67.90 34.19 0.56 57.31 412.00 21.00 93.29 79.00
Min —490.77  —969.79 0.05 —464.43 —21.00 6.31 91.49 56.10
Max 159.06 98.47 1.15 61.55 450.00 4194 122.47 90.75

As criteria differ in units and magnitude, data were normalized to [0, 1] according to
criterion direction (Table 4).

Table 4. Normalization of the Criteria Decision Matrix for 2024 Data.

Company C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Coé c7 Cc8
Birevim 1.0000 0.9311 0.0000 0.5188 0.3206 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
Eminevim 0.8325 0.9834 0.9557 1.0000 0.3822 1.0000 1.0000 0.9433
Fuzulev 0.8675 0.9594 1.0000 0.9134 0.7028 0.5730 0.9209 0.5042
Imece 0.0000 0.0000 0.4762 0.0000 0.0000 0.0825 1.0000 0.0000
Katilimevim 0.8366 1.0000 0.3968 0.9786 1.0000 0.4293 0.5261 0.3565
Sinpasg 0.8597 0.9398 0.5404 0.5871 0.9193 0.4122 0.2423 0.3389
oj 0.3325 0.3596 0.3410 0.3516 0.3525 0.3292 0.3905 0.3511

The correlation matrix (Table 5) was calculated to determine the level of conflict among
criteria, forming the basis for computing each criterion’s unique information content.

Table 5. The 2024 Correlation Matrix (rjk).

Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Ce Cc7 C8
C1 1.0000 0.9752 —0.0131 0.7666 0.6245 0.3251 —0.5434 0.7273
Cc2 0.9752 1.0000 0.1372 0.8775 0.7168 0.4879 —0.4025 0.6548
C3 —0.0131 0.1372 1.0000 0.4583 0.1313 0.8299 0.7770 —0.0480
C4 0.7666 0.8775 0.4583 1.0000 0.6634 0.7511 0.0486 0.5080
C5 0.6245 0.7168 0.1313 0.6634 1.0000 0.3008 —0.3223 —0.0513
Co6 0.3251 0.4879 0.8299 0.7511 0.3008 1.0000 0.5193 0.3129
c7 —0.5434 —0.4025 0.7770 0.0486 —0.3223 0.5193 1.0000 —0.3102
C8 0.7273 0.6548 —0.0480 0.5080 —0.0513 0.3129 —0.3102 1.0000

Using normalization and correlation results, the total information content (Cj) and
final criterion weights (Wj) were determined (Table 6).
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Table 6. Information Content and Criterion Weights for 2024.

C1 Cc2 C3 C4 C5 Coé Cc7 C8
@ 1.3759 1.2776 1.6122 1.0291 1.7401 1.1433 2.8250 1.8280
Wj 0.1072 0.0996 0.1256 0.0802 0.1356 0.0891 0.2202 0.1425

Table 7 presents the evolution of criterion weights over the three-year period, illustrat-
ing changing sector priorities.

Table 7. The 2022-2024 Criterion Weights.

Year C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Coé Cc7 C8

2022 0.0978 0.0999 0.1201 0.2003 0.0900 0.1054 0.1286 0.1579
2023 0.1066 0.1010 0.1655 0.1668 0.1001 0.0953 0.1115 0.1531
2024 0.1072 0.0996 0.1256 0.0802 0.1356 0.0891 0.2202 0.1425

3.2. Application of the EDAS Method

The average solution (AVj) was calculated as the arithmetic mean of the direction-
normalized decision matrix, providing the reference point against which each company’s
performance is measured (Table 8).

Table 8. The 2024 Average Solution Calculation.

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Ceé Cc7 C8
AVj 0.7327 0.8023 0.5615 0.6663 0.5541 0.4162 0.6149 0.5238

Distance matrices (Tables 9 and 10) show each company’s positive and negative
deviation from the average solution for each criterion.

Table 9. The 2024 PDA Calculation.

Company C1 c2 C3 C4 C5 Coé Cc7 Cc8
Birevim 0.3648 0.1606 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.9091
Eminevim 0.1362 0.2258 0.7020 0.5008 0.0000 1.4029 0.6263 0.8008
Fuzulev 0.1840 0.1958 0.7809 0.3708 0.2682 0.3769 0.4977 0.0000
Imece 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.6263 0.0000
Katilimevim 0.1418 0.2464 0.0000 0.4687 0.8046 0.0316 0.0000 0.0000
Sinpas 0.1733 0.1714 0.0000 0.0000 0.6589 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Table 10. The 2024 NDA Calculation.

