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Introduction

Within the space of nine weeks in the spring
of 2026, Ankara and Brussels each practiced
digital sovereignty in its own idiom. On April 1,
Turkey launched its commercial 5G network. This
followed a tender held on October 16, 2025, in
which the government attached domestic content
requirements of up to 60% for the new network.
On June 3, the European Commission followed
with its Tech Sovereignty package, comprising a
Chips Act 2.0, a Cloud and Al Development Act,
and an open-source strategy, presented as a
major shift in the EU’s approach to technology.?

Both acts were carried out in the name of digital
sovereignty: both highlight its central paradox.
The EU is still dependent on suppliers outside
its borders for more than 80% of its key digital
products, services, infrastructure, and intellectual
property.® Turkey’s new networks will run, at least
in part, on foreign vendors’ equipment. Despite
both actors’ push for digital sovereignty, neither
actor can be sovereign alone.

Against this backdrop, this analysis asks what
digital sovereignty actually is, over what objects it
is claimed, why it has become central to geopoli-
tics and international relations, how the European
Union and Turkey each construct it, where the two
constructions clash or prove compatible, and what
each side would gain from a convergent approach.
The analysis argues that the EU and Turkey have
two different definitions of digital sovereignty,
one normative and one technological. However,
both share adversaries, threat framings, and an
unspoken assumption that full autonomy is impos-
sible. Precisely because sovereignty in the digital
domain can only be exercised through relation-
ships, a convergent approach is not a dilution of
sovereignty but its most realistic form.

A

What Is Digital Sovereignty and
Over What Objects Is It Claimed?

The concept of digital sovereignty did not originate
in Brussels but in autocratic contexts. Russia and
China first articulated notions of internet or cyber
sovereignty to shield domestic networks from
outside interference.* The scholarly genealogy of
the concept traces its roots to early contestation of
American dominance over digital infrastructure and
their governance.® Edward Snowden’s revelations
of American government surveillance in 2013 then
carried the debate into European democracies.
A French Senate report warned as early as 2013
that Europe risked becoming a colony of the digital
world, and by 2020, Germany’s EU Council Presi-
dency had elevated digital sovereignty to become
a guiding motif for European digital policy.®

In official usage, the concept denotes a capacity:
defined by the European Commission as “the
capacity to actindependently in the digital domain,
restingonthe developmentand control of key tech-
nologies, data, and infrastructure and on reduced
reliance on providers outside the EU.”” Scholars,
in contrast, increasingly treat digital sovereignty
not as an objective status but as a claim, a discur-
sive resource deployed in political struggles over
the control of digital networks, whose meaning
shifts depending on the actor calling for it.2 Recent
conceptual work identifies five recurring attributes
of such claims. They are adversarial, since they
are always directed against someone; multiverse,
since they justify multiple and even contradictory
policy directions; latent, since they are asserted or
withheld strategically; instrumental, since they are
attached to concrete policy dossiers; and marked
by a structural gap between rhetoric and practice.®
A further analytical distinction identifies three
types of claims: those concerning state autonomy
and the security of national infrastructure, those
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concerning economic autonomy vis-a-vis foreign
technology providers, and those concerning the
digital self-determination of individual users.”®

Over what, concretely, is digital sovereignty
claimed? Its objects have multiplied as sovereignty
claims have been extended across every layer of the
digital space." Seven stand out (Figure 1). The first
is data, covering protection regimes, localization
requirements, and cross-border flows. The second
is infrastructure, from cloud services to connectivity
and computing power. The third is the hardware
supply chain, including semiconductors and the
critical raw materials behind them. The fourth is
the platform layer, where gatekeeping, moderation,
and liability are decided. The fifth is emerging tech-
nology, above all artificial intelligence and quantum
computing. The sixth is the quiet infrastructure of
trust made of standards, certification, and norms.
The seventh is skills and human capital, without

Figure 1. The Seven Objects of Digital Sovereignty

Data

Infrastructure

Hardware supply chain
Semiconductors - critical raw materials

Platforms
Gatekeeping - content moderation - liability

Emerging technology
Artificial intelligence - quantum computing

Standards, certification, and norms
The quiet infrastructure of trust

Skills and human capital
The enabling condition for every other object

QOO0O00OOO

Source: Author’s elaboration.

