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By Denis Verret, Vice-President of EuroDefense-France, Scientific Committee Member of Institut du Bosphore

“Knowing others is intelligence; knowing your-
self is true wisdom.” Lao Tzu.

Who has become “the other”? Putin is no longer 
the sole master of the clocks, those ticking be-
hind the latest global shocks. Putin and Trump 
allied? Trump is indeed unpredictable, and Putin 
is predictable. Is Trump in Putin’s thrall or just in 
his own hands, in his ‘ego-system’? And we, who 
are we, when confronted like this? Our ques-
tion defines the scope of our strategic autono-
mous response, to be able to rely on our own 
strengths, in the face of a Russian threat that we 
would each and all judge to be “out there”.

In an interview with Unherd (April 14, 2025), 
U.S. Vice President J.D. Vance declared: “It’s not 
good for Europe to be the permanent vassal of 
the United States in terms of security”. On April 
12, 2023, French President Emmanuel Macron 
had declared, invoking the ambition of European 
strategic autonomy, that being an “ally” of the 
United States does not mean being a “vassal”.

For many years, France’s position towards the 
United States has been “allied, but not aligned”. 
If we were to characterize Türkiye’s stance, 
we’d be tempted to go one step further: “non-
aligned, but allied”.

Strategic autonomy does not mean autarky or 
isolation, but rather solid alliances to reduce 
dependency: isn’t ‘derisking’ the watchword of 
the day? Ambassador Kanwal Sibal, former For-
eign Affairs Secretary of India, sums it up well 
when he talks about India: “we have to preserve 
our strategic autonomy to the extent possible, 
though no country in a globalised system that 
is based on interdependence can maintain full 
strategic autonomy”. 

Europe consistently asserts its ambition for 
strategic autonomy, sometimes qualifying it as 
“open” to ward off from criticism of protection-
ism or isolationism.

Since 2013, Europe has consistently affirmed its ambi-
tion for “strategic autonomy”, sometimes resorting to 
other slogans such as “strategic sovereignty” or “stra-
tegic responsibility”, but these are essentially synon-
ymous. Does Türkiye, a candidate to join the Europe-
an Union, share this ambition? First and foremost for 
itself? This seems to be the case in its own practice, 
without actually using the term. And if so, can or should 
these respective ambitions for strategic autonomy 
converge? Is this essential issue the blind spot in our 
relations? Shouldn’t it now be essential in the face of 
the chaos created by the malignant convergence of 
the governance of Trump and Putin, which threatens 
Ukraine, Europe, and the Atlantic Alliance itself? 

Shouldn’t every opportunity be seized to further ex-
plore the question of this potential convergence and 
its current concrete implications? Such as the most in-
clusive possible composition of the “coalition of willing 
and capable states” against the threats we face and will 
face in the future? Bilateral meetings between Türkiye 
and any other state concerned by the new collective de-
fence of Europe, meetings between Türkiye and the EU 
and the framework of the EPC (European Politic Com-
munity) should address this issue of the shareable am-
bition of strategic autonomy and the means required to 
implement it.
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Türkiye was, at one time, caricatured for its “splen-
did isolation”. While it does not seem to officially 
invoke the concept of strategic autonomy, it ap-
pears to be actively implementing it — rather like 
Monsieur Jourdain in Molière’s The Bourgeois 
Gentleman, speaking prose without realizing it. 
This raises the question of the possible conver-
gence of these parallel ambitions. Can they, and 
should they, be further aligned in the chaotic inter-
national context provoked by the combined malig-
nant  governance of both Putin and Trump?

Strategic autonomy, an asserted European ambition 

Six years after the signing of the Lisbon Treaty 
in December 2007, the European Council, for 
the first time in late 2013, stated the objective 
of “increasing its strategic autonomy”. And in 
2016, the European Union’s Global Strategy af-
firmed its “ambition for strategic autonomy”.

In his Sorbonne speech on September 26, 2017, 
President Macron relied more on the term Eu-
ropean sovereignty more than strategic au-
tonomy. But in essence, the two ambitions 
are synonymous. It could be argued that other 
terms basically reflect the same underlying goal: 
strategic responsibility, geopolitical Europe, all-
round security, resilience, reduced dependen-
cies, derisking, European preference, etc. The 
ambition is clear; the real question now is the 
gradual implementation of that ambition.

