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Abstract: Classical fascism is defined as an ideology grounded in authoritarianism and extreme nationalism.
Digital fascism, in contrast, is conceptualized as the reproduction and reinforcement of these ideologies through
digital platforms such as social media and big data technologies. This study investigates how classical fascism has
evolved in the digital era, examining how technological advancements have reshaped authoritarian ideologies. The
research employs qualitative methods, including an extensive literature review combined with detailed case
analyses. Specifically, the study analyzes platforms such as Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), and the Aadhaar
Biometric Identification System, exploring their algorithmic mechanisms and their roles in propagating
authoritarian ideologies and enabling constant surveillance. Methodologically, three prominent cases are
examined: the Rohingya crisis in Myanmar, surveillance practices in India’s Aadhaar biometric system, and
algorithmic manipulation on the X platform during the 2024 U.S. presidential elections. These cases illustrate how
digital platforms facilitate hate speech, deepen social polarization, and enable continuous surveillance of
individuals through manipulative algorithmic structures. The findings suggest that digital fascism, without
requiring a centralized leader or formal organizational structure, has the potential to leverage algorithms to
intensify polarization and maintain persistent surveillance, thereby posing significant threats to democratic
institutions and individual freedoms. Consequently, the study highlights the necessity of regulating digital
platforms in alignment with transparency, ethical principles, and international standards.
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Ideolojiden Algoritmalara, Fasizmin Yeni Yiizii: Dijital Fagizm

Oz: Klasik fasizm, otoriterlik ve asir1 milliyetgilik iizerine kurulu bir ideoloji olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Dijital
fagizm ise sosyal medya ve biiyiik veri gibi unsurlar araciligiyla bu ideolojinin dijital platformlarda yeniden
iretilmesi veya giiclendirilmesi olarak kavramsallagtirilmaktadir. Bu ¢aligma, klasik fagizmin dijital ¢agda nasil
evrildigini ve teknolojik gelismelerin otoriter ideolojileri nasil gekillendirdigini incelemektedir. Arastirmada
Facebook, X ve Aadhaar Biyometrik Kimlik Sistemi gibi platformlar ile bu platformlarin algoritmik uygulamalar1
nitel yontem kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Arastirmanin yonteminde kapsamli literatiir taramasinin yani sira
Myanmar'daki Rohingya krizi, Hindistan’daki Aadhaar biyometrik gozetim sistemi ve 2024 ABD baskanlik
secimlerinde X platformundaki algoritmik manipiilasyon gibi ii¢ temel vaka ayritili bicimde ele alinmistir. Bu
vakalar iizerinden dijital platformlarin algoritmik yapilarini kullanarak nefret sdylemi ve kutuplasmayi nasil
artirdigy, bireylerin siirekli gézetimine nasil imkan tanidig1 degerlendirilmistir. Dijital fagizmin, lider ya da resmi
bir orgiitsel yap1 olmaksizin algoritmalarin manipiilatif giiciinii kullanarak toplumsal kutuplasmayi artirabilecegi
ve stirekli gozetim potansiyeli tagidigi sonucuna ulasgilmistir. Calisma bulgulart dijital fagizmin, demokratik
kurumlar ve bireysel 6zgiirliikler lizerinde tehdit olusturabilecegini ortaya koymakta; dijital platformlarin seffaflik,
etik ilkeler ve uluslararasi standartlar dogrultusunda diizenlenmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir.
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Introduction

Fascism is a complex political ideology that has been the focus of numerous academic debates.
Generally, it is characterized as a totalitarian, nationalist, and revolutionary movement that opposes both
Liberalism and Marxism (Eatwell, 1996; Finchelstein, 2008). According to Finchelstein (2008), fascism
emerged as a reaction against Enlightenment values and progressive revolutions; it maintained a
capitalist economic structure while rejecting democracy and equality. In Eatwell's (1996) view, this
ideology operates through a myth of a holistic national rebirth and often prioritizes style and charismatic
leadership over detailed political or economic programs. Despite various efforts to define fascism,
establishing a comprehensive framework or definition has proven difficult. Scholars studying fascism
have encountered challenges in reaching a consensus, and proposed definitions are frequently criticized
as vague, overly specific, or circuitous (Artemiw, 2014). The ideology’s complex nature and historical
influence continue to make it a subject of ongoing research and debate.