Cloud services - connectivity - computing power

A

which every other object remains notional. Each
object generates its own politics, its own dependen-
cies, and its own instruments.

Every one of these claims, however, eventually
collides with the material reality of interdependence.
Digital sovereignty rests on a paradox, promising
autonomy in a domain in which the European Union,
Turkey, and indeed every state depend on others for
critical layers of their digital stack.”” Semiconductors
illustrate this point, since no single actor controls
the full value chain.® Sovereignty has, in this sense,
always been a form of “organized hypocrisy,” and its
digital variant is no exception." The practical conse-
quence is that the concept is best studied through
what is done in its name, through the budgets,
subsidies, and laws it legitimizes, rather than as a
coherent doctrine. Part of its political utility lies
precisely in its capacity to justify heterogeneous
initiatives without explaining how they cohere.”

Protection regimes - localization requirements - cross-border flows
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The Geopolitical Stakes

If digital sovereignty has become part of the
lingua franca of international politics, it is because
technology has moved to the heart of great power
rivalry. Technological capacity now functions as a
condition of international ascent ratherthan a mere
driver of growth,” and the networked structure
of the digital economy allows states that control
its choke points to weaponize interdependence,
converting supply chains, payment systems, and
data flows into instruments of coercion.” The
rivalry between Washington and Beijing constrains
all other actors, since the governance of the digital
ecosystem, from standards to infrastructure to
platforms, is largely concentrated in their hands.
All other states must position themselves in rela-
tion to those poles.

Sovereignty claims are made against someone.
To assert authority over data, infrastructure, or
platforms is to contest the control that another
actor, a foreign state, a firm, a standards body,
currently exercises; it is in this sense that such
claims are adversarial. Through this reading,
the map of digital sovereignty discourse is a
map of conflict. Regime type, notably, does not
predict the discourse—for in adversarial terms,
the EU’s claims resemble those advanced by
China and Russia, while the United States began
speaking the language of sovereignty only once
Chinese technology challenged sectors it had
long dominated.” This adversarial logic reaches
into Europe even where Europe holds the asset.
In semiconductors, a single Dutch firm holds
a near-monopoly over one stage of advanced
chipmaking, and yet it has followed Washington’s
instructions rather than any European strategy in
its export decisions. The choke point is European;
the strategy governing it is not.”® The stakes do
not depend on hostile intent, however. The global
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outage of CrowdStrike software in July 2024,
triggered by a faulty update rather than an attack,
grounded aircraft and disrupted hospitals across
continents; the same interdependence that rivals
can weaponize can also simply fail.?°

Beyond discourse, the concept moves money
on a scale that is reason enough to take it seri-
ously. The European Union’s Chips Act is meant to
mobilize some EUR 43 billion in public and private
investment, the Global Gateway carries a EUR 300
billion budget for 2021-2027, and the raw mate-
rials agenda sets supply benchmarks for 2030;
all three are justified in the name of sovereignty.
The tempo has accelerated since the 2024 Draghi
report on European competitiveness, which tied
the EU’s economic prospects to its technological
dependencies and put the additional investment
Europe needs at roughly EUR 750-800 billion a
year.?' A Declaration for European Digital Sover-
eignty, initiated by Austria, was adopted by the
EU member states in the run-up to the Franco-—
German Summit on European Digital Sovereignty
held in Berlin in November 2025. The Commis-
sion’s Cloud Sovereignty Framework of October
2025 now translates the concept into procure-
ment criteria, and the Commission’s European
Technological Sovereignty Package of June 2026
followed, proposing a Chips Act 2.0 and a Cloud
and Al Development Act that would introduce an
EU-wide framework for assessing the sovereignty
of cloud and Al services.??