Company c1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Cé6 C7 C8
Birevim 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.2214 0.4215 1.0000 1.0000 0.0000
Eminevim 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3103 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Fuzulev 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0374
Imece 1.0000 1.0000 0.1519 1.0000 1.0000 0.8018 0.0000 1.0000
Katilimevim 0.0000 0.0000 0.2933 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1444 0.3194
Sinpag 0.0000 0.0000 0.0376 0.1189 0.0000 0.0095 0.6059 0.3530

The weighted totals (SPi, SNi) were normalized to compute the final evaluation score
(ASi) for each company (Table 11).
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Table 11. The 2024 Performance Indicators.

Company SPi SNi NSPi NSNi ASi Rank
Birevim 0.1846 0.5098 0.3404 0.2224 0.2814 5
Eminevim 0.5424 0.0421 1.0000 0.9358 0.9679 1
Fuzulev 0.3466 0.0053 0.6390 0.9919 0.8154 2
Imece 0.1379 0.6556 0.2542 0.0000 0.1271 6
Katilimevim 0.1893 0.1142 0.3489 0.8259 0.5874 3
Sinpas 0.1250 0.1988 0.2305 0.6968 0.4636 4

Note: Because C4’s raw value for Imece (—464.43) and C7’s raw value (122.47%) both stem from a near-
zero/negative 2024 core operating revenue denominator, they were winsorized prior to normalization:
C4 was capped at the upper Tukey fence of the peer distribution (93.76; Q3 + 1.5 x IQR, computed
from the other five companies), and C7 was capped at the peer group’s observed maximum (98.94%,
Eminevim), preventing an economically undefined ratio from being scored as the sector’s best
performance on either criterion. With this treatment, Imece ranks last (6th) under EDAS, consistent
with TOPSIS (5th), MABAC (6th), and MARCOS (6th) and with the company’s underlying negative
profitability indicators (Section 4).

Figure 3 summarizes the performance rankings of the six companies over the three-
year period.

Rank 1{ Katilimevim Eminevim
Rank 2 4 Eminevim Fuzulev
Rank 3 imece Katilimevim
Rank 4 Fuzulev Sinpas
Rank 5 1 Sinpas Birevim
Rank 6 Birevim imece

2022 2023 2024

Year

Figure 3. Performance and Success Rankings of Savings and Finance Companies, 2022-2024.

3.3. Sensitivity Analysis

To confirm result reliability, nine weighting scenarios—an equal-weighting baseline
(S0) and eight scenarios in which each criterion in turn receives a dominant weight of 0.50,
with the remaining weight distributed equally among the other seven criteria (Bakir &
Atalik, 2021; Isik et al., 2024; Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al., 2015; Li et al., 2020; Menekse et al.,
2023)—were tested and EDAS reapplied for each, using the direction-aware normalization
described in Section 2.2. Ranking stability was quantified via the average Spearman
correlation between the equal-weighting baseline (S0) and each of the eight dominant-
criterion scenarios (51-58). In 2022, rankings were moderately stable (mean p = 0.864); in
2023, rankings were highly stable (mean p = 0.957). In 2024, the model shows moderate
stability (mean p = 0.850). The C5-dominant scenario (S5) still produces the largest deviation
from the baseline (p = 0.486), reflecting an economically coherent reordering. Under a
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weighting scheme that prioritizes asset growth, Katilimevim and Sinpas (the two companies
with the highest raw asset growth, i.e., 450 and 412, respectively) rise to the top. Overall, the
CRITIC-EDAS model shows acceptable to strong robustness across all three years. These
patterns are summarized in Figure 4.

2022 (mean p vs. SO baseline = 0.864)
Birevim _
Eminevim -
Fuzulev 4 6
imece 3
Katiimevim

Sinpas

Equal cz c3 c4 cs c6 c7 c8
2023 (mean p vs. SO baseline = 0.957)

A
- I N I N N 5 I
Fuzulev

Sinpas

Rank (1 = Best)

S0 S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7 S8
Equal Cc1 Cc2 c3 c4 c5 Cc6 c7 c8

2024 (mean p vs. SO baseline = 0.850)
Birevim - 4
E"‘i"eVim -- ¢ --

Fuzulev

imece

Katiimevim

Sinpas ¢ _ ¢

S0 S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7 S8
Equal C1 c2 c3 ca c5 ) c7 c8

50 = Equal weights (baseline) S1-S8 = Scenario where the indicated criterion (C1-C8) receives a dominant weight of 0.50

Figure 4. Sensitivity Analysis.

3.4. Validation via Spearman Rank Correlation

To assess the reliability and consistency of the applied MCDM methods, a Spearman
rank correlation analysis was conducted among the EDAS, TOPSIS, MABAC, and MARCOS
rankings obtained using CRITIC weights (Bakir & Atalik, 2021; Bektas & Cimen, 2024).
Statistical reliability is typically confirmed when the average correlation coefficient exceeds
0.89 (Baydas et al., 2024).

