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In the era of globalization it has become unfashionable to discuss a concept so dated and seemingly appropriate only to the cold war era as media imperialism.  Yet the uneven development of the Internet and the dominance of Internet sites by English language speaking  U.S. and Western European organizations and businesses has called this concept back into consideration.  This paper will treat the concept of media imperialism as it pertains to the Internet through a case study of Internet use by a so-called developing country, Turkey. In the 1970s Turkey would have been treated as one of the victims of media imperialism, a country which was on the receiving end of television programming and wire service news from Europe and the United States.  Then it was called a one-way flow of information, whereby the West sent all the information and media to poorer countries and took very little of the information those countries had to offer. What was worse, and what remains undocumented in any substantive way, was that Western consumerist values were exported along with the media content, causing readers and viewers around the world to adopt consumer culture. 


The 1970s were spent examining front pages of newspapers and television program schedules from around the world in an effort to determine just how bad the dominance of the third world might be. Kaarle Nordenstreng and Tapio Varis measured changes in the flow of television program from 1973, the time of their first survey, to 1983.  They reported that no real change in the flow of programs from the U.S. and Western Europe to other countries over that time, but did observe an increase of regional exchanges in the latter period.  They remained skeptical in 1983 that transnational concentration of media company ownership might mitigate against any movement toward a more balanced flow of media (Nordenstreng and Varis, 1974; and Varis, 1985).


Herbert Schiller, a critical scholar, was one of the first to write about the Western domination of the world’s media in his 1969 book, Mass Communications and the American Empire.  Right up to the time of his death in 1999, Schiller was adapting his attack on global capitalism to the changing media landscape. In an interview with Geert Lovink in March 1997, Schiller applied his political economy critique to the then-fledgling Internet. When asked whether one should equate the Internet with American imperialism, Schiller responded:

I have looked on the phenomena of cultural imperialism for a long time. This is not something of the nineties. It even preceded the American, the French, the British and the Dutch imperialism. It is not a new set of relationships. But we do have to ask ourselves: does the internet undermine the old relationships or do (sic) it reinforce them? I am only trying to suggest that there are key people, key levels in the United States who see a very practical utilization for imperialistic purposes. That could be an alert signal. If the internet is becoming a major vehicle for transnational corporate advertising, you are quite justified talking about the extension of cultural imperialism into the internet.


More recently, Kang and Choi (1999) investigated news flow on the Internet to see if the pattern of one-way news flow from developed to developing countries has persisted in cyberspace. Though the authors’ research of Clarinet, an online news service, and its crossposting in newsgroups found that China, developing countries in Southeast Asia and some Middle Eastern countries occupied central positions in the structure of crossposting networks, the United States, United Kingdom and Japan also occupied central positions. They conclude that though shifts in flows of news on this Internet news service could be observed, the control of Internet resources remains in the hands of a few powerful nations, Kang and Choi say that “these countries still exercise dominant power in the world system because they maintain these network systems. In addition, the Internet is one of the communication technologies distributed unequally” (p. 476). They also note that the majority of users were located in North America at the time and more than half of all users communicate in English in cyberspace.


Kang and Choi’s findings would suggest that though the old media relationships may have been modified, the charge of Internet imperialism might not be totally inaccurate.  


In a book released this year, Cyberimperialism? Global Relations in the New Electronic Frontier, several authors consider whether it is appropriate to revive the imperialism concept in the Internet environment (Ebo, 2001). In a theoretical discussion of the subject, Rusciano defines cyberimperialism as happening when “knowledge is selectively distributed or withheld as a means of controlling the international environment” (p. 10).  He then explores whether the terminology and structures associated with imperialism can be applied to the Internet. He concludes that because “imperialism is both a description of exploitative relationships between entities and a specific paradigm for the character of associations between or among nation-states,” (p. 23), the term cannot be applied to the relationships of individuals or groups on the Internet. Rusciano doesn’t believe that it will ever be appropriate to consider the Internet in the context of imperialism for two reasons. First, “if the Internet is an instrument that can release creativity in new forms, those who profit from it might turn their attention to relieving the fate of displaced industrial workers” (pp. 23-24). And second, because of the Internet’s decentralized nature, opportunities exist for economic advancement by those who might have been disenfranchised under the classic form of imperialism (24).