For the small and semi-peripheral states in and
around the EU, the newer member states of Central
and Eastern Europe and the candidate countries
on its edges, digital sovereignty has different
implications. Most such states are simultaneously
small and dependent, a dual disadvantage that
shapes how they adopt and adapt the agenda.?
The concept can also be bent to local political
ends, since, for example, in Hungary, restrictive
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content moderation has been justified in the name
of digital sovereignty; in Latvia, the discourse has
taken a militarized, anti-Russian inflection. For a
large candidate country such as Turkey, the ques-
tion is starker still: should it become a rule-taker
inside someone else’s technology ecosystem or
negotiate the terms of interdependence?

The EU Approach: Sovereignty
through Rules

Between 2019 and 2026, European anxiety
about technological dependence hardened into
architecture. The 2019 political guidelines of the
incoming Commission declared it “not too late
to achieve technological sovereignty in some
critical technology areas.”? In 2020, the President
of the European Council framed technological
independence as the capacity to make the EU’s
own choices, reduce dependencies, and defend
European interests and values.?® The claim was
layered onto an already dense regulatory stack,
each layer of which governs a different part of the
digital economy: personal data under the General
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), online plat-
forms and gatekeepers under the Digital Markets
and Digital Services Acts, artificial intelligence
under the Al Act, and the security of networks,
connected products, and financial systems under
the revised Network and Information Security
Directive (NIS2), the Cyber Resilience Act, and the
Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA).2® These
instruments made the EU the principal rule-setter
of the digital economy but did not change where
its technology is produced. Thus, an industrial arm
was added to address that gap: the Chips Act to
expand semiconductor manufacturing in Europe,
the Gaia-X initiative to build a federated European
cloud, and the Digital Decade targets to set 2030
goals for skills, infrastructure, and the digitaliza-
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tion of business and government. Since 2024,
a competitiveness turn has pulled the agenda
in two directions at once. The Digital Omnibus,
whose Al component was adopted in June 2026,
defers the Al Act’s high-risk regime, the Act’s
strictest tier of obligations reserved for Al used
in sensitive areas such as hiring, credit, educa-
tion, critical infrastructure, and law enforcement,
Under Regulation (EU) 2024/1689. “High-risk” Al
systems are those used in listed sensitive areas
(biometrics, critical infrastructure, education,
employment, access to essential services, law
enforcement, migration, and the administration
of justice) or as safety components of products
covered by EU product legislation. Their providers
must comply with the Act’s core requirements (risk
management, data governance, technical docu-
mentation, human oversight, accuracy, and cyber-
security) and undergo a conformity assessment
before placing them on the market. The Omnibus
postpones these obligations to December 2027
for stand-alone systems and to August 2028 for
product-embedded systems, while leaving most
transparency obligations to apply from August
2026.%7 It also tightens control over supply: a
January 2026 cybersecurity package converts
the voluntary logic of the 5G security toolbox into
a binding framework for supply-chain risk, and the
Tech Sovereignty Package of June 2026 proposes
a Chips Act 2.0 and a Cloud and Al Development
Act.?®

What emerges from this architecture is less a
doctrine than a pattern in practice through an EU
model of digital sovereignty that can be described
as sovereignty through rules. Rather than pursuing
improbable self-sufficiency in production, the
EU seeks security and reduced dependencies
through law, standards, certification, and targeted
investment, counting on the extraterritorial
pull of its single market to carry its frameworks



DIGITAL GEOPOLITICS AND SOVEREIGNTY:
CONVERGENCE AND DIVERGENCE BETWEEN THE EU AND TURKEY
OCTOBER 2026 | IPC-MERCATOR ANALYSIS

abroad.?® Analysts have characterized the trend
as a progressive fusion of security and regulation,
in which security objectives are pursued through
regulatory instruments, and regulation is in turn
justified on security grounds.®® Some describe
this trend as an increasingly assertive, even
mercantilist, use of regulatory power in the digital
domain.

In its official presentation, the EU model is value-
driven, centered on fundamental rights, democ-
racy, and a human-centric digital transformation.
Beneath the discussion of “protecting values,”
however, lies a more geopolitical subtext. The
language of rights often encodes China as a
threat to the EU’s digital sovereignty. However,
the platform rulebook points in the opposite
direction, since nearly all the gatekeepers desig-
nated under the Digital Markets Act are American
companies, and the EU’s most muscular regula-
tory instruments in practice discipline the firms of
its principal ally.32 Chinese equipment in networks,
American dominance of platforms and the cloud,
and Russian disinformation give the EU’s sover-
eignty claim three directions at once.