In 2022, perfect agreement (p = 1.000) was observed between EDAS, MABAC, and
MARCOS rankings, with strong correlation (p = 0.943) against TOPSIS. In 2023, EDAS
showed strong correlation (p = 0.943) with all three benchmark methods. In 2024, following
the winsorized normalization treatment described in Section 3.2, correlations were strong:
EDAS achieved perfect agreement with MABAC (p = 1.000) and MARCOS (p = 1.000) and
strong agreement with TOPSIS (p = 0.943). Across the full period, the average inter-method
Spearman coefficient now exceeds the literature threshold of 0.89 in all three years (2022:
p > 0.94;2023: p =0.943; 2024: p = 0.971), confirming that the EDAS rankings are statistically
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reliable and consistent with the three benchmark methods throughout the study period.
These correlations are illustrated in Figure 5.

2022 2023

EDAS
Lo
TOPSIS

MABAC 1".’9.“0

MARCOS MARCOS

o © e w@s o°

o @ P&oﬁs

Note: #++ p<0.01 **p<0.05 *p<0.10 ns = not signif Diagonal: self-correlation (p=1.0000)

Figure 5. Spearman Correlation Matrix.

4. Discussion

These findings trace how institutionalization following Law No. 7292 (2021) shows up
in the sector’s financial data (Selvi, 2021; M. Yavuz, 2021). Company performance diverged
substantially across 2022-2024 under the new BDDK supervisory regime (Basaran Brooks,
2023; Cetin, 2024).

Katilimevim led the rankings in 2022 (ASi = 1.000). In 2023, Eminevim rose to first
place (ASi = 1.000), with Katilimevim second (ASi = 0.956); Eminevim maintained its lead-
ership in 2024 (ASi = 0.968), with Fuzulev in second position (ASi = 0.815, up from fourth
in 2022 and third in 2023). These ranking shifts coincide with the sector’s post-2021 insti-
tutionalization under BDDK supervision (Basaran Brooks, 2023; Cetin, 2024), though this
study’s cross-sectional MCDM design does not test the specific corporate mechanisms (gov-
ernance, capital structure, market strategy) that may underlie any individual company’s
ranking; such firm-level explanations would require separate case-based or econometric
investigation and are noted as a topic for future research in Section 5.

Imece’s extreme negative return on equity (—490.77) and net profit margin (—969.79)
in 2024 point to serious operational problems, consistent with the “perception issue” and
“trust” challenges documented in the savings finance literature (Basaran Brooks, 2023;
Cetin, 2024). The winsorized normalization treatment described in Section 3.2 results in
EDAS ranking Imece last (6th) in 2024, consistent with TOPSIS, MABAC, and MARCOS,
and with the company’s negative profitability indicators. The alignment across all four
methods highlights the need to verify extreme or undefined ratios (arising from a near-
zero revenue denominator) are treated consistently with their economic meaning before
applying distance-based MCDM methods.

From a methodological perspective, the rankings in this study align closely with
Bektas and Cimen (2024), who identified Eminevim as the sector leader for 2021-2023 using
a PSI-MABAC model: the present results likewise identify Eminevim as the 2023-2024
leader. This illustrates the value of cross-method validation in MCDM-based financial
performance studies: a single method’s output should not be accepted at face value when it
diverges sharply from benchmark methods and the prior literature (Bektas & Cimen, 2024;
Wang et al., 2023).

4.1. Limitations

This study has several limitations, though one commonly expected limitation does not
apply. The sample includes all six savings finance companies that held an operating licence
during the 2022-2024 study period (Birevim, Eminevim, Fuzulev, Imece, Katilimevim, and
Sinpas), so it covers the entire regulated population for that time; three additional compa-
nies (Adil, Albayrak, and Emlak Katilim) were licensed in July 2025, after the study window,
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and results should not be extrapolated to this larger post-2025 sector. All six original licences
were granted in June 2022, roughly halfway through that financial year, so FY2022 reflects
a period of only partial BDDK supervision; this is relevant when interpreting the 2022
rankings, including Katilimevim'’s leading position (ASi = 1.000). Second, all financial fig-
ures are reported on a nominal (as-originally reported) basis without inflation restatement,
consistent with BDDK’s annual determination that savings finance companies are exempt
from TMS 29 inflation accounting throughout 2022-2024 (BDDK, 2023, 2024, 2025; Section 2).
While this does not bias within-year cross-sectional comparisons, it does affect the inter-
temporal asset-growth criterion (C5) and the 2025 extension (Section 4.2), where nominal
figures may overstate real performance in a high-inflation environment—addressed in
Section 4.2 using TUIK CPI deflation. Third, the EDAS method’s average-solution normal-
ization remains sensitive to extreme or economically undefined ratios, as illustrated by
Imece’s 2024 ranking prior to winsorization (Section 3.2); future applications to datasets
containing similar extreme values should screen for and treat such cases explicitly before
normalization. Fourth, criterion weights were derived solely from the CRITIC method;
subjective or hybrid weighting approaches incorporating expert judgment were outside
this study’s scope. Finally, the three-year core study window and single national market
limit our ability to assess long-run or cross-country performance trends. The July 2025
entry of three new licensees thereby presents a natural opportunity for future research into
how new entrants alter competitive dynamics in this maturing sector.