As Sawhney points out, however, there are ways that nation states do exert control over the Internet. The dominance of the Internet by the United States can be observed in the pricing of the international circuitry (Sawhney, 2002)

Unlike the telephone system where the cost of the international circuit connecting two countries is evenly split between them, the internet service providers (ISPs) in other countries pay the entire cost of the circuit connecting them to the U.S. The U.S. carriers are able to get away with this because of the leverage they have over overseas ISPs. They are willing to pay for the entire circuit since they need to access U.S. web sites and exchange points which can connect them to other countries.  This free riding by U.S. ISPs is particularly galling for the developing countries because the traffic flows over the international circuits are very skewed.

John Tomlinson has given the most detailed explication of the terms cultural imperialism and globalization. In a 1997 essay on how we should conceive of the concept of globalization in terms of the cultural imperialism argument, he first provides three very good reasons for making a direct connection between the two. First, he says that there is a “wealth of evidence that Western cultural tastes and practices are becoming global ones” (p. 175). Second, he argues that the long history of Western imperialism requires us to examine the “historically established patterns of neo-colonialism repeating themselves” (p. 177). Finally, Tomlinson says we should consider the connection because of the centrality of transnational capitalism as a cultural influence” (p. 178).

After building the argument in favor of the connection, he explains why globalization is not an outgrowth of cultural imperialism. His reasons are as follows:


1. “The sheer presence of Western, or even specifically American, cultural goods distributed around the world is not a self-evident cultural fact, but something which always needs interpreting” (p. 180)


2. Global culture should always be approached as a dialectic. And when that perspective is taken, we will be able to “avoid the rather patronizing attitude towards cultural agents that sees them as the passive terminus of a flow of cultural influence.”  And we will “also be able to see that there is in fact never a simple ‘delivery’ of cultural influence” (p. 181).


3. If globalization is a “complex set of interconnections, and add to this the dialectal conception of cultural processes, we get a very different image of the world from that implicit in the cultural imperialism thesis. Instead of the idea of settled, well-established and confident centers of economic and cultural power exercising global hegemony, we end up with an image of a decentered network, in which the patterns of distribution of power are unstable and shifting and, indeed, in which power is in some ways diffused rather than concentrated” (p. 185).


Following his 1997 essay, Tomlinson expanded his examination of globalization to a book, Globalization and Culture, published in 1999.  Despite the fact that the Internet was maturing at that time, Tomlinson did not treat it in the context of globalization except in a very abstract way.  He defines globalization as “complex connectivity” in that book, which would seem to require that he treat the Internet as a factor when discussing other mediated communication. In the 1977 essay, he cited Hoskins and Mirus (1988) who found that when it comes to television programs that are broadcast around the world, those produced in the country of origin almost always get the top ratings by audiences, and that foreign programs usually “operate at a ‘cultural discount’ in terms of their popularity with the audiences”(p. 180).  Though audiences may prefer the local to the geographically distant on television, that may not be the case with Internet sites. The concepts of media imperialism, globalization and their relation to culture deserve closer theoretical attention in the era of Internet connectivity.


Marwin Kraidy dismisses both the imperialism and the globalization paradigms for considering the power relationships of the Internet (2001). Like Tomlinson, Kraidy writes that there is confusion related to the variety of definitions of the term as they are applied to the relationship between the West and the rest of the world, “ranging from cultural influence to annihilation” of world media industries (p. 29). Kraidy believes “imperialism lost intellectual and ideological ground” in the 1990s and he first considers globalization as an alternative way to understand the flows of new media and Internet relationships (pp. 30-31). He says that by examining the Internet inequities in this frame we are still able to understand the ways “entire regions of the globe are at risk of becoming irrelevant to a global economy whose principal and arguably most important currency is information” (p, 31). In the end, Kraidy prefers to view the Internet from the perspective of “glocalization,” or the blend of global and local factors in understanding international relations. 


