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ABSTRACT: The European Union, due to the promotion of its own market standards and the externalization of the norms it has 

developed, has been referred to in the literature as a “regulatory power”, and the influence it exerts as the “Brussels effect.” One 

of the states that, as a result of the Europeanization process, is implementing EU solutions and is subject to the Brussels effect is 

Türkiye. The EU is an important regulatory entity in the field of digital markets and artificial intelligence. It can therefore be assumed 

that this area also concerns the convergence of the policies and laws of the European Union and Türkiye. The purpose of this article 

is to answer the following question: Are the solutions undertaken in the field of digital markets and new technologies in Türkiye the 

result of the Brussels effect and the EU's regulatory power? In order to answer the above question, the article first clarifies the 

definition of the EU's regulatory power and presents the framework of this concept. Then, during the research process, an analysis 

of three issues in the sphere of the digital market and new technologies and the impact of EU regulations on Turkish law was carried 

out. The spheres selected for analysis are: personal data protection, digital markets, and artificial intelligence. 
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1. Introduction 

The ability of the European Union (EU) to externalize norms and promote its own market standards is 

referred to in the literature as the “Brussels effect” and “regulatory power” (Bradford, 2020). In recent years, 

the impact of EU solutions has been particularly noticeable in the digital sphere. The EU has proven to be one 

of the pioneers in this new field of regulation (Yoshizawa, 2024, p. 2). Its regulations, for example, regarding 

identical chargers, forced Apple to abandon its previous solutions in favor of those adopted by the EU. In turn, 

the privacy policies of companies such as Google, Facebook, and Microsoft applied worldwide refer to the 

European General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (Malarz, 2024). Although in recent years the Brussels 

effect in the global sphere has been assessed as decreasing, among others in the context of the decline of the 

EU's share in the global economy. The EU is one of the largest and richest consumer markets in the world. 

This issue does not allow global corporations to approach the EU's market with indifference. 

Other states are also following the EU model and introducing similar regulations. They are convinced, 
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among other things, by the quality of EU legislation, which has gone through a long and complicated legisla-

tive process. In addition, international companies offer their products and services on markets outside the EU 

in accordance with its legislation. These companies therefore address demands to the governments of the 

countries in which they operate to harmonize their national regulations with the EU acquis. The same may be 

true for local companies (Bradford, 2021). The Brussels effect thus manifests itself in two ways: (1) in terms 

of changes in the way international companies operate, and (2) in adapting the legislation of other countries 

in line with the requirements of international companies (Doğru 2022). 

Türkiye has also been taking steps to move closer to the European Union for many years. Although for-

mally, the country has to adopt certain EU regulations due to its candidate status. Given that this process has 

been going on for a long time and is also uncertain, the result is partial and uneven implementation of EU 

solutions (Korkmaz Tümer, Van Zeben, 2024, p. 1). Although this style of policy is maintained in some areas, 

it seems that the issue of the digital market and new technologies cannot be included in it. Against this back-

ground, the following research question is posed: Are the solutions taken in the field of digital markets and 

new technologies in Türkiye the result of the Brussels effect and the EU's regulatory power? In order to answer 

this question, this article first clarifies the definition of the EU's regulatory power and presents the framework 

of this concept. Then, in order to better understand the EU's regulatory role, an analysis of three issues in the 

field of the digital market and new technologies is carried out. These are regulations on the protection of 

personal data, regulations on digital markets, and solutions in the field of artificial intelligence. The study used 

the desk research metod and comparative analysis. The application of this last method is aimed at comparing 

Turkish law with EU regulations. 

 

Theoretical Framework: The Brussels Effect and the EU's Regulatory Power 

The concept of the Brussels effect was created in 2012 by Anu Bradford. It is based on the California 

effect, which describes a “regulatory race to the top” within the United States (USA, U.S., US) (Princen, 1999, 

p. 1). It refers to California regulations, including those concerning employee and consumer protection, free-

dom of the press, building codes, data security, and technology regulations, which are among the most fre-

quently implemented in other US states. As early as the 1970s, California legislators insisted on an exception 

to the national Clean Air Act, imposing stricter regulations on car manufacturers that wanted to sell their cars 

within the state. Fearing loss of market share, both domestic and foreign manufacturers successfully lobbied 

their own legislators to introduce standards modelled on California’s legislation (Tager, Lee, 2023). Since 

then, California’s law has become the norm throughout the country (Fredriksson, Millimet, 2022) and in other 

states as well. 

The Brussels effect as a concept transfers the California effect to the international system and identifies 
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the conditions and mechanisms by which the externalization of legal regulations of the European Union occurs 

(Tamim, 2024). According to Brandford, the rules and regulations adopted by the community have permeated 

many aspects of economic life in Europe and beyond. This has occurred through the process of unilateral 

regulatory globalization, which is referred to as the Brussels effect, (Columbia Law School, 2025) taking place 

through market mechanisms. “Unilateral regulatory globalization is a development where a law of one juris-

diction migrates into another in the absence of the former actively imposing it or the latter willingly adopting 

it” (Bradford, 2015, p. 159). This is a different situation from the case of political regulatory globalization, 

within which political bodies adopt standards through negotiation and agree to comply with them. And also 

unilateral coercion, within which regulations are adopted by means of threats or through the application of 

sanctions (Bradford, 2020, p. 4). 

Achieving the Brussels Effect is possible if certain conditions are met. First, the entity must have a large 

local market. Therefore, only economies with significant market sizes can create global regulatory standards. 