4.2. Extended Outlook: Preliminary Evidence for 2025

As an extension beyond the core 20222024 analysis, preliminary 2025 financial data for
five of the six companies were also evaluated using the same CRITIC-EDAS methodology
and the same eight criteria, including asset growth (C5). Imece’s 2025 financial statements
were not publicly available at the time of writing and the company is therefore excluded
from this extension. Unlike the core 2022-2024 analysis, the 2025 evaluation has not been
cross-validated against TOPSIS, MABAC, or MARCOS, nor subjected to the nine-scenario
sensitivity analysis applied in Section 3.3; it should accordingly be read as a preliminary
outlook rather than a fully validated result on the same footing as the core findings. CRITIC
weights for this extension are reported in Table 12, and the resulting EDAS rankings in
Table 13.

Table 12. The 2025 CRITIC Criterion Weights (Five Companies, Excluding Imece).

Criterion C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 Co6 C7 C8
Wj (2025) 0.1829 0.0910 0.1043 0.1110 0.1546 0.1199 0.1163 0.1199
Table 13. The 2025 EDAS Performance Results.
Company SPi SNi NSPi NSNi ASi Rank
Birevim 0.5511 0.3018 0.9605 0.3777 0.6691 3
Eminevim 0.5738 0.2516 1.0000 0.4813 0.7407 2
Fuzulev 0.3432 0.0430 0.5981 0.9114 0.7548 1
Katilimevim 0.0194 0.4850 0.0339 0.0000 0.0169 5
Sinpas 0.0452 0.4514 0.0787 0.0692 0.0740 4

Note: Imece is excluded due to unavailable 2025 financial disclosures. The results reflect five
companies only and are not directly comparable in scale to the six-company rankings reported for
2022-2024.

Katilimevim recorded the sector’s lowest asset growth in 2025 (nominal 136.9%; real
81.0%) and fell to fifth place overall. Sinpag’s nominal asset growth (270.3%; real 182.9%)
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was in fact higher than Fuzulev’s, yet Sinpas ranked fourth, indicating that its compara-
tively weaker performance on other criteria—rather than asset growth—drove its lower
overall position.

These preliminary findings should be interpreted with appropriate caution. First, the
exclusion of Imece means the 2025 ranking reflects a five-company comparison and is not
directly commensurable with the six-company rankings for 2022-2024. Second, unlike the
core analysis, the 2025 results have not been cross-validated against TOPSIS, MABAC, or
MARCOS, nor subjected to the nine-scenario sensitivity analysis applied in Section 3.3;
the sensitivity of the C5-driven reordering to alternative criterion weightings therefore
remains untested. Third, extremely high year-over-year asset growth rates (in excess of
250-350%) may reflect the sector’s early-stage expansion dynamics rather than sustainable
operating performance, and should be interpreted as a structural characteristic of a young,
rapidly scaling sector rather than a like-for-like efficiency signal. Notwithstanding these
limitations, the 2025 evidence indicates that the leadership position in this nascent market
is subject to annual fluctuations and that growth-stage dynamics may become increasingly
salient as the sector’s regulatory framework evolves.

5. Conclusions

This study compared the financial performance of six savings finance companies in
Tiirkiye over 2022-2024, using a hybrid CRITIC-EDAS model built on eight criteria span-
ning profitability, operational efficiency, growth, and financial structure. Criterion weights
came directly from the data via the CRITIC method, rather than from researcher judgment.

Operating expenses relative to revenue carried the most weight in 2022 and 2023,
making operational efficiency the main differentiator among companies in those years. By
2024, gross profit margin had taken over as the dominant criterion, reflecting profitability’s
growing importance as the sector matured.