Two weeks after the start of Russia’s renewed 
aggression against Ukraine, taking note of the 
Ukraine’s application for EU membership, the 
Versailles Declaration of the informal meeting 
of EU Heads of State or Government on March 
10 and 11, 2022 constituted “a joint commit-
ment to strengthening European sovereignty in 
military, energy and economic matters, commit-
ting ourselves to reducing our strategic depend-
ence, particularly in the following most sensitive 
areas: Critical raw materials/ Semiconductors/ 
Health/ Digital/ Food products”.

In the process, the Strategic Compass was 
adopted by the unanimous agreement of all 27 
EU countries in the European Council, on March 
24–25, 2022: “It will strengthen the EU’s stra-
tegic autonomy and its ability to work with its 
partners to safeguard its values and interests.”

The Joint Communication of March 5, 2024 “A 
new European Defence Strategy” (EDIS), which 
led to the European Defence Industrial Pro-
gramme (EDIP, currently under discussion), fur-
ther rearticulates this ambition: “Geopolitical 
developments underline the imperative need 
for Europe to assume greater strategic respon-
sibility for its own security, in particular to assist 
key partners such as Ukraine”.

Subsequently, on September 9, 2024, the Draghi 
Report emphasized that the defence sector is 
“critical to ensuring Europe’s strategic autonomy 
in facing external threats while stimulating inno-
vation through spillover effects on the economy 
as a whole.” Indeed, the Polish EU presidency 
for the 1st half of 2025 has focused on strength-
ening seven dimensions of European security:   

•	 defence and security
•	 protection of people and borders
•	 resistance to foreign interference and disin-

formation
•	 security and entrepreneurial freedom
•	 energy transition
•	  competitive and resilient agriculture
•	  health security. 
 
Finally, during the mid-March 2025 presentation 
of the European Defence Package (White Paper 
on European Defence and the ‘ReArm Europe – 
Preparing for 2030’ Plan), Commissioner for De-
fence and Space Andrius Kubilius emphasized: 
“It’s not just about military power, but about 
our preparedness, our strategic autonomy and 
Europe’s future as a global actor”.
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As a candidate to join the European Union, 
Türkiye is directly concerned by this European 
ambition for strategic autonomy. But does it 
share this European ambition?

Could this essential topic be a blind spot in 
our relations? Shouldn’t it naturally impose it-
self in Türkiye’s diplomatic exchanges with its 
various European partners, and with the EU it-
self? Shouldn’t it also be addressed within the 
framework of the European Political Commu-
nity (EPC), which was designed to be inclusive of 
all countries on the European continent in the 
broadest sense, but explicitly excluding Russia 
and Belarus? Wouldn’t Türkiye benefit from of-
fering to host a forthcoming session of the EPC, 
with the aim of raising precisely this structuring 
issue of European strategic autonomy, and the 
potential convergence with its own path toward 
strategic autonomy?

The ambition of strategic autonomy implies a 
critical scale

The concept of strategic autonomy was intro-
duced in France in the 1994 White Paper on De-
fence. At the time, it had a national dimension, 
with the archetypal model being France’s nu-
clear deterrent, which could only be conceived 
as fully autonomous from its American ally.  The 
essential link between ballistic capabilities and 
launchers contributed to the European policy of 
“autonomous access to space”.

But if strategic autonomy means choosing one’s 
dependencies and aiming to reduce them as 
soon as they risk becoming excessive, in the 
knowledge that they are never stabilized and 
have a tendency to worsen, it implies in any case 
a critical scale, a European dimension rather 
than merely national. And beyond the affirma-
tion of ambition, it requires progressive imple-
mentation.

How does Türkiye view this question of critical scale?

All the indications are that, on its own scale, 
Türkiye is logically seeking to reduce its depend-
encies and diversify its partnerships; but does it 
share our conviction that the pursuit of critical 
scale justifies reinforcing our essential partner-
ships with our allies, first and foremost Europe-
an and -if always or still possible- American, but 
also beyond, the famous like-minded partners? 
This question takes on a whole new, dramatic 
dimension when Trump suggests that the Unit-
ed States might fail to defend Ukraine, a coun-
try we consider essential to our own collective 
security, or even to keep the Atlantic alliance, of 
which they are the backbone. 

The “Game Changer”: Trump, now sharing the 
mastery of clocks with Putin, destabilizes the 
Atlantic Alliance 

In Putin’s narrative, NATO, cast as the aggressor, 
is to be dislocated! Europe is to be divided and, 
ultimately, the former hyper soft power, the 
United States, now turned today’s “ally”, is to 
be profoundly weakened. Admittedly, Trump’s 
massive concessions, which we cannot help 
but fear, would deserve some transactions. But 
there shall be no illusions: Trump will not suc-
ceed in weakening the Russian-Chinese relation-
ship, whose essential target is to weaken the 
United States and the West.