However, being a large market is not a sufficient condition for exerting global regulatory power, as the exam-

ples of the USA and China show. The entity must also have significant regulatory capabilities and capacities, 

and the EU has the institutional structures and necessary expertise that allow for effective creation and en-

forcement of regulations. Moreover, the entity through which the Brussels Effect is carried out tends to enforce 

strict rules for inflexible purposes (e.g., consumer markets) as opposed to flexible purposes (e.g., capital) 

(Bradford, 2015, p. 159). In the case of the EU, the regulations adopted are often much more comprehensive 

and demanding than those established by other entities. This reflects the EU's significant commitment to build-

ing standards in the field of, among others, the protection of consumer interests. The EU's focus on regulating 

this sector has limited the possibility of companies relocating and avoiding EU regulations if their goal is to 

enter the European market (The European Crypto Initiative, 2024). The Brussels effect therefore occurs when 

companies conclude that it is in their interest to pursue a uniform conduct or production pattern rather than 

benefit from lower regulations in other markets (Bradford, 2021). Thus, the important issue is that the benefits 

of adopting a single global standard outweigh the benefits of complying with multiple regulatory standards, 

including less stringent ones (Bradford, 2015, p. 159). 

In order to understand the Brussels effect, it is important to articulate the differences between the de facto 

effect and the de jure effect. The de facto Brussels effect concerns the unilateral ability of the EU to regulate 

global markets by setting standards in areas such as competition policy, environmental protection, food safety, 

privacy protection, or regulations on hate speech in social media. In this case, the EU does not have to impose 

its standards on other entities through coercion, because they are the result of market forces (Bradford, 2021). 

Therefore, companies themselves, when certain conditions are met, decide to comply with EU regulations for 

their products or services in the international arena (Tamim, 2024). 
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The de jure effect, in turn, is to some extent a complement to the de facto effect. It can occur when 

companies, after deciding to adopt EU regulations for their product in other markets, lobby governments out-

side the EU to adopt EU solutions. When a given foreign government decides to adopt a rule similar to the EU 

rule in its legal acquis and adopt “EU-style” (Bradford, 2021) regulations, then the de facto effect becomes a 

de jure rule (Tamim, 2024). 

The characteristics of the European Union allow it to be described as a European regulatory power that 

externalizes its policies and regulations related to the market. According to Chad Damro, this externalization 

has until recently been overlooked as a way in which the EU exercises its power in the international system. 

However, this can be both a deliberate and unintended action to regulate given issues on a global scale. This 

means that the EU actually has greater possibilities and is more willing to use coercive means and tools than 

those indicated until recently by the concepts characterizing its power. The EU's approach to adopting certain 

solutions is the result of its own policies, political preferences, and the complex process of law-making at the 

European level. In some areas, however, there is a greater awareness of the EU's ability to set global standards 

in areas of emerging law than in others (Damro, 2011, p. 1). Ignacio Garcia Bercero and Kalypso Nicolaidis 

draw similar conclusions. They point out that, on the one hand, the EU's aspiration to use access to its market 

can be a means to achieve its own geopolitical goals through the use of a unilateral tool of power. This is 

because the EU simply has the ability to do so. On the other hand, the EU’s regulatory power allows it to play 

the role of a “responsible authority” in world politics. This is achieved by projecting a rules-based approach 

to regulation. In this case, territorial expansion is based on normatively clear goals that strengthen international 

institutions (such as the World Trade Organization or the Paris Agreements) (Garcia Bercero, Nicolaidis, 2021, 

p. 15). 

According to Theodore Christakis, however, there are several limits to what Europe can and wants to 

regulate, and these are due to both internal and external factors. Internal regulatory actions can be blocked by 

political disagreements between EU member states. In addition, they can be limited by legal obstacles (starting 

with the exclusion of national security) or economic considerations (as an example, he points to the fear of 

excessive regulation of artificial intelligence (AI), which could hinder innovation and affect competitiveness). 

External regulatory factors, in turn, constitute situations of interdependence that may make international co-

operation necessary to avoid retaliation and find constructive solutions to resolve conflicts of law and juris-

diction (Christakis, 2020, p. i). 
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2. The Regulatory Power of the European Union and Cooperation with Other States in the Field 

of the Digital Market and New Technologies 

Digital diplomacy has become one of the tools of the EU's foreign policy on digital markets and technol-

ogies. The foundations of the EU's engagement in digital policy were set out in the Council Conclusions on 

EU Digital Diplomacy of July 18, 2022, and June 26, 2023 (The Diplomatic Service of the European Union, 

2023). The European Union has decided to strengthen cooperation on digital issues in relevant multilateral 

forums. To this end, the EU is to, among other things, “address multilateral issues in digital partnerships and 

other relevant dialogues with countries around the world with a view to building consensus around EU posi-

tions and promoting the key principles underpinning its own regulations” (Rada Unii Europejskiej, 2023). The 

European Union is therefore engaging with other countries to promote their interests, norms, and values related 

to digital transformation. This is done through strategic partnerships, which provide a framework for regular 

bilateral exchanges at various levels (Lavenex, Krizic, Serrano, 2017, p. 4). With some partners, cooperation 

is structured and regular, while with others it is implemented through high-level dialogue. In the case of the 

United States, cooperation with the EU is implemented through the EU-U.S. Trade and Technology Council, 

which was established at the EU-U.S. Summit held in Brussels on June 15, 2021. It was established to coor-

dinate approaches to key global issues in the areas of trade, economy, and technology and to deepen bilateral 

relations based on these shared values (European Commission, 2024). On April 4–5, 2024, the Council held 

its sixth ministerial meeting, during which it agreed, among other things, to develop transatlantic cooperation 

on artificial intelligence, 6G, semiconductors, and new technology standards, including those related to map-

ping digital identities. 