For the purposes of this paper, it may not matter which of the terms we use—media imperialism, globalization or glocalization for each term describes a relationship between a powerful nation or transnational corporation and a less powerful recipient of the output of that country or company.  What we propose to do is to examine the relationship between the United States (and to a lesser extent other western countries) and one country that has often been described as part of the Third or developing world, Turkey, through their Internet relationships. We will also examine some of the domestic power relationships related to the Internet to see if the international pattern of imbalance is reflected in a similar domestic imbalance. Though we would like to be able to examine individual choice and use of web sites by Turkish citizens, we are unable to do that at a national level. So we will examine other forms of connections at the societal, organizational and individual levels to determine the flow of Internet activity in particular and the extent to which the data support a theory of media imperialism, or at least reflect a global imbalance of Internet activity in the case of Turkey. At the societal level, we chose to examine Turkey’s historical relations with the West regarding telecommunications because certain patterns that were developed before the Internet was developed that continued in the current era.

History of Turkey’s Relations with the West in Telecommunications


Turkish scholar Funda Baﬂaran has written a book on the historic relationship between communication and imperialism in the Turkish telecommunications industry. In it, she explains that the interaction between the establishment and use of the tools of (tele)communications and the imperialist policies of Western European nations later joined by the U.S. took place over a time span of one and a half centuries. This occurred first within the boundaries of the Ottoman Empire until its collapse and then within the Republic of Turkey from 1923 on.


During the Ottoman period (1855-1914), the telegraph was the sole tool of communication. It was used for multiple purposes by the imperialist countries of the times, such as United Kingdom, France and Germany.  Baﬂaran argues that the telegraph was used for integrating the empire’s economy to the global capitalist economy, and along the way transforming the empire to a de-facto semi-colony. She cites the example of the connection of the centers of trade and the ports to the European markets  (p. 187). Secondly, the telegram connected the countryside to the capital (Istanbul) for administrative and military purposes, and eased the control of the empire by making it more powerful over local political power holders (p. 98).


During the same period, relatively free flow of commercial, and sometimes political, information worried the political elites of the time, and forced them to take some measures towards controlling that flow.  For example, Sultan Abdulhamid II (1876-1908) set up a mechanism to censor all telegraphic messages, and gain strategic intelligence about the political situation of the country in doing so. Abdulhamit also banned the use of telephone between 1886 and 1908, thinking that such a device could only be used for preparing political conspiracies against him. The censorship was lifted after the Revolution of Young Turks in 1908, which was initiated by sending telegraphic news of the revolt and asking for participation all over the country (pp. 81-87; Kolo€lu, p. 605).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
The role of the telegraph changed from an imperialist and domestic administrative control tool to a revolutionary and anti-imperialist technology during the Turkish Independence War (1918-1923). That war was fought against the occupying imperialist forces, that principally included the British, French, Italians and Greeks. During and after the war, the administrative center of the existing telegraph system was shifted from the old imperial capital of Istanbul to the new republican capital, Ankara. This newly reconfigurated system was used against the occupying forces in an anti-imperialist war by waging propaganda wars to coordinate the troops and their support structures (pp. 116-23, 140). 


The telegraph also made wire services a tool for domination. These sprung up, mainly in Europe and the United States, in the mid 1800s. Though carrier pigeons and a semaphore system of communication were used before the telegraph, the wire services began rapid development once the telegraph became available for transmitting news. From 1911 to 1914, the Ottoman Telegraph Agency was established as the first wire service to serve the empire. In reality, the agency was run by Havas (the French news agency) and Reuters (the British news agency). The Ottoman officials eventually shut it down, fearing it was a propaganda vehicle for the foreigners. It was replaced by the Ottoman National Telegraph Agency, but this time was run as a cooperative with the Germans. During the Independence war, Atatürk established the Anadolu Ajans› (Anatolian Agency), severing ties with foreign owners and foreign news distribution in the Republic.