None of this means that rules deliver sovereignty
on their own, and the limits of the EU model are
well documented. Gaia-X, launched to build a
European cloud independent of the American
hyperscalers, admitted that it was using software
from Microsoft and Amazon within roughly a year
of its creation.®®* The dispute between regulation
and innovation, meanwhile, remains unresolved.
A familiar quip holds that Americans innovate,
Chinese emulate, and Europeans regulate. Yet
even the 2024 Draghi report, the sharpest critique
the EU has faced in a decade, stops well short of
recommending that the EU deregulate in order to
spark innovation.?* The June 2026 amendments
point the same way, adjusting the Al Act’s time-
table without dismantling its framework.*®

A

Turkey’s Approach: Sovereignty
through Capacity

Turkey describes digital sovereignty as a tech-
nological issue and, at times, an existential one.
Its master framework is the National Technology
Initiative (Milli  Teknoloji Hamlesi), a holistic
development vision aimed at a fully independent
high-tech Turkey,*® a goal reaffirmed by the
Minister of Industry and Technology in 2026.%
Comparative observations suggest that national
approaches to digital sovereignty vary widely and
that three patterns recur: a reactive sovereignty
that responds to dependence on foreign suppliers
by cultivating domestic industry, an identity-based
sovereignty in which technology becomes part of
what the nation is, and a pragmatic sovereignty
of diversification, balancing, and selective
engagement.®® Turkey combines all three. The
identity-based pattern is unmistakable in presi-
dential rhetoric tying full political independence to
technological independence, in the TEKNOFEST
festivals staging technology as national pride, and
in the official doctrine of a cyber homeland (siber
vatan), to be defended like land, sea, and air.®®
Treating cyberspace as a domain of defense is not
in itself distinctive, since NATO, of which Turkey
is @ member, has recognized it as an operational
domain since 2016, and many EU member states
have built military cyber commands on that basis.
What is distinctive is the idiom of homeland, which
makes cyberspace an extension of national terri-
tory and identity rather than merely a theater of
operations. It is precisely this fusion of technology
with national identity that sets Turkey’s approach
apart.

Since 2024, reactive sovereignty— the response
to dependence on foreign suppliers, now framed
as a security threat— has hardened into strategy,
decree, and statute. A new National Cyberse-



DIGITAL GEOPOLITICS AND SOVEREIGNTY:
CONVERGENCE AND DIVERGENCE BETWEEN THE EU AND TURKEY
OCTOBER 2026 | IPC-MERCATOR ANALYSIS

curity Strategy and Action Plan for 2024-2028,
prepared by the Ministry of Transport and
Infrastructure, was put into effect by Presidential
Circular 2024/11 of September 2024,* followed by
two further steps. Presidential Decree No. 177 of
January 2025 created the Cybersecurity Direc-
torate (Siber Giivenlik Baskanhgi), a body with its
own budget attached directly to the Presidency.*
The Cybersecurity Law of March 2025 provided
the country’s first comprehensive legislation in
the field, defining cybersecurity as an integral
part of national security, creating a Cybersecurity
Board chaired by the president and writing a
statutory preference for domestic components
into law.*®* Another decree in March 2025 then
closed the Digital Transformation Office and
moved its functions, from e-government services
to public-sector artificial intelligence, into the
aforementioned Cybersecurity Directorate. The
new directorate’s mandate expanded beyond
cybersecurity to include the digital realm as a
whole after a December 2025 decree, while a law
adopted by parliament on July 24, 2026, (Law No.
7590) transferred to the same body the telecom-
munications regulator’s powers over domain
names, internet infrastructure, and the detection
and analysis of communications, including its role
in access-blocking procedures under the Internet
Law. The law authorized the directorate to order
measures directly in urgent cases, even as the
law’s implementing regulations have yet to be
finalized.** The replacement of an office for digital
transformation by a body created by presidential
decree for cybersecurity, and the transfer to
that body of powers once held by the telecom-
munications regulator, can be read as signals of
centralization and securitization in digital govern-
ance: e-government and public-sector artificial
intelligence now sit under a security authority. The
rationale that runs through all these measures is a
single threat perception. Imported cybersecurity
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products are treated as a potential backdoor
into critical infrastructure; domestic components
therefore become a matter of national security
rather than of industrial policy, and cybersecurity
a matter for the presidency itself. This is reactive
sovereignty in statutory form.