Cooperation with India was also based on the framework of the EU-India Trade and Technology Council, 

announced in April 2022 and launched in February 2023. An important aspect of it was to use the strengths of 

both entities “to ensure their technological and industrial leadership while maintaining common values” 

(Think Tank European Parliament, 2024). For the EU, cooperation with India complements the partnerships 

signed with Asian countries (Japan: May 2022, Singapore: February 2023, and South Korea: November 2022), 

which aim to address issues related to digital exclusion as well as to strengthen “an inclusive and equal digital 

environment for all.” As part of this initiative, solutions were also adopted that are important for other EU 

actions, including in the field of digital transformation, the EU-Africa Shared Vision 2030, and the EU-Latin 

America and Caribbean (LAC) Digital Alliance (European Parliament, 2024). 

In addition to the three aforementioned digital partnerships with Asian countries (Japan, Singapore, and 

Korea), the EU also launched a similar dialogue in November 2023 with Canada. It covered areas of cooper-

ation such as artificial intelligence, secure international connectivity, cybersecurity, digital identity, and digital 
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skills. It aims to continue joint activities and exchange information in the area of platform regulation, as well 

as strengthen cooperation in developing best practices in countering the manipulation of foreign information 

and disinformation. The partnership (as with the other three) establishes an annual high-level meeting of the 

Digital Partnership Board. It is chaired by the EU Commissioner for the Internal Market and the relevant 

minister for each of the four partner countries. The Digital Partnership Board is tasked with providing political 

leadership and setting and implementing priorities (European Commission, 2023). 

In terms of regulating the digital market, the European Union also engages in dialogue with entities that 

do not necessarily share all of its values. China is one such example. So far, the European Union has held two 

High-level Digital Dialogues with representatives of this state (September 2020, September 2023). During the 

last of them, the European Commission presented, among other things, an update of EU regulatory changes 

(including the Digital Services Act and the Digital Markets Act). It also expressed its concern about the diffi-

culties faced by EU companies in China due to the growing amount of foreign data processed by Chinese 

entities and the control of this process by the Chinese authorities (Przychodniak, 2024). It also called for 

ensuring a reciprocal business environment in the digital sector (European Commission, 2023a). 

Thus, since 2015, the EU has begun to achieve significant success in externalizing its norms and princi-

ples in the arena of digital policy. As Annegret Bendiek and Isabella Stürzer note, the EU's regulatory authority 

in digital foreign policy stems from its economic strength. According to the researchers, this is evidenced by 

the fact that digital technology companies from outside Europe (mainly from the US and China) are adjusting 

the terms of their services in such a way as to ensure access to the European internal market (Bendiek, Stürzer,  

2022, p. 1). However, it seems that the size of the EU market, as well as the lack of significant US action on 

digital regulation, were the reasons why countries and companies started to use European solutions (Hobbs, 

2020). 

 

3. Türkiye as an Example of the European Union's Influence in the Field of Digital Policy 

The European Union is not a military power and also has limited influence through imposing financial 

sanctions on third countries. However, as the example of digital policy shows, its regulatory power allows it 

to be defined as an international entity that prepares a qualitative legal framework that is applied in many areas 

of people's lives around the world. The mechanism developed within the EU institutions is also an effective 

instrument for motivating other countries to adopt European regulations. Inter-institutional and multi-level 

shaping of policies in the EU forum affects the legal certainty and credibility of European strategic goals and 

political commitments in the eyes of partners (Bendiek, Stuerzer, 2023). 

Other states are ready to use EU models for a reason, and one example is Türkiye. For many years, this 
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country has been trying to approximate its legal acquis communautaire. Recently, digital policy has also be-

come an important element of cooperation at the Türkiye-EU level. In 2023, the European Commission signed 

an association agreement with Türkiye under the Digital Europe Programme. Thanks to it, companies, public 

administration, and eligible Turkish organizations will have access to the Digital Europe Programme budget 

for 2021-2027. Digital development in Türkiye is possible in areas such as artificial intelligence or advanced 

digital skills. It also offers an opportunity to strengthen Türkiye-EU digital technology ties by using Ankara’s 

potential in areas covered by EU programs (European Commission, 2023b). Given Türkiye’s strategic geopo-

litical location, cooperation in digital policy can significantly contribute to the country’s economic and social 

rapprochement with the EU. EU-Türkiye relations in the field of digital policy, in addition to promoting tech-

nological progress and economic growth, will have a number of consequences for regional stability and inter-

national partnerships. 

 

The Impact of EU Regulations on Personal Data Protection on Turkish Law 

In the face of the growth of the data-driven economy, the European Union has become a leader in attempts 

to protect data and privacy rights with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (Raines, 2020). Alt-

hough this document applies primarily within the EU, its extraterritorial scope requires companies around the 

world to comply with its provisions when processing the personal data of EU residents (The European Crypto 

Initiative, 2024). The willingness of other entities to support the GDPR principles is closely linked to their 

enforcement. This is a key factor in the EU's ability to unilaterally influence the global behaviour of companies 

(Mahieu, R., et al., 2021, p. 301). Failure to comply with the GDPR provisions results in severe sanctions. 

Data breaches are punishable by financial penalties of up to EUR 20 million, or 4% of the company's global 

turnover. In addition, the Office for Data Protection may impose additional remedial measures, such as an 

order to cease processing personal data (Your Europe, 2024). 

As for Türkiye, the first data protection law was prepared based on the provisions of EU Directive 95/46. 