During the period between the successful completion of the Independence War in 1923, and the end of the Second World War, the telecommunication system was nationalized, expanded and redesigned for a new political center and for connecting the new territory of the state  and the emerging national economic market (Baﬂaran, pp. 140-42). In addition, local connections were better integrated to the system for military purposes. In addition to the telegraph and the news agency, new telecommunication technologies, radio-telephony and the telephone began to be used. For example, the telephone infrastructure was built and used for intra- and inter-city economic and administrative communication; radio was used for domestic political propaganda and acculturation of the public to the republican ideals (Baﬂaran, pp. 127, 141, 188). During these years, Turkish telecommunications policy could be identified as independent in general policies, but dependent in telecommunications hardware as Turkey relied on imports to serve its hardware needs. 


In the era between 1946 and 1959, the telegraph, telephone and radio were widely used.  Telecommunication was defined as a public service, rendered by state monopolies. This period was characterized by further military and economic integration with the capitalist system and  increasing foreign investments and relative modernization. At the same time, national independence in determining the telecommunication policy gradually decreased as the country’s technological dependence in terms of telecommunications hardware and expertise increased (Baﬂaran, pp. 188-89).


Between 1960 and 1980, Baﬂaran includes television in the list of  Turkey’s telecommunication technologies. The planned economy and welfare state policies operational during this time meant that television was also mainly dependent on other countries (chiefly Germany) for hardware and expertise.  Also during that time the telecommunications infrastructure became increasingly clogged from excess demand and undersupply. For example, although telecommunications hardware production had increased substantially in this era, the nature of production was one of dependency, determined by patent agreements and collaborative ventures with western firms (Baﬂaran, p. 186).


 From 1980 to the present, government policy regarding the telecommunication system has supported deregulation and the opening of the market to competition. A recent example is the efforts to privatize Turkish Telecom, the giant state-operated telecommunications company, which has always been a state monopoly.


So beginning with the late Ottoman period, the telecommunication system reinforced the mechanisms that limited the economic and political development of the country, and thus served the interests of imperialist countries. Historically, there has been a constant interplay between domestic groups whose goal is greater integration with the capitalist system (especially the bourgeoisie), and other groups that argue for less economic and technological dependency (especially the military and some civilian bureaucrats). When the latter group became more dominant, dependency relations occasionally weakened. For example, the military insisted on establishing a national electronics industry after the United States limited the use of American weapons in the Cyprus conflict in the 1970s.
A Brief History of the Internet in Turkey


Turkey became connected to the global computer networks in the mid 1980s via BITNET/EARN, but the network services were limited to academic and research institutions’ use.  Because of the limitations of IBM’s RSCS technology, the only available services were e-mail and file sharing. With a very small budget and only limited technical and human resources, Middle East Technical University (METU) and The Turkish Scientific and Technical Council (TUBITAK) established the first Internet connection to NSFNET on April 12, 1993. After six months, that network was opened to everyone who wanted to be a part of the global Internet. This was the first step in attracting Turkish companies to the Internet. In 1995 Turk Telekom (the national telecommunications company, which has a monopoly on all telecommunications services) decided to take the leading role in the Internet game. In spite of many mistakes and problems, that action speeded up the commercialization of the Internet in Turkey. From the beginning of 1999, Internet growth rate charts turned from linear into exponential shapes.


As of today, Turkey has a substantial telecommunications infrastructure compared with its region and even many European countries. Almost the whole network is based on digital technology, and it is accessible from all over the country. As seen in Table 1, it continues to grow.