Katilimevim topped the EDAS rankings in 2022 (ASi = 1.000). Eminevim then took
over, leading in 2023 (ASi = 1.000) and again in 2024 (ASi = 0.968), with Fuzulev second
(ASi = 0.815) and Katilimevim third (ASi = 0.587) that year. Imece’s 2024 figures point
to serious operational problems—a return on equity of —490.77 and a net profit margin
of —969.79. Once the winsorization treatment described in Section 3.2 corrected two
revenue-denominator ratios affected by these extremes, EDAS placed Imece last (6th) in
2024, matching TOPSIS, MABAC, and MARCOS.

Two validation steps assessed result reliability. Spearman correlations across all four
MCDM methods stayed high throughout the study (2022: p > 0.94; 2023: p = 0.943; 2024:
p = 0.971), consistently above the literature’s 0.89 reliability threshold. The nine-scenario
sensitivity analysis found rankings stable under alternative criterion weightings in 2022
(mean p = 0.864) and 2023 (mean p = 0.957) and reasonably stable in 2024 (mean p = 0.850);
the one scenario with lower stability—asset-growth-dominant weighting—simply shifted
the rankings toward higher-growth companies rather than exposing a flaw in the model.
All three years hold up as methodologically robust.

These results carry several practical implications. For BDDK, imece’s negative return
on equity and net profit margin in 2024 signal potential sector-level risk, suggesting that
early warning systems and improvement plans could be worth developing for companies
that fall below defined financial thresholds. Since operational efficiency drove much of
the variation in 2022-2023, companies such as Birevim and Imece stand to gain from
tighter control of operating expenses and a closer look at their management processes.
Strengthening standard financial ratio criteria and corporate governance transparency
sector-wide would also support ongoing monitoring. Looking ahead, this framework
could be extended with larger datasets, macroeconomic control variables, and outlier-
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robust MCDM methods less sensitive to extreme values. Once enough financial history
accumulates, the three companies licensed in July 2025 (Adil, Albayrak, and Emlak Katilim)
would be worth examining; applying the CRITIC-EDAS framework to inflation-adjusted
(TMS 29-restated) statements, testing fuzzy or outlier-robust MCDM variants built for
extreme-value datasets, and incorporating expert-elicited or hybrid weighting schemes
alongside the purely data-driven CRITIC weights used here are all natural next steps.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data supporting the findings of this study were derived from the
publicly available independent audit reports of the savings finance companies analyzed, published
by each company and/or the Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency (BDDK). Processed data
and calculation spreadsheets are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Acknowledgments: During the preparation of this manuscript, the author used Claude Sonnet 5
(Anthropic) to assist with proofreading and reviewing the manuscript for language, grammar, and
formatting consistency with the journal’s style requirements, as well as rendering chart visualizations
of the author’s calculated results (Figures 3-5). The author has reviewed and takes full responsibility
for all content, calculations, and conclusions presented in this publication.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflicts of interest.

References

Abdel-Basset, M., Mohamed, R., Elhoseny, M., Abouhawash, M., Nam, Y., & AbdelAziz, N. M. (2021). Efficient MCDM model for
evaluating the performance of commercial banks: A case study. Computers, Materials and Continua, 67(3), 2729-2746. [CrossRef]

Acar, M. (2024). Free markets and economic performance: Experience of Turkiye in recent decades. Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 6(2), 386-401. Available online: https://izlik.org/JA65LE23SN (accessed on 14 February 2026).

Aliakbari Nouri, F., Khalili Esbouei, S., & Antucheviciene, ]. (2015). A hybrid MCDM approach based on fuzzy ANP and fuzzy TOPSIS
for technology selection. Informatica, 26(3), 369-388. [CrossRef]

Arican, M., & Savut, E. (2022). Tiirkiye’de tasarruf finansman sistemi tercihinde muhafazakar tutumun etkisi. Finans Ekonomi ve Sosyal
Aragtirmalar Dergisi, 7(3), 376-389. [CrossRef]

Bakir, M., & Atalik, O. (2021). Application of fuzzy AHP and fuzzy MARCOS approach for the evaluation of e-service quality in the
airline industry. Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering, 4(1), 127-152. [CrossRef]

Basaran Brooks, B. (2023). An examination of the “Trust” element in the legal regulation of savings financing companies. Journal of
Commercial and Intellectual Property Law, 9(1), 3-16. [CrossRef]

Bastug, S. (2024). Tasarruf finansman sistemine dayali kitle fonlama yéntemi ve model énerisi. Uluslararast Islam Ekonomisi ve Finanst
Arastirmalart Dergisi, 10(2), 173-196. [CrossRef]

Baydas, M., Elma, O. E., & Stevi¢, Z. (2024). Proposal of an innovative MCDA evaluation methodology: Knowledge discovery through
rank reversal, standard deviation, and relationship with stock return. Financial Innovation, 10(1), 4. [CrossRef]

Bayram, E. (2020). Katiim bankalarinin finansal performans analizi: CRITIC ve PROMETHEE yaklasimlar1. Balkan Sosyal Bilimler
Dergisi, 9(18), 32-38. Available online: https:/ /izlik.org/JA73NK65YB (accessed on 14 February 2026).