Part of the EU regulations were then reflected in the Personal Data Protection Act No. 6698 of April 7, 2016 

(Kişisel Verileri Koruma Kanunu - KVKK) (KVKK, 2016). In turn, after 2020, various other political docu-

ments showed that the direction of their adjustments would be related to the EU GDPR. This evolution was 

defined as a response to the needs of the business ecosystem. In addition, the urgent need for change was also 

emphasized by new challenges in the processing of special categories of personal data, especially for employ-

ers and the healthcare sector (Güven Taştan, 2024). According to Asli Deniz Helvacioglu and Hanna 

Stakheyeva, both the Turkish and EU data protection systems have three objectives, which, although they are 

competitive, are complementary to each other. They define them as (1) protecting the personal data of natural 

persons (citizen aspect); (2) strengthening the capabilities of technology markets (business aspect); and (3) 
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ensuring an effective system that monitors and regulates the relationship between the company and the data 

owner (governance aspect) (Helvacioglu, Stakheyeva, 2017). 

The secondary law introduced in Türkiye in the form of regulations and announcements has therefore led 

to a similar development of changes to those that the GDPR has caused in the EU. There are many similarities 

in the areas covered by the KVKK and the GDPR. Among them, the subject scope can be identified, as both 

legal acts provide comparable definitions of key concepts such as personal data, sensitive data,  and processing. 

In addition, they apply to the processing of personal data in an automated or non-automated manner if the data 

is part of a submission system. Also, in terms of the general obligations specified in both documents, both for 

data controllers and data processors, both documents are similar. They concern, among other things, obliga-

tions regarding the rights of data subjects, notifications of data breaches, and data security measures. In some 

cases, these are identical regulations. For example, both the GDPR and the KVKK provide for a 72-hour 

period for notifying the competent supervisory authority of a breach (OneTrust DataGuidance, Esin Attorney 

Partnership, 2020, p. 5). 

In addition, the provisions of both legal acts are enforced by data protection authorities (DPAs) and 

through legal claims filed by data subjects. In the case of Türkiye, responsibility in this area falls to the Turkish 

data protection authority, Kişisel Verileri Koruma Kurumu. In the case of the EU, each Member State has at 

least one national data protection authority responsible for enforcing the provisions of the GDPR (Bateman, 

Pegarella, 2024). Both documents also provide for fines. However, those regulated by the GDPR are signifi-

cantly higher than those regulated by the KVKK (Uz, 2020). The upper limit of fines under the KVKK is set 

at TRY 20,000 to TRY 1,000,000. In turn, the upper limit under the GDPR can be set at EUR 20,000,000, or 

4% of the annual turnover of the previous tax year. The maximum fines under the KVKK can range from TRY 

5,000 to TRY 1 million (USD 186 to USD 37,300). Under the GDPR, they reach an amount of up to EUR 20 

million (or USD 21.4 million) or 4% of annual turnover. In addition to differences in administrative penalties, 

both documents also address other issues in different ways, including the liability of data protection officers 

and the right to be forgotten (Günar, Güner, 2019, p. 52-53). And although the GDPR is longer and more 

detailed than the KVKK, in both cases the data protection framework is solid and imposes many obligations 

on companies (Bateman, Pegarella, 2024). 

 

EU Digital Markets Act and the “Brussels Effect” in the Case of Türkiye’s Regulation 

Another example of the European Union's Brussels effect is the Digital Markets Act (DMA), which came 

into force on November 1, 2022 (European Commission, 2022). However, it should be noted that its full 

implementation took place in the following months. The DMA regulations therefore went beyond Europe even 

before their practical effect was tested (Kiss, 2024). This was done by introducing similar rules for tech giants 
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and innovations around the world. EU regulations for large technology companies, referred to as “gatekeepers” 

(Alphabet, Amazon, Apple, ByteDance, Meta, and Microsoft), regulate numerous prohibitions and orders to 

limit the use of personal data in the course of services provided by “gatekeepers” (Mercz, 2024). The DMA 

imposes on companies, among other things, rules on avoiding anti-competitive data practices, giving users 

control over settings and software, and ensuring fair treatment of business users and other service providers. 

An important aspect of the DMA is “interoperability of communication services,” through which gatekeepers 

are ordered to ensure that their platforms work smoothly with other entities (Kiss, 2024). 

Over time, it has become clear that the Regulation, along with every other element of the legal framework 

currently governing digital markets in the EU, may have the effect of reducing competition. One of the con-

cerns was the shift from an ex-post to an ex-ante regulatory regime through the wide range of prohibitions that 

ignore the nature and nuances of competition contained in the DMA. The proactive rules were established 

before specific anti-competitive activities occurred. They may therefore inadvertently influence pro-competi-

tive behavior or fail to address the anti-competitive practices they were intended to prevent. In practice, this 

may have unintended consequences (Kiss, 2024), such as reducing competition and stifling innovation in the 

EU (Mercz, 2024). 

In order to address the challenges of digital markets, in October 2022, Türkiye published the Draft Reg-

ulation on Amending Law on the Protection of Competition. The provisions of the document concern amend-

ments to Law No. 4054 on the Protection of Competition. The publication of the proposal was aimed at gaug-

ing public opinion on the proposed changes. The new regulations on digital markets in Türkiye and ensuring 

the protection of the competitive environment of these markets were prepared in light of the EU DMA as well 

as the provisions of §19a of the German Act against Restraints of Competition (Gesetz gegen Wettbew-

erbsbeschränkungen – GWB) (Girgin, Horozoğlu, Utku Çal, 2023, p. 16). They mainly included defining the 

basic services of platforms and imposing specific obligations and restrictions on undertakings with significant 

market power. 