Table 1. Past and future estimates about certain information technology–related assets of Turkey1 
	
	1995
	1999
	20002
	20052

	Phone subscribers (x1000) 
	13.227
	18.054
	19.510
	26.000

	Phone density (subscriber per 100 people) 
	21.8
	28.0
	29.9
	37.0

	Fiber-Optic cables (Km)
	28.300
	58.770
	76.656
	103.000

	Cellular phone
	332
	7,5000
	12,0000
	30,500

	Cable TV subscribers
	403.958
	750.290
	1,300
	4.600


1 Population is 65 million.

2 Estimate.

Source: DPT, 2000

Figure 1 shows the topology of the Turkish Internet (TT-NET), which was established by Turk Telekom in 1999. ISPs can connect to this backbone from practically any location to serve their customers. In September 2001, access to the global Internet is being provided by a 1x45/45 Mb link to the United States and a 1x34/8 Mb link to Europe. In addition to this, private ISPs are allowed to have their own international links. Maybe the most promising service of the Turk Telekom is its 1-822 phone numbers. These numbers are used only to access the Internet at reduced rates. In this way, people in rural areas can have access to the system at reasonable prices.
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Figure 1. Turkish Internet in 2000 (Wolcott, Ça€›ltay, 2001)

Growth Rate

As seen in figure 2, the growth of the Turkish Internet was relatively slow until 1997 when it 

accelerated.  In 1999, annual growth was almost equal to the sum of the previous six years.
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	Figure 2. Growth of DNS registered hosts under .tr domain (1993–2000) Ça€›ltay, 2000)


Today there are different figures and estimates given for the number of Turkish Internet users. According to IDC, in 1999 there were 600,000 active users. Ça€iltay  (2000) estimates the total number of Turkish Internet users at two million in the second half of 2000. In a recently published report, it is estimated that the Turkish Internet would reach 4 million users at the end of 2001.


As the Turkish Internet grows, the amount of information presented to the public also increases. The number of Turkish Web sites reached nearly 7,000 in 2000. Recently, several Turkish portals and Turkish search engines have also been put into service.

Internet in Turkish Economic Life


In 1999 the Turkish Internet’s main boost came from the information technology market. According to International Data Corporation (IDC) statistics, 356,421 PCs were sold in 1998, and 438,020 were sold in 1999. From 1998 to 1999, the total number of PCs increased from 1,000,188 to 1,211,000.


In 2000, the increase in computer sales was up 65% over the previous year, while the State Institute of Statistics reported the total number of computers in use only totaled 2.5 million at the end of 2000 (“Internet use and E-Commerce, August 1, 2001). Analysts say that the Turkish information technology market accounted for $11.3 billion in the Turkish economy, and the major part of this was based on hardware products (DPT, 2000).


Currently, at least 100 major ISPs, serve the country, though the 10 largest account for more than 92% of all Internet accounts (“Internet Use and E-Commerce,” Aug. 1, 2001).   Hundreds of resellers of those ISPs also exist.  There is common agreement that 2000 was the boom year of the e-economy for Turkey. Total annual e-commerce activity was about $13 million in 2000. Though most Internet users were aware of e-commerce on the web, only 4.1% of them said they shopped online in that year (Pastore, January 2001) But many analysts are optimistic about the future of e-commerce. Babur Özden, head of ‹xir, a large ISP in Turkey, predicts that by 2005, e-commerce revenues will total $2.5 billion (Turgut, 2000).


As seen in Figure 3, the driving force of the Turkish Internet is the private sector. Figure 3 shows the change in registration of .tr (turkey) domains from June 1999 to September 2001. The total number of registered domains is about 31,315, and 23,941 of them are registered under .com.tr. 

Figure 3. Growth of the Turkish Internet Domains (from 6/99 to 9/01)
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The rise of information technology and the Internet causes some other interesting changes in Turkey. For example, for many years, the banks and the newspapers were among the top two groups advertising in various media. Interestingly, that trend changed in 2000. According to the reports of first three months of 2000, Internet and communications-related advertisements took the leading position by $266 million. Table 2 shows the first four major items (“Bilgisayar Utangaçlar›,” June 12, 2000).

Table 2. The top four sectors in advertising expenditure in Turkey 


	Advertising Sector
	Amount Spent 

(in $ 000,000)

	Internet-GSM
	266.8

	Newspapers, TV
	219.6

	Banks
	180.8

	Health and beauty (cosmetic)
	131.9


Although substantial amounts of money were spent on Internet advertising, the total amount of advertising on the Internet only accounted for .5% of the total spent on all forms of advertising in Turkey in 2000, which was $1.5 billion (“Internet Use and E-Commerce,” August 1, 2001).