Concerned about avoiding a catastrophic scenar-
io, the Europeans, along with strategic partners 
such as Canada, have responded by assuming 
greater responsibility for the Alliance’s collec-
tive defence, and by finally investing heavily in 
their own defence capabilities. They propose to 
strengthen NATO’s European pillar, or even to 
“Europeanize” it. France and the United King-
dom invite their partners to build a “coalition 
of the willing” to create a reassurance force to 
bolster Ukraine’s resistance, including through 
the deployment of troops on Ukrainian soil. To 
be able to rely on one’s own forces, in case of 

5

ST R AT EG I C 
B R I E F

5  M AY  2 0 2 5

ST R AT EG I C 
B R I E F

5  M AY  2 0 2 5



US withdrawal – is that not  the most concrete 
expression of Europe’s need for strategic auton-
omy? But now, at a greater scale, by associating 
other major European and even non-European 
countries with the EU’s cause, anxious not to fall 
under the double yoke of Putin and Trump.

How is Türkiye responding to this new environment? 

The United States has always rightly regarded 
Türkiye as an essential NATO ally, and Türkiye 
has always regarded NATO - and thus its stra-
tegic relationship with the United States - as an 
essential element in its own security.

While preserving its dialogue and interests with 
Russia, and its own possible role as mediator, 
Türkiye has condemned Russia’s intervention in 
Ukraine, supplied Kiev with drones of consider-
able military impact, and consistently advocat-
ed for the Ukraine membership of NATO, which 
would clearly serve as Ukraine’s best guarantee 
against future Russian aggression toward its ter-
ritory and independence. Against a backdrop of 
uncertainty surrounding Trump’s continued sup-
port for Ukraine, the extent of US commitments 
in Europe, and even the future of the Atlantic 
Alliance, Türkiye has indicated its willingness to 
join a peacekeeping mission on the contact line 
between Ukrainian and Russian forces in east-
ern Ukraine- provided Moscow agrees. And will 
it require a US backstop to go further? Nothing 
is settled: are Moscow’s approval and Washing-
ton’s safety net red lines for Ankara?

President Erdogan’s recent statement on April 
11, the first day of the annual Antalya Diplomacy 
Forum could contain a more structuring vision: 
« It’s becoming increasingly impossible for a Eu-
rope of which Türkiye is not included as it deserves 
to be, to continue its existence as a global player. 
To put it bluntly : European security without Tür-
kiye is unthinkable ». The coalition of the willing 
for the defence of Ukraine and the European col-
lective defence must examine the possible con-
vergence of its strategic interests with those of 

Türkiye in this new geopolitical environment cre-
ated by Putin and Trump. Indeed, Türkiye would 
be essential to the consolidation of our collective 
defence and deterrence capacity against an ag-
gressor who is unlikely to stop unless effectively 
deterred. As in the case of the United Kingdom, 
this would entail the necessary convergence to 
strengthen Europe’s Industrial and Technological 
Base in the broadest sense, and share the objec-
tive of “European preference”, just as there is an 
“American preference” in the United States it-
self. In this context, the possible selection of the 
European Fighter Aircraft (EFA) equipped with 
the Meteor air-to-air missile, considered the 
best in its category, would be a strong signal of a 
concrete convergence with Europe on strategic 
autonomy: it would mean diversifying from cur-
rent U.S. fighter jet solutions (which come with 
technological and capability restrictions) by turn-
ing to a European aircraft- until Türkiye’s own 
fifth-generation fighter, Kaan, is ready. The EFA 
is the fruit of cooperation among 3 EU countries 
(Germany, Italy, Spain) and a now non-member 
European state, the UK, equipped with a missile, 
the Meteor built by 6 European countries (the 
previous 4 plus France and Sweden) to arm the 
3 European fighter aircraft (Rafale and Gripen in 
addition to the EFA). London, the originator of 
the project Meteor, led this European program 
so as not to make the export of EFA dependent 
on authorizations from the American Congress: 
that says it all!

In other words, Türkiye can take its rightful place 
alongside us in our ambition for strategic auton-
omy, one that would then become truly shared.

That said, it is worth emphasizing that our pre-
ferred scenario remains one in which the United 
States respects the NATO Treaty — in particu-
lar, the well-known Article 5, but also Article 2, 
which states: “The Parties will seek to eliminate 
conflict in their international economic poli-
cies…” But in this scenario, both of NATO’s pil-
lars — the European and the American — would 
be endowed with strategic autonomy?
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