In June 2024, a new version of the proposed amendments to Law No. 4054 was made available to some 

parties for feedback and comments (Doğan, 2024). Parliamentary discussions on the provisions of the docu-

ment, known as the “Turkish DMA,” are scheduled for December 2024 (Coniglio, Kiss, 2024). In the case of 

several key provisions and definitions, the draft Turkish law even copies the provisions of the DMA and, in 

some cases, applies even more stringent regulations. In this way, lawmakers aim to reduce competitive harm 

in the digital services market while ensuring that the positive economic effects of digital access are preserved 

(Dailey, 2024, p. P2). However, some analysts express concerns that the new EU-inspired regulations (like 

the DSA) are actually aimed at limiting the growth of disinformation on social media (Broadbent, Strezewski, 

2024). 



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe 

No. 49 / December 2025  

https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/ 

 

105 

 

 

 

 

4. EU Artificial Intelligence Act and Türkiye 

The European Union (EU) Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act, AIA) was published in the Official Journal 

of the EU on July 12, 2024, and entered into force on August 1, 2024. The law aims to establish the first 

comprehensive regulatory regime for AI. 

Even before it entered into force, it was described as a law that “will not stop at the EU’s borders” and 

will set global standards (Engler, 2022). This pioneering regulation provides guidance to many countries in 

defining their national policies and strategies, as well as in legislative actions on AI and related issues (Ya-

vuzdoğan Okumuş, Talay, Takmaz, 2024). 

The EU’s drive to be a pioneer in comprehensive regulation of AI technologies has resulted in the devel-

opment of regulations that significantly influence how countries such as Türkiye deal with the integration of 

AI into their technology and economic regulations (Ünsal Özden, 2024). One of the major steps taken by the 

Turkish government in the context of the AI roadmap and its application was the announcement of the National 

AI Strategy for 2021-2025 on August 20, 2021. This action was described as a step of fundamental importance 

for Türkiye's future in the international arena. When properly adapted and used, AI technology has the ability 

to boost the country's economy while providing strategic benefits, resulting in greater global influence (Shkurti 

Özdemir, 2021, p. 5). 

Following the publication of the EU AI Act, Türkiye also prepared a draft law on the regulation of artifi-

cial intelligence (Draft No. 2/2234, the so-called “AI Bill”) (Werner, 2024). It was submitted to the Grand 

National Assembly of Türkiye on June 24, 2024 (TBMM, 2024) and is currently undergoing the legislative 

process. The document consists of eight articles that aim to “ensure the safe, ethical, and fair use of artificial 

intelligence technologies, ensure the protection of personal data, prevent violations of privacy rights, and es-

tablish a regulatory framework for the development and use of artificial intelligence systems” (TBMM, 2024). 

Türkiye's AI proposals are therefore based on the principles of security, transparency, equality, responsibility, 

and privacy. However, they lack details on how to adopt and enforce the established principles in practice 

(Insight, 2024). 

One of the most serious shortcomings of the Turkish draft, according to lawyers, is the introduction of 

general regulations on risk management and assessment instead of specifying all the risk levels, measures, and 

compliance assessment defined in the EU Act. The EU solutions establish four main risk levels: (1) unaccepta-

ble, (2) high, (3) limited, and (4) low risk. At the same time, they define the compliance requirements and 

obligations of users and developers with each specified level. The Turkish draft lacks such a classification, 

limiting itself only to the statement that “risk assessment should be carried out during the development and 
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use of AI systems” (Yavuzdoğan Okumuş, Talay, Takmaz, 2024). Another problem is the amount of penalties 

specified in the Turkish AI Law. For using prohibited AI applications or systems, a penalty of up to 35 million 

Turkish liras (approx. 1 million US dollars) or up to 7 percent of the entity's global turnover from the previous 

tax year may be imposed. In turn, failure to comply with the provisions of the AI Law may result in a fine of 

up to 15 million TL (approx. 455,000 USD) or 3 percent of the entity's global turnover from the previous tax 

year. A fine of 7.5 million Turkish liras (approx. USD 245,000) or 1.5% of the entity's global turnover from 

the previous tax year is imposed for providing false information (Insight, 2024). According to Begüm Ya-

vuzdoğan Okumuş, Yalçın Umut Talay and Seda Takmaz, such a regulation of penalties may lead to the 

establishment of quite high monetary limits for Türkiye, which could potentially limit the activity of technol-

ogy companies in this country. The Turkish draft has some provisions that raise concerns and is less compre-

hensive compared to the EU AI Act. The transformation of the regulations into more detailed solutions will 

therefore relate to developments in the EU (Çiftçi, Özdogan, Öner, 2024). 

 

5. Conclusions 

Analyses of the characteristics of the European Union as a participant in contemporary international re-

lations primarily point to its role as a “soft power.” Thus, the influence of the community of European states 

on the external environment primarily concerns the use of peaceful means as well as the promotion of democ-

racy and human rights in the international arena. This aspect of the EU's foreign policy is based on a system 

of European values, deeply embedded in the acquis communautaire and the acquis politique of the EU (Bar-

burska, 2016, p. 346). This is one of the reasons why Ian Manners has described the EU as a “normative 

power”, the strength of which is its ideology, opinions, and standards (Manners, 2002, p. 238-244). 