Bayram, E. (2021). Tirkiye’deki katilim bankalarinin CRITIC temelli EDAS yontemiyle performans degerlendirmesi. Finansal
Aragtirmalar ve Calismalar Dergisi, 13(24), 55-72. [CrossRef]

BDDK. (2012). Law no. 6361. Available online: https://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/mevzuat?MevzuatNo=6361&MevzuatTur=
1&MevzuatTertip=5 (accessed on 14 February 2026).

BDDK. (2023). Bankacilik diizenleme ve denetleme kurulu karari. Available online: https:/ /www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/
1208 (accessed on 14 August 2026).

BDDK. (2024). Bankacilik diizenleme ve denetleme kurulu karari. Available online: https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/
1214 (accessed on 14 August 2026).

BDDK. (2025). Bankacilik diizenleme ve denetleme kurulu karari. Available online: https:/ /www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/
1321 (accessed on 14 August 2026).

Bektas, S. (2021). ENTROPI ve MAIRCA yontemiyle tiirk katilim bankalarinin finansal performans siralamasi. International Journal of
Social Inquiry, 14(1), 113-144. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632


https://doi.org/10.32604/cmc.2021.015316
https://izlik.org/JA65LE23SN
https://doi.org/10.15388/informatica.2015.53
https://doi.org/10.29106/fesa.1119360
https://doi.org/10.31181/dmame2104127b
https://doi.org/10.55027/tfm.1165398
https://doi.org/10.54427/ijisef.1465716
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40854-023-00526-x
https://izlik.org/JA73NK65YB
https://doi.org/10.14784/marufacd.879171
https://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/mevzuat?MevzuatNo=6361&MevzuatTur=1&MevzuatTertip=5
https://www.mevzuat.gov.tr/mevzuat?MevzuatNo=6361&MevzuatTur=1&MevzuatTertip=5
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1208
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1208
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1214
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1214
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1321
https://www.bddk.org.tr/Mevzuat/DokumanGetir/1321
https://doi.org/10.37093/ijsi.950553
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632

J. Risk Financ. Manag. 2026, 19, 632 14 of 15

Bektas, S., & Cimen, S. (2024). PSI ve MABAC yontemleriyle tasarruf finansman sirketlerinin 2021-2023 dénemi finansal performans
analizi. Kirklareli Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Meslek Yiiksekokulu Dergisi, 5(2), 30—60. [CrossRef]

Blanco, I., & Wehrheim, D. (2017). The bright side of financial derivatives: Options trading and firm innovation. Journal of Financial
Economics, 125(1), 99-119. [CrossRef]

Botta, A., Caverzasi, E., & Russo, A. (2022). When complexity meets finance: A contribution to the study of the macroeconomic effects
of complex financial systems. Research Policy, 51(8), 103990. [CrossRef]

Chinh, D. T, Hien, N. T. T, Quynh, P. H., & Minh, V. Q. (2025). Comparing methodologies for ranking alternatives: A case study in
assessing bank financial performance. arXiv, arXiv:2509.08451. [CrossRef]

Cakir, S., & Pergin, S. (2013). Cok kriterli karar verme teknikleriyle lojistik firmalarinda performans 6l¢timii/performance mea-
surement of logistics firms with multi-criteria decision making methods. Ege Akademik Bakis, 13(4), 449. Available online:
https:/ /izlik.org /JA47MS65TR (accessed on 14 February 2026).

Cetin, A. (2024). Yeni alternatif finansman modeli: Tasarruf finansman sektorii icin éneriler. Uluslararast Islam Ekonomisi ve Finanst
Aragtirmalart Dergisi, 10(1), 67-105. [CrossRef]

Danci, A.-R., Lazar, I.-A., & Muresan, G.-M. (2025). Financial analysis in the era of uncertainty: A comprehensive examination. Digital
Finance, 7(4), 971-995. [CrossRef]

Diakoulaki, D., Mavrotas, G., & Papayannakis, L. (1995). Determining objective weights in multiple criteria problems: The critic
method. Computers & Operations Research, 22(7), 763-770. [CrossRef]

Ding, Y., Jahangir, R., Nagayev, R., & Cakair, F. (2022). Economics of savings-based finance: An interest-free model of rotating savings
and credit association in Turkey. Journal of Islamic Accounting and Business Research, 13(2), 338-363. [CrossRef]