Alongside Turkey’s drive toward the indigeniza-
tion of its digital infrastructure, however, runs a
deliberate layer of European alignment. Turkey’s
personal data protection law was modeled on EU
law, and its 2024 amendment rebuilt its cross-
border transfer regime, including its adequacy
decisions, standard contractual clauses, and
binding corporate rules, based on the architecture
of the GDPR.*® Turkey has taken part in the Digital
Europe Programme as an associate country since
2023, under an agreement that, as for other
associate countries such as Serbia and Ukraine,
excludes the program’s cybersecurity objective.*®
Several artificial intelligence bills are pending in
parliament, including a draft law inspired by the
EU’s Al Act.* Additionally, the parliamentary Al
Research Commission, whose roughly 900-page
report was presented in February 2026, recom-
mends, among other things, that Turkey consider
signing the Council of Europe Framework Conven-
tion on artificial intelligence.*® Turkey’s digital state
capacity is meanwhile genuinely impressive, with
the e-Devlet gateway counting 68.2 million regis-
tered users and more than 9,100 services by the
end of 2025, a level of digitized service delivery
that compares favorably with much of Western
Europe, although the infrastructure remains,
for now, not interoperable with that of the EU.*°
Independent Turkish analysts also largely support
Turkey’s alignment and interoperability with Euro-
pean cybersecurity frameworks.°

Taken together, Turkey has built a model of sover-
eignty through adapting and owning technology
capacities and regulations rather than defining
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them. The model’s internal tension is most
visible in artificial intelligence, where the same
parliamentary report that recommends a national
Al security strategy to be prepared under the
Cybersecurity Directorate, the defense industry
agency, the armed forces, and the intelligence
services also urges consideration of the Council
of Europe Framework Convention.5" Externally, in
contrast, pragmatism prevails, as hard sovereignty
language at home coexists with NATO cyber prin-
ciples and exercises, participation in international
incident-response networks, confidence-building
at the OSCE, and an emergent technology diplo-
macy, consistent with Turkey’s broader tradition
of strategic autonomy.>? What Turkey still lacks
is a framework for integration. The number of
instruments increases—the National Technology
Initiative, the cybersecurity strategy, a national
Al strategy, the digital chapter of the five-year
development plan—but nothing ties them to a
single set of measurable goals. The EU’s Digital
Decade program is the relevant comparator not
because Turkey should copy it but because of the
function it performs: it sets 2030 targets for skills,
infrastructure, business, and public services,
requires national roadmaps, and reports annually
on progress, so that the acts and funds described
in the previous section are steered and measured
against common objectives. It is that integrating
function, not any particular target, that has no
Turkish equivalent.53

Divergence and Compatibility

The first point of divergence between the Euro-
pean and Turkish approaches lies in their philos-
ophy of control. The EU regulates what it cannot
build, while Turkey builds what it cannot regulate,
and their referent objects differ accordingly.
What the EU’s rules set out to protect is not only
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infrastructure and data but a set of values such
as fundamental rights, democracy, and an open,
stable, and secure global internet.>* What the
Turkish framework protects is, first of all, the secu-
rity of the state: the 2025 law anchors cybersecu-
rity squarely within the field of national security,
defining it as an integral part of state security.5®
Institutional temporalities differ as well—with the
EU procedural, supranational, and comparatively
slow, while Turkey’s centralized governance can
legislate and reorganize quickly, a difference that
cuts both ways for cooperation.