Using the EU as a much stronger entity than the individual states that make it up gives the opportunity to 

participate in defining the possibilities of regulating diplomatic, strategic, economic, and social negotiations 

in the international arena. This aspect is used to a significant extent in international trade and the creation of 

regulations for the digital market and artificial intelligence. Actions in this area are extremely difficult. This 

is due to the continuous development of technology and the emergence of new phenomena in cyberspace. This 

situation therefore requires a departure from established ways of thinking and the need to create pioneering 

legal regulations, the effects of which are de facto difficult to predict in the long term (Centrum Analiz Klubu 

Jagiellońskiego, 2022). Therefore, certain practical solutions of EU regulations are often criticized, among 

others, for achieving effects opposite to those planned. However, the mechanisms developed within the EU 

structures are still an effective instrument for motivating companies to adopt European regulations. The EU is 

one of the largest and richest consumer markets in the world, which is why global corporations cannot ap-
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proach its decisions with indifference. However, the EU's influence reaches not only foreign business prac-

tices, but also the political choices of other countries (Hadjiyianni, 2021, p. 243). The Brussels effect and the 

EU's regulatory power allow us to define the EU as a participant in international relations that prepares a 

qualitative legal framework applied in many areas of people's lives around the world. 

The European Union has long been a point of reference for Türkiye. In recent years, the country’s tech-

nology sector has grown at an impressive rate of 67% between 2012 and 2021. By 2022, the information and 

communication technology (ICT) industry accounted for around three percent of Türkiye’s GDP. As a result, 

securing investment in this area has become a key economic priority for the Turkish government (Coniglio, 

Kiss, 2024, p. 3). Therefore, when it comes to modern technologies and services offered by digital leaders, 

Türkiye, “as one of many advanced developing countries, aspires to emulate Brussels in applying a compre-

hensive regulatory approach” (Broadbent, Strezewski, 2024). The fact that the country still intends to draw on 

the regulatory acquis of the European community is evidenced by, among other things, the plan to align the 

Personal Data Protection Act with the EU’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (Presidency of the 

Republic of Türkiye, Presidency of Strategy and Budget, 2023). This goal was echoed in The Medium Term 

Program (2024-2026) announced by the Turkish government in 2023. 

 

References 

 

1. Bateman, R., Pegarella, S., (2024), Turkey KVKK and the GDPR, 

https://www.termsfeed.com/blog/turkey-kvkk-gdpr/, (access: 1.12.25). 

2. Barburska, O. (2016). Argument siły czy siła argumentów? Unia Europejska w stosunkach 

międzynarodowych jako soft power.  Rocznik Integracji Europejskiej, 10, 335-351. 

3. Bendiek, A., Stürzer, I., (2022), Advancing European internal and external digital sovereignty: the 

Brussels effect and the EU-US Trade and Technology Council, SWP Comment, 20/2022, Berlin: 

Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik -SWPDeutsches Institut für Internationale Politik und Sicherheit, 

https://doi.org/10.18449/2022C20. 

4. Bendiek, A, Stuerzer, I. (2023). The Brussels Effect, European Regulatory Power and Political Cap-

ital: Evidence for Mutually Reinforcing Internal and External Dimensions of the Brussels Effect 

from the European Digital Policy Debate. Digit Soc., 2(1):5. doi: 10.1007/s44206-022-00031-1. 

5. Bradford, A. (2015). Exporting standards: The externalization of the EU’s regulatory power via mar-

kets. International Review of Law and Economics, 42, 158–173. 

6. Bradford, A., (2020), The Brussels effect: how the European Union rules the world, Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

7. Bradford, A., (2021), The European Union in a globalised world: the “Brussels effect”, https://geo-

politique.eu/en/articles/the-european-union-in-a-globalised-world-the-brussels-effect/, (access: 

1.12.25). 

8. Broadbent, M., Strezewski, J., (2024), Turkey Considering New Digital Competition Legislation, 

Center for Strategic and International Studies,  https://www.csis.org/analysis/turkey-considering-

new-digital-competition-legislation, (access: 1.12.25). 



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe 

No. 49 / December 2025  

https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/ 

 

108 

 

 

9. Centrum Analiz Klubu Jagiellońskiego, (2022), Cicha cyberrewolucja Jak UE chce unormować 

konkurencyjność i wolność słowa w Internecie?, https://klubjagiellonski.pl/wp-content/up-

loads/2022/06/cicha-cyberrewolucja-xxx-wersja-online-1.pdf, (access: 1.12.25). 

10. Christakis, T., (2020), 'European Digital Sovereignty': Successfully Navigating Between the 'Brus-

sels Effect' and Europe’s Quest for Strategic Autonomy, http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3748098, 

(access: 1.12.25). 

11. Columbia Law School,  (2025), The Brussels Effect: The Rise of a Regulatory Superstate In Europe, 

https://www.law.columbia.edu/news/archive/brussels-effect-rise-regulatory-superstate-europe, (ac-

cess: 1.12.25). 

12. Coniglio, J. F., Kiss, L. N., (2024), COMMENTS OF ITIF, Before the Turkish Competition Author-

ity (Rekabet Kurumu) Ankara, Republic of Türkiye. In the Matter of: Proposal on Amending the 

Law on Protection of Competition (Act No. 4054, 1994), https://www2.itif.org/2024-turkey-

dma.pdf, (access: 1.12.25). 

13. Çiftçi, I., Özdogan, U., Öner, E., (2024), Recent developments in AI legislation in the EU and Tü-

rkiye, https://www.ciftcilaw.com.tr/content/site-ycap/en/publications/recent-publications/recent-

developments-in-ai-legislation-in-the-eu-and-turkey/_jcr_content/parsys_article/down-

load/file.res/client-briefing-AI-legislation-in-EU-and-T%C3%9CRK%C4%B0YE.pdf , (access: 

1.12.25). 