Eytiboglu, K., & Celik, P. (2016). Financial performance evaluation of Turkish energy companies with fuzzy AHP and fuzzy TOPSIS
methods. Business and Economics Research Journal, 7(3), 21. [CrossRef]

Ghent, A. C., Torous, W. N., & Valkanov, R. I. (2019). Complexity in structured finance. The Review of Economic Studies, 86(2), 694-722.
[CrossRef]

Giilcan, N. (2022). Finansal kiralama ve faktoring sirketlerinin finansal performans degerlendirmesinde VIKOR y&nteminin uygulan-
masi. Ekonomi Politika ve Finans Aragtirmalar: Dergisi, 7(Ozel Say1), 235-247. [CrossRef]

Giilstin, B., & Erdogmus, K. N. (2021). Bankacilik sektoriinde bulanik analitik hiyerarsi prosesi ve bulanik TOPSIS yontemleri ile
finansal performans degerlendirmesi. Siileyman Demirel Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii Dergisi, 25(1), 1~15. [CrossRef]

Isik, C., Tiirkkan, M., Marbou, S., & Giil, S. (2024). Stock market performance evaluation of listed food and beverage companies
in Istanbul stock exchange with MCDM methods. Decision Making: Applications in Management and Engineering, 7(2), 35-64.
[CrossRef]

Keshavarz Ghorabaee, M., Zavadskas, E. K., Olfat, L., & Turskis, Z. (2015). Multi-criteria inventory classification using a new method
of evaluation based on distance from average solution (EDAS). Informatica, 26(3), 435-451. [CrossRef]

Kiraci, K., & Bakir, M. (2019). Critic temelli edas yontemi ile havayolu isletmelerinde performans ol¢iimii uygulamasi. Pamukkale
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, (35), 157-174. [CrossRef]

Kumar, P, & Sharma, D. (2023). Benchmarking the financial performance of Indian commercial banks by a hybrid MCDM approach.
International Journal of Process Management and Benchmarking, 15(3), 285-309. [CrossRef]

Li, L., Mao, C., Sun, H,, Yuan, Y., & Lei, B. (2020). Digital twin driven green performance evaluation methodology of intelligent
manufacturing: Hybrid model based on fuzzy rough-sets AHP, multistage weight synthesis, and PROMETHEE II. Complexity,
2020(1), 3853925. [CrossRef]

Lo, A. (2017). Adaptive markets: Financial evolution at the speed of thought. Princeton University Press. [CrossRef]

Menekse, A., Ertemel, A. V., Camgoz Akdag, H., & Gorener, A. (2023). Additive manufacturing process selection for automotive
industry using Pythagorean fuzzy CRITIC EDAS. PLoS ONE, 18(3), e0282676. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Odabas, A., & Bozdogan, T. (2020). Katilim bankalarinin finansal performanslarinin ELECTRE yontemiyle analizi. Muhasebe ve
Finansman Dergisi, (88), 199-224. [CrossRef]

Ozcelik, H., & Kiigiikgakal, Z. (2019). BIST’de Islem goren finansal kiralama ve faktoring sirketlerinin finansal performanslarmin
TOPSIS yontemi ile analizi. Muhasebe ve Finansman Dergisi, (81), 249-270. [CrossRef]

Rana, M. S., Banna, H., Mia, M. A,, Ismail, I. B., & Ismail, M. N. B. (2022). How productive are the microfinance institutionsin
Bangladesh? An application of Malmquist productivity index. Studies in Microeconomics, 10(2), 155-177. [CrossRef]

Safaei Ghadikolaei, A., Khalili Esbouei, S., & Antucheviciene, J. (2014). Applying fuzzy MCDM for financial performance evaluation of
Iranian companies. Technological and Economic Development of Economy, 20(2), 274-291. [CrossRef]

Saleh, E., & Kimiagari, A. (2017). Ranking Tehran’s stock exchange top fifty stocks using fundamental indexes and fuzzy TOPSIS.
Engineering, Technology & Applied Science Research, 7(4), 1863-1869. [CrossRef]