General State of Internet Development


The diffusion of the Internet in Turkey is still low (3.5 percent of all households). In addition, there are inequalities in computer ownership according to socioeconomic status (Geray, 1999). Nevertheless, the rate of access is rapidly changing by the increasing connectivity of the middle class, civil societal organizations, and private companies, all of which are pushing for further democratization of information. Though commercial use of the Internet is driving growth, a survey by Microsoft’s subsidiary in Turkey estimated that 75% of all small and medium-sized Turkish businesses did not use computers (“Internet Use and E-Commerce,” Aug. 1, 2001) And in the entire country of more than 65 million people, only 2.5 million PCs were in use in 2000 and only 1.8 million Internet accounts existed at that time (“Internet Use and E-commerce,” Aug. 1, 2001). So looking at Internet development as compared to that of Europe and the United States, Turkey appears to be in its relative infancy. Turkey’s recent economic difficulties and its relative lack of resources over time have been the primary cause of its limited development, but other structural imbalances also exist.

Internet Pricing and Control—Organizational Level Analysis


The pricing of Internet use has been a problem on several levels for a country like Turkey. Earlier it was pointed out that the costing of Internet circuitry favored the United States. ISPs in countries outside the United States pay the lion’s share of the fees because the pricing is based on the flow  of information, with the dominant sender (the United States) usually keeping all of the money. (For more information see David Maher’s article at http://www.isoc.org/oti/articles/1000/maher2.html). In Turkey, those ISPs that have direct international connections (e.g. Superonline and Türknet), have to pay the full Internet circuitry cost. Other ISPs get international access through Türk Telekom’s international links. Those ISPs are not charged for their Internet service but only pay a fixed monthly fee for their leased line(s) to Türk Telekom. Türk Telekom, however, does pay the full circuitry cost. Other than this, no additional revenue goes to Türk Telekom, and Türk Telekom places no restrictions on the kinds of services that can be offered (including voice over Internet protocol [VOIP], which is prohibited in other countries, like India and Pakistan ), or the prices that are charged for these services. (Wolcott & Ca€›ltay, 2001).


Pricing for the user is also more expensive than it is in the United States, both on an absolute level and also relative to the per capita income of the population. The CIA Factbook (http://www.cia.gov)  lists Turkey’s GDP/pc for the year 2000 as $6,800 (in purchasing power parity with other countries). The Factbook reports U.S. GDP/pc as $36,200 for the same time period. However low Turkey’s income appears, the figure does not account for the wide range of incomes and the large gaps between economic classes in Turkey. 


User costs for monthly memberships are compounded by connection fees in Turkey and many other countries. The following table provides pricing information for three ISPs. Though normal connection fees are high, the 1-822 line discounts do help reduce rates somewhat. Users are still deterred from spending extensive time online when they need to consider the connection fees. Other data break down user fees in categories. About a quarter of Turkish users pay $10 per month to an ISP. Another quarter pay less than $10 and about half of all users pay more than $10 (from $10.50 to $58, with 18% paying from $26-26) (IBS, June 2000)

Table 3. Monthly dial-up Internet Fees and connection fees 
	
	Monthly Fees
	1 hour Connection fees through

1-822 lines
	1 hour Connection fees through normal lines

	
	1 m 
	 3 ms 
	 6 ms 
	12 ms
	
	

	TTNET
	$2
	$5
	$8
	$12
	  Normal[image: image4.png]


 - 27cents
1. discount – 19cents
2. discount – 16cents 
	  Normal[image: image5.png]


 - $3.33
1. discount $2.3
2. discount - $1.98

	Superonline  
	 $15
	$40
	
	$130
	
	

	Türk.Net
	$11.95
	
	
	
	
	