A second point of divergence is relational, since
the relationship is asymmetric and short on trust.
Turkey aligns largely as a rule-taker rather than a
rule-maker within a Customs Union that renders
a measure of alignment effectively compulsory.s®
The trust deficit concentrates precisely where
sovereignty claims are the strongest. Turkey’s
association with the Digital Europe Programme
excludes the cybersecurity objective,® and the
Commission’s Tirkiye 2025 Report assesses the
country as having only “some level of preparation”
on digital transformation and media while warning
that the new cybersecurity law contains vague
rules and lacks independent oversight.*® Beneath
similar texts, governance philosophies diverge,
as Turkey sits uneasily between the rights-based
and the state-control archetypes of digital govern-
ance, and textual convergence does not by itself
change governance culture, producing alignment
on paper.

The gap is widest where digital sovereignty meets
freedom of expression. Turkey requires platforms
to appoint local representatives and has built an
extensive content-regulation practice, but it has
no equivalent of the Digital Services Act, and its
approach to online content owes more to state
control than to procedural rights. For Brussels,
where platform rules are welded to fundamental-
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rights safeguards, this is not a technical detail,
because it conditions how far data can flow, how
much intelligence can be shared, and whether
an adequacy decision is conceivable. The layer
of digital sovereignty concerned with the self-
determination of users is precisely the layer on
which the two approaches remain furthest apart.®®

Setting aside these divergences, however, the
frameworks are largely compatible. The compat-
ibility begins with position rather than with rhet-
oric: both actors depend on external technology
providers and large platforms that they do not
control but define their sovereignty against that
dependence, and both hedge between Wash-
ington and Beijing so that their sovereignty claims
are aimed at the same set of outside actors.®°
Their threat framings converge as well, since both
sides now treat cybersecurity as a matter of core
national security and infrastructural resilience
rather than of technical housekeeping.®! The legal
layers already touch, since the data protection
regimes mirror one another. Turkey’s 2025 cyber-
security law inhabits the same conceptual world as
the EU’s NIS2 Directive, and the draft Al law before
parliament takes its architecture from the EU’s Al
Act rather than from American or Chinese models:
it classifies systems by risk, requires registration
and conformity assessment for high-risk uses, and
enforces this with turnover-based fines. However,
the bill is far thinner than its model. In eight articles
it leaves the definition of “high-risk” undefined,
states providers’ obligations only as general
principles, and names no supervisory authority,
leaving the details to secondary legislation.®?
The economies are complementary, with Turkey
among the EU’s leading high-technology export
markets in 2023, accounting for EUR 14 billion in
EU high-tech exports, EUR 362 million received by
Turkish entities from EU research programs since
2003, and a young talent pool that could help
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meet a European shortage of digital skills.®® The
deepest connection of all is a shared and rarely
spoken premise, namely that neither side actually
pursues autarky. The drift of EU discourse toward
ecosystems and resilience amounts to a tacit
admission that cooperation, including with rivals,
is unavoidable.®* Turkey states the same in its own
idiom since the 2024—-2028 cybersecurity strategy
lists international cooperation among its priorities,
the national Al strategy sets harmonization with
international standards as an objective, Ankara
has kept its association with Horizon Europe and
the Digital Europe Programme, and it is building
its networks with European and Chinese vendors
side by side.

The present state of play is best described
as “structural convergence without relational
cooperation.”®® The texts converge while the
institutions, oversight, and trust do not. That gap,
relational rather than textual, is where a conver-
gent approach must operate.

The Benefits of a Convergent
Approach

Properly understood, convergence between
the EU’s and Turkey’s digital policies is neither
doctrinal uniformity nor a rerun of accession
conditionality but managed interdependence:
that is, operational alignment on skills, standards,
and procedures in areas where interests converge
and risks are shared, without any requirement of
identical sovereignty doctrines.