Sanfeliu, C. B., Royo, R. C., & Clemente, I. M. (2013). Measuring performance of social and non-profit Microfinance Institutions (MFIs):
An application of multicriterion methodology. Mathematical and Computer Modelling, 57(7-8), 1671-1678. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632


https://doi.org/10.51969/klusbmyo.1579802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2020.103990
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2509.08451
https://izlik.org/JA47MS65TR
https://doi.org/10.54427/ijisef.1413159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42521-025-00136-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-0548(94)00059-H
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-04-2021-0115
https://doi.org/10.20409/berj.2016321806
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdx071
https://doi.org/10.30784/epfad.1148935
https://doi.org/10.19113/sdufenbed.639972
https://doi.org/10.31181/dmame722024692
https://doi.org/10.15388/informatica.2015.57
https://doi.org/10.30794/pausbed.421992
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPMB.2023.134147
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/3853925
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400887767
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0282676
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36893100
https://doi.org/10.25095/mufad.740040
https://doi.org/10.25095/mufad.510675
https://doi.org/10.1177/23210222211024445
https://doi.org/10.3846/20294913.2014.913274
https://doi.org/10.48084/etasr.1252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mcm.2011.11.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632

J. Risk Financ. Manag. 2026, 19, 632 15 of 15

Sariyer, G., & Acar, E. (2021). Financial performance evaluation of Turkish basic metal industry: Combining AHP And TOPSIS.
Uluslararas: [ktisadi ve Idari Incelemeler Dergisi, (31), 113-128. [CrossRef]

Selimler, H., & Tas, C. (2019). Finansman, faktoring ve leasing sirketlerinin kredi yonetim performansinin topsis yontemi ile deger-
lendirilmesi: (2015-2018). Finans Ekonomi ve Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 4(3), 286-306. [CrossRef]

Selvi, N. E. (2021). Tasarruf finansman sozlesmesi. Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi Hukuk Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 4(2), 441-467. Available online:
https:/ /izlik.org /JA34EX93SK (accessed on 14 February 2026).

TCMB. (2026). Faiz ve kar istatistikleri. Available online: https:/ /www.tcmb.gov.tr/wps/wem/connect/ TR/TCMB+TR/Main+Menu/
Istatistikler /Faiz+Istatistikleri/ (accessed on 17 February 2026).

Ustaoglu, M., & Karabalik, M. (2023). The saving finance model (tasarruf finans). In The Palgrave encyclopedia of Islamic finance and
economics (pp. 1-11). Springer. [CrossRef]

Ustaoglu, M., & Karabalik, M. (2025). Theoretical foundations of the savings finance. In The demand for alternative finance: Evidence from
the Turkish savings finance sector (pp. 17-42). Springer. [CrossRef]

Unvan, Y. A. (2020). Financial performance analysis of banks with TOPSIS and fuzzy TOPSIS approaches. Gazi University Journal of
Science, 33(4), 904-923. [CrossRef]

Wang, Z., Baydas, M., Stevi¢, Z., Ozgil, A, Irfan, S. A, Wu, Z., & Rangaiah, G. P. (2023). Comparison of fuzzy and crisp decision
matrices: An evaluation on PROBID and sPROBID multi-criteria decision-making methods. Demonstratio Mathematica, 56(1),
20230117. [CrossRef]

Yavuz, 1. (2025). Tiirkiye’de ve giiney afrika’da faaliyet gisteren katilim bankalarinin finansal performanslarinin karsilagtirmali olarak
analiz edilmesi: 2022-2023 donemi ENTROPI-EDAS modeli 6rnegi. Optimum Ekonomi ve Yonetim Bilimleri Dergisi, 12(1), 47-72.
[CrossRef]

Yavuz, M. (2021). 7292 sayili kanunla yapilan diizenleme sonrasinda tasarruf finansman sirketlerine genel bakis. Mali Coziim Dergisi,
31, 267-278.

Yildirim, H. (2024). Factoring sector in Turkey: General overview and evaluation of factoring companies’ financial performance by
multi-criteria decision-making techniques. Politik Ekonomik Kuram, 8(2), 277-302. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632


https://doi.org/10.18092/ulikidince.734976
https://doi.org/10.29106/fesa.595430
https://izlik.org/JA34EX93SK
https://www.tcmb.gov.tr/wps/wcm/connect/TR/TCMB+TR/Main+Menu/Istatistikler/Faiz+Istatistikleri/
https://www.tcmb.gov.tr/wps/wcm/connect/TR/TCMB+TR/Main+Menu/Istatistikler/Faiz+Istatistikleri/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93703-4_388-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-032-01765-9_2
https://doi.org/10.35378/gujs.730294
https://doi.org/10.1515/dema-2023-0117
https://doi.org/10.17541/optimum.1504667
https://doi.org/10.30586/pek.1419202
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19080632

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	The CRITIC Method 
	The EDAS Method 

	Results 
	Application of the CRITIC Method 
	Application of the EDAS Method 
	Sensitivity Analysis 
	Validation via Spearman Rank Correlation 

	Discussion 
	Limitations 
	Extended Outlook: Preliminary Evidence for 2025 

	Conclusions 
	References