In addition to pricing, ISPs may face problems of control. In June 2001, the Turkish parliament passed a law proposed by the Supreme Council for Radio and Television (RTUK) that would require, among other things, all Internet Service Providers to be responsible for all content that was accessed through their portals. And all content was to be treated as if it were the same as a newspaper article or a television broadcast.  Fortunately, President Ahmet Necdet Sezer vetoed the bill, declaring it a violation of democratic norms. The bill was so vague as to be unenforceable anyway, but new legislation could again raise the issue of ISP responsibility. The law was drafted following a set of comments and statements on a “Debate Platform” managed by Superonline that addressed the issues of human rights abuses in Turkey. The state prosecuted Coﬂkun Ak, the interactive coordinator for the service, and found him guilty of insulting the state and sentenced him to 40 months in prison in March 2001 (Anderson, June 21, 2001). Though this type of Internet restriction comes from inside the country, it places additional constraints on the growth and development of ISPs.  


Internal control issues also result from concentration of ownership of media and telecommunications in Turkey. The five largest media groups own most of the telecommunications companies, the ISPs, and portals (along with print and broadcast media).  Two groups—the Çukurova Group and the Uzan Group—are particularly strong in telecommunications.  


Another type of problem could arise from the sale of Türk Telekom.  The state-run telecommunications  company must be privatized according to conditions of international loans to Turkey from the IMF and the World Bank.  At this time the organization remains in government hands because the potential buyers have incurred large debts from investment in 3G technology. Türk Telekom has benefited from ISP growth in the past by providing a national infrastructure, requiring no licensing, allowing ISP connections,  and providing low rural rates. Recently, however, Türk Telekom appears to be competing with the ISPs by cutting prices. Should the monopoly be sold, an even worse situation could ensue if the privatized replacement provides no discounts for rural regions of the country and makes it difficult for a range of ISPs to do business in the country.

Individual Use:  At the individual level, the imbalance in flow of information is most striking. While we would like to be able to illustrate this by examining hits on actual web sites within Turkey and outside the country, we are unable to access that information at this time.  The data we have instead is traffic data from a single Internet service provider in Turkey, Türk Telekom (the national backbone provider), and the national academic network (ULAKNET). 

The following graphic represents weekly international traffic of this ISP. As seen from Figure 4, most of the time there is a huge difference between incoming and outgoing traffic. The upper graph represents incoming international data and the lower one is illustrates outgoing international data. 
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	Figure 4. Weekly international traffic of an ISP (August, 2001)


Figure-5 shows the national traffic of this ISP Internet. Unlike the pattern for international traffic, the local traffic between the ISP and the Turkish backbone is balanced almost all the time.
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	Figure 5. Weekly national traffic of an ISP (August, 2001)


Traffic figures from Turkish Telecom’s network (TTNET)

Figure-6 shows the total international traffic of TTNET (TTNET has several international connections). Similar to the ISP’s international traffic, incoming traffic is far more than the outgoing traffic.
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	Figure 6. Weekly total international traffic of Turkish Telecom Net (TTNET) (August 2001)


Traffic figures from Turkish Academic network (ULAKNET)

ULAKNET is the second largest Internet backbone of Turkey. Similar to the examples of the ISP and TTNET traffic, Ulaknet’s international incoming traffic is also higher than the outgoing traffic (Figure-7). However in this academic network the difference between ingoing and outgoing traffic is not as dramatic as in the ISP and the TT Net cases. As centers of research, universities may be attracting more users from the international research community. 

	[image: image9.png]Bit/Sanive

a.on
0
200
1201

o.0m

ueek 31

ueek 32

ueek 33

ueek 34






	Figure 7. Weekly international traffic of the Turkish academic network (Ulaknet) (August 2001)


If we look at local national traffic of ULAKNET we see a similar pattern as the ISP. 