For the EU, the gains begin with scale, since a
neighboring market of 85 million applying compat-
ible rules extends the reach of European standards
beyond the EU’s borders and gives its regulatory
model the weight that its competitiveness agenda
demands.’® Nearshored, standards-compatible
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supply chains diversify dependencies that the
EU’s June 2026 Tech Sovereignty package can
only partially address, while Turkey’s talent pool
could relieve a structural skills shortage. A further
gain is strategic denial. Turkey is building out
its networks now, and European and Chinese
vendors are both in the running. If Brussels disen-
gages, it risks pushing Ankara toward the Chinese
technology ecosystem; if it stays engaged, it
denies that ecosystem a foothold on the EU’s own
border.®”

For Turkey, convergence would turn regulatory
alignment from a constraint into an asset. Compat-
ible rules lower compliance costs and secure
access to a larger market, while association instru-
ments such as the Digital Europe Programme
and Horizon Europe transfer capabilities that
indigenization alone cannot generate.®® Interop-
erable standards hedge against vendor lock-in
when considering digital networks and clouds.
Legal certainty is itself industrial policy, since
legal uncertainty is reportedly among the leading
reasons Turkish firms hold back from adopting
artificial intelligence. An Al framework compatible
with the European one would therefore unlock
domestic adoption rather than merely please
Brussels. Finally, a credible European anchor
strengthens rather than dilutes the country’s ambi-
tion to be recognized as a technology exporter.

Jointly, enhanced cooperation between the two
sides would help both actors gain what neither
can produce alone. One gain is cyber resilience
across infrastructure that is already intercon-
nected, from energy to finance to transport—
where incidents cascade regardless of doctrine.
The larger gain would be the foundation of a
regional digital ecosystem that pools market scale,
infrastructure, standards, and talent, giving the
two actors the collective weight to bargain with
digital superpowers such as the United States
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and China rather than merely choose between
them. It also gives the EU and Turkey a stronger
voice in global standard-setting as a third pole of
rules and capabilities. The instruments are within
reach, since cooperation can proceed along
a market track covering supply-chain security,
interoperability, and certification; an innovation
track using Digital Europe clusters, testbeds,
regulatory sandboxes, and skills academies; and
a technical and regulatory track built on struc-
tured dialogue, common vulnerability-scoring
frameworks, trusted channels between national
incident-response teams, and joint exercises. A
standing EU-Turkey cyber dialogue would sit
above these three tracks and coordinate them. It
would also house the machinery that is the real
missing layer: institutional trust-building through
joint supervisory bodies, data-flow agreements,
and mutual recognition mechanisms anchored
to the Customs Union. As confidence matures,
the cybersecurity objective of the Digital Europe
Programme could be opened to Turkey.

One qualification remains. Without common
values and shared policy objectives, convergence
stays fragile. Deep cooperation in the most sensi-
tive layers of the digital stack, cybersecurity, data
flows, and critical infrastructure will therefore
require treating fundamental-rights safeguards,
transparency, and oversight not as external
conditionality imposed on Turkey but as the trust
infrastructure that makes sensitive cooperation
possible for both sides.

Conclusion

Turkey’s 5G launch on April 1, 2026, and the
Commission’s Tech Sovereignty package of June
3, 2026, aspire to reach the same objects under
the same constraints. Digital sovereignty, this
analysis has argued, is best understood relation-
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ally, as a claim to control data, infrastructure,
supply chains, platforms, technologies, stand-
ards, and skills that can only ever be exercised
through interdependence, never against it. The
EU has built a normative answer to that constraint,
Turkey a local technological-oriented one. Their
divergence is acute, spanning the philosophy
of control, referent objects, governance culture,
asymmetry, and trust. Yet there are compatibilities:
from a shared structural position to convergent
threat framings, overlapping legal orders, and
economies integrated through the Customs Union
since 1996. This is why the current condition can
be described as convergence on paper without a
relationship to match.

It is precisely that relational gap that a convergent
approach would close. For the EU, Turkey is the
test of whether regulatory sovereignty can be an
offer rather than an imposition; for Turkey, the EU
is the test of whether technological self-reliance
can mature from import substitution into inter-
operable capacity. Both already know what their
own strategists avoid saying aloud: that under
conditions of technological bipolarity the choice
is not between sovereignty and dependence but
between negotiated and unnegotiated interde-
pendence. Managed interdependence built on
shared standards, pooled skills, resilient supply
chains, and rights-based trust infrastructure is
not the abandonment of digital sovereignty. It is
the only version of it that either actor can actually
obtain: Sovereign but not alone.
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