14. Damro, Ch., (2011), Market Power Europe, https://eustudies.org/assets/files/papers/EUSA-

11%20Damro%20MPE%20Paper-Submitted.pdf, (access: 1.12.25). 

15. Dailey, M., (2024), The EU and U.S. Approach to Digital Regulation: Considerations for Proposed 

Legislation in Turkey, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Turkey-

Digital-Regulation-English.pdf, (access: 1.12.25). 

16. Doğan, C., (2024), Turkish DMA: What’s in the Package?, https://competitionlawblog.kluwercom-

petitionlaw.com/2024/08/15/turkish-dma-whats-in-the-package/, (access: 1.12.25). 

17. Doğru, C. E., (2022), A new opportunity for Turkey: the Brussels effect, https://corpera.com/in-

sight/a-new-opportunity-for-turkey-the-brussels-effect/, (access: 1.12.25). 

18. Engler, A., (2022), The EU AI Act will have global impact, but a limited Brussels Effect, 

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-eu-ai-act-will-have-global-impact-but-a-limited-brussels-

effect/, (access: 1.12.25). 

19. European Commission, (2022), About the Digital Markets Act,https://digital-markets-act.ec.eu-

ropa.eu/about-dma_en, (access: 1.12.25). 

20. European Commission, (2023), EU and Canada launch Digital Partnership to strengthen strategic 

cooperation, https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_5953, (access: 1.12.25). 

21. European Commission, (2023a), EU-China: Commission and China hold second High-level Digital 

Dialogue, https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_4488 (access: 1.12.25). 

22. European Commission, (2023b), Commission opens Digital Europe Programme to Türkiye, 

https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/news/commission-opens-digital-europe-pro-

gramme-turkiye-2023-09-01_en (access: 1.12.25). 

23. European Commission, (2024), EU-US Trade and Technology Council, https://commission.eu-

ropa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/eu-us-trade-and-technol-

ogy-council_en, (access: 1.12.25). 

24. European Parliament, (2024), EU-India Trade and Technology Council, https://www.europarl.eu-

ropa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2024/757587/EPRS_ATA(2024)757587_EN.pdf, (access: 

1.12.25). 

25. Fredriksson, P. G., Millimet, D. L. (2002). Is there a ‘California effect’ in US environmental policy-

making?. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 32 (6), 737-764. 



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe 

No. 49 / December 2025  

https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/ 

 

109 

 

 

26. Garcia Bercero, I., Nicolaidis, K., (2021), Brussels calling, legal empathy and the trade-regulation 

nexus, CEPS Policy Insights, PI 2021/05, STG Report, https://hdl.handle.net/1814/70675 (access: 

1.12.25). 

27. Girgin, B., Horozoğlu, O., Utku Çal, E. (2023). How Will Turkey’s E-Commerce Law and Draft 

Bill on Competition Law Affect E-Commerce Platforms?. Network Industries Quarterly, 25(1), 16-

18. 

28. Günar, A., Güner, O. (2019). PROTECTION OF PERSONAL DATA IN THE EUROPEAN UN-

ION-TURKEY RELATIONS: EFFECT OF VISA LIBERALISATION DIALOGUE. Yönetim Ve 

Ekonomi Araştırmaları Dergisi, 17(4), 35-58. https://doi.org/10.11611/yead.553594. 

29. Güven Taştan, F., (2024), Turkey's data protection amendments for 2024: A closer look, 

https://iapp.org/news/a/turkeys-data-protection-amendments-for-2024-a-closer-look, (access: 

1.12.25). 

30. Hadjiyianni, I. (2021). The European Union as a Global Regulatory Power. Oxford Journal of Legal 

Studies, 41(1), 243–264, https://doi.org/10.1093/ojls/gqaa042. 

31. Helvacioglu, A. D., Stakheyeva, H. (2017). The tale of two data protection regimes: The analysis of 

the recent law reform in Turkey in the light of EU novelties. Computer Law & Security Review, 33 

(6), 811-824, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clsr.2017.05.014. 

32. Hobbs, C., (2020), The EU as a digital regulatory superpower: Implications for the United States, 

https://ecfr.eu/article/commentary_the_eu_as_a_digital_regulatory_superpower_implica-

tions_for_the_u/, (access: 1.12.25). 

33. Insight, (2024), AI Watch: Global regulatory tracker - Turkey, https://www.whitecase.com/insight-

our-thinking/ai-watch-global-regulatory-tracker-turkey, (access: 1.12.25). 

34. Kiss, L. N., (2024), The Brussels Effect: How the EU's Digital Markets Act Projects European In-

fluence, https://itif.org/publications/2024/03/07/the-brussels-effect-how-the-digital-markets-act-

projects-european-influence/, (access: 1.12.25). 

35. Korkmaz T ümer E., Van Zeben, J. (2024). The Brussels effect in Ankara : the case of climate Policy. 

New perspectives on Turkey, https://hdl.handle.net/1814/77687. 

36. KVKK: Personal Data Protection Law, Law Number 6698, Date of Ratification: 24/3/2016, Pub-

lished in Official Gazette: Date: 7/4/2016, Number: 29677, https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Ic-

erik/6649/Personal-Data-Protection-Law, (access: 1.12.25). 

37. Lavenex, S., Krizic, I., Serrano, O. (2017). EU and US Regulatory Power Under Strain? Emerging 

Countries and the Limits of External Governance. European Foreign Affairs Review, 22, 1-17, 

https://doi.org/10.54648/eerr2017017. 