The traffic between academic backbone and general purpose one is balanced. (Figure-8)
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	Figure 8. Traffic between academic and national (TTNET) network (August 2001)


Summary of the traffic information

As seen from the three different groups of traffic, Turkey’s international connections are mainly utilized for incoming traffic. The majority of the international connections for Turkey are terminated in the USA.  This pattern is very similar with all other countries. Figure-9 shows the main hub role of the USA for the Internet traffic. 
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	Figure 9. US is the main hub (Hubs and Spokes, April 2000, p. 9)


Language: The problem of language use and the Internet exists on many levels, but we place the discussion of this problem on the individual level. It is individuals who are most disadvantaged by their inability to speak other languages, particularly English, when using the Internet. But language was an issue in communications as far back as the telegraph in the Ottoman Empire. Morse code was designed for the Roman alphabet, and so was useless to the Turks until codes could be made that corresponded with Ottoman script. Once that happened, the government was able to nationalize the telegraphic infrastructure and be less dependent on foreign expertise (Eker, p. 20; Ersavci, pp. 117-18). 


Today there is no question that English dominates the Internet.  Even if the Internet had not been developed by Americans, English was the language of business even before commercialization of the web. According to estimates by Global Reach, 45% of Internet users are native English speakers. Those users constitute 230 million people and account for about 30% of the world’s economy (September 2001). Global Reach did not assume that all Americans were English speakers, however; the figure was calculated based on the language U.S. residents said they spoke at home in the census data.  


Although Chinese speakers make up a relatively small portion of the Internet users in June 2001 (8.4%), that group is likely to grow much larger. However, even Chinese speakers may create Internet content in English in order to communicate with more people in the world. English is the second language of most non-English speakers. But according to Gary Arlen, more than 80% of European Internet users have enough familiarity with English to be able to use English language web sites (July 5, 2000). It is no surprise that Turkish is a minority language on the Internet. Global Reach does not list a percentage of Internet users who are native speakers because it is so small. Instead, Turkish is grouped with one of 22 non-English European languages which together make up 29.8% of Internet users. The estimated total number of Turkish-speaking users in 2001 by most sources is about four million, as compared with 160 million Chinese speaking users. Whatever content Turkey decides to put up on the Internet will either not be read by many people if it is created in Turkish, or needs to follow the pattern of other minority groups and be created in English. 


From the opposite perspective, as an increasing number of less educated users from countries like Turkey come on line, the commercial sites in the United States and Europe will respond to these users by designing their sites for use in multiple languages and tailoring them to local interests. So Turks may well gravitate towards those sites rather than ones with indigenous origins, creating further imbalance in the system and causing Turkish businesses, organizations and educational institutions to have to compete with the foreign sites.

Bringing the Evidence Together

In this paper we have illustrated that vestiges of the argument for media imperialism can still be seen in the relationships that have been established between developing countries, like Turkey, and the West (primarily the United States). Whether these relationships are called imperialistic or dependent or something else related to developing theory related  globalization, it has been shown that on all levels, an imbalance of power and control in favor of the West is evident. On the macro-level, Turkey has historically been disadvantaged in its telecommunications relations with the West, from the telegraph to the television to the computer and the Internet. Dependency based on Turkey’s lack of technological resources or political clout has left the country at the mercy of more powerful nations and multinational corporations. That is not likely to improve as highly educated IT specialists are being recruited by Western Europe and the U.S. Germany has the greatest need for foreign technicians (about 15,000 in 2001 alone), and it is looking to Turkey, in particular, as the source for those people (“Germany Looks to Turkey,” 2001, Sept. 5).


When the Internet arrived in Turkey, the organizations that sought connections had no say in how those those connections would be priced. As the flow of information on the Internet has been primarily one way—from the United States and Europe to Turkey, the ISPs and Türk Telekom paid the whole cost. And of course most all of the software and hardware were imported or produced under license from international companies. The Internet was once visualized as the tool that single handedly would bring democracy to the world. The argument was made that even the smallest of voices would be heard via the Internet, since anyone would be free to create a web site and express his or her opinions.  But expressing opinions carries no guarantee that those opinions will be heard by anyone. The chances of having someone hear those opinions increases with the power of the organization or business or nation voicing them, the language used to express them, and the ability for others to locate the sites that carry those opinions. Further, it takes someone to care about receiving those views.  Though Turkey is not at the bottom of the international hierarchy in terms of its affluence, political power, and linguistic influence, it remains a part of the world without much control of Internet use, pricing and control. And that is not likely to change in the near or distant future. 
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