38. Mahieu, R., et al. (2021). Measuring the Brussels Effect through Access Requests: Has the European 

General Data Protection Regulation Influenced the Data Protection Rights of Canadian Citizens?. 

Journal of Information Policy, 11, 301–349. 

39. Malarz, B. (2024), Silniejsza pozycja UE w świecie, https://europedirect-katowice.pl/in-

dex.php?id=34&code=66b317a3b6bfd, (access: 1.12.25). 

40. Manners, I. (2002). Normative Power Europe: A Contradiction In Terms, JCMS, 40(2), 235-258 

41. Mercz, M., (2024), Talks on the DMA's Brussels Effect, https://competitionlab.gwu.edu/talks-dmas-

brussels-effect, (access: 1.12.25). 

42. Necipoglu, C., Gölge Yalçın, S., İvit, S., (2024), What Awaits Turkish Companies in 2025 in Terms 

of Digital Markets and Digital Services?, https://www.pekin.com.tr/what-awaits-turkish-companies-

in-2025-in-terms-of-digital-markets-and-digital-services/, (access: 1.12.25). 

43. OneTrust DataGuidance, Esin Attorney Partnership, (2020), Comparing privacy laws: GDPR v. 

LPPD, https://www.dataguidance.com/sites/default/files/gdpr_v_turkey.pdf, (access: 1.12.25). 

44. Presidency of the Republic of Türkiye, Presidency of Strategy and Budget, (2023), The Medium 

Term Program (2024-2026), https://www.sbb.gov.tr/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Medium-Term-

Program-2024-2026.pdf. 



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe 

No. 49 / December 2025  

https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/ 

 

110 

 

 

45. Princen, S., (1999), The California Effect in the EC's External Relations: A Comparison of the Leg-

hold Trap and Beef-Hormone Issues Between The EC' And The US & Canada, 

https://aei.pitt.edu/2367/1/003780.1.pdf , (access: 1.12.25). 

46. Przychodniak, M., (2024), Zagrożenia związane z przetwarzaniem zagranicznych danych przez 

Chiny, https://www.pism.pl/publikacje/zagrozenia-zwiazane-z-przetwarzaniem-zagranicznych-

danych-przez-chiny, (access: 1.12.25). 

47. Rada Unii Europejskiej, KONKLUZJE RADY w sprawie dyplomacji cyfrowej UE, Bruksela 

(11088/23), 26 czerwca 2023 r. 

48. Raines, T., (2020), Raise the Bar by Leveraging the EU’s Regulatory Power, https://www.chatham-

house.org/2019/06/raise-bar-leveraging-eus-regulatory-power, (access: 1.12.25). 

49. Shkurti Özdemir, G. (2021). Turkey’s National Artificial Intelligence Strategy. What to expect 

Next?. SETA: Perspective, 66. 

50. Tamim, J., (2024), The Brussels Effect and the GDPR: EU Institutions as Catalysts for Global Data 

Protection Norms, https://edpi.eu/brussels-effect, (access: 1.12.25). 

51. TBMM, (2024), Kanun Teklifinin Metni: Yapay Zeka Kanun Teklifi, Esas Numarası 2/2234, 

Başkanlığa Geliş Tarihi 24/06/2024, https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/Yasama/KanunTeklifi/e21539a0-

888a-4500-81be-01904a918c53, (access: 1.12.25). 

52. Think Tank European Parliament, (2024), EU-India Trade and Technology Council, 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_ATA(2024)757587, (access: 

1.12.25). 

53. The Diplomatic Service of the European Union, (2023), Digital Diplomacy, https://www.eeas.eu-

ropa.eu/eeas/digital-diplomacy_en, (access: 1.12.25). 

54. The European Crypto Initiative, (2024), The Brussels Effect, https://eu.ci/the-brussels-effect/, (ac-

cess: 1.12.25). 

55. Trager, J., Lee, A., (2023), The California Effect, https://pen.org/report/the-california-effect/, (ac-

cess: 1.12.25). 

56. Uz, İ., (2020), Turkish Personal Data Protection Law No. 6698 and European General Data Protec-

tion Regulation, https://www.erdem-erdem.av.tr/en/insights/turkish-personal-data-protection-law-

no.-6698-and-european-general-data-protection-regulation, (access: 1.12.25). 

57. Ünsal Özden, S., (2024), Reflections of the European Union Artificial Intelligence Act on Actors in 

Turkiye, https://www.erdem-erdem.av.tr/en/insights/reflections-of-the-european-union-artificial-

intelligence-act-on-actors-in-turkiye, (access: 1.12.25). 

58. Werner, J., (2024), Turkey Introduces Comprehensive AI Regulation Bill Aligned with EU Stand-

ards, https://babl.ai/turkey-introduces-comprehensive-ai-regulation-bill-aligned-with-eu-standards/, 

(access: 1.12.25). 

59. Yavuzdoğan Okumuş, B., Talay, Y. U.,  Takmaz, S., (2024), Legislative Developments for Artificial 

Intelligence in Turkiye, https://gun.av.tr/people/seda-takmaz, (access: 1.12.25). 

60. Yoshizawa, H. (2024). Sources of the European Union's regulatory influence on digital platform 

firms: Lessons from three Google antitrust cases. Contemporary European Politics, 2(2), e13, 

https://doi.org/10.1002/cep4.13. 

61. Your Europe, (2024), Data protection under GDPR, https://europa.eu/youreurope/business/dealing-

with-customers/data-protection/data-protection-gdpr/index_en.htm, (access: 1.12.25). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