Classical approaches often draw parallels between fascism and autocracy, highlighting the
repressive control of authority over society and individuals (Eatwell, 1996). According to Dahl (1972),
autocracy refers to a system of governance in which political power is exercised in an absolute manner
by an individual or a group, accompanied as in fascist regimes by an unquestionable leader myth. The
primary difference between fascism and autocracy is that autocracy does not necessarily rely on an
ideological foundation (Fish, 2005). Nevertheless, it can be argued that there is an overlap between
fascism and autocracy at both the ideological and practical levels. According to Brooker (2014), one
feature distinguishing fascism from autocracy is the former's more totalitarian system of control, firmly
rooted in nationalist ideologies. In this context, fascism exhibits autocratic features but is more
commonly associated with totalitarianism.

Gentile (2021) notes that the relationship between totalitarianism and fascism has been the subject
of extensive academic discussion. Early antifascist thinkers identified fascism's totalitarian elements
even before it evolved into a one-party regime. Scholars such as Ernst Nolte have drawn parallels
between fascism, National Socialism, and other extreme right-wing movements, emphasizing their
ideological similarities (Friedrich, 1971). According to Gregor (2012), totalitarian systems, including
fascism, are political orientations marked by charismatic leadership, promises of national salvation,
strict obedience, and demands for sacrifice. In this regard, Leninism, Stalinism, Italian Fascism, and
German National Socialism are commonly classified as totalitarian movements of the 20th century.

As noted by Sakman (2018), totalitarianism describes a political system in which the government
exerts absolute control over individuals' lives. After World War 11, the term was used to characterize
both fascist and communist regimes (Holmes, 2001). Core features of totalitarianism include the use of
terror, propaganda, and technology to maintain control, as well as the targeting of particular groups
(Holmes, 2001; Sakman, 2018). Brooks (2006) contends that fascism remains relevant today and
continues to be applied to various political situations. Linz (1975), when referring to fascism's
connection to totalitarianism, emphasizes the state's pervasive control in all aspects of society (economy,
culture, education). Building on Linz and others, it becomes evident that fascism is predicated on a
structure of control.

The proliferation of digital technologies in the 21st century has reshaped many areas, from social
life to ideology. Fascism, one of the influential ideologies of the 20th century, has also found renewed
visibility on digital platforms. The re-articulation of fascism in digital spaces is termed "digital fascism."
Based on Arendt, Paxton, and Payne, digital fascism is the reinterpretation of traditional fascist
principles through digital environments and technological tools (Arendt, 1973; Paxton, 2004; Payne,
1996). Although relatively new and still open to debate, the concept of "digital fascism" describes,
according to Fuchs (2022) and Fielitz and Marcks (2019), the dissemination and intensification of far-
right ideologies via social media and online platforms (Imbong, 2024). This phenomenon exploits the
structural properties of social media to heighten perceived threats, spread misinformation, and
manipulate data, ultimately undermining democratic societies. While some academics assert that digital
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fascism is decentralized and fluid (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019), others argue that the central role of states
in organizing fascist movements continues (Imbong, 2024). Faramelli and Piper (2023) emphasize that
by facilitating the proliferation of far-right content, digital platforms contribute to expanding these
ideologies. Gaufman (2015) points out that the digital memory of fascism can be employed as a weapon
in contemporary conflicts, such as Russia's use of World War II narratives during the Ukraine crisis
classifying issues spread via Russian social media tools as existential threats.

The ideological dynamics of fascism are reproduced in digital settings through two distinct
pathways. The first involves social media platforms. When defining digital fascism, Fuchs cites
examples such as the celebration of Hitler’s birthday on Twitter (X) and the Red Scare 2.0 campaign
against Jeremy Corbyn, illustrating how extremist currents are disseminated or reconstituted through
social media (Fuchs, 2016, 2022). The second pathway, different from the circulation of extremist
currents, centers on the ability of platforms like Facebook, X, Instagram, and TikTok not only to regulate
the distribution of information but also to influence users’ behaviors and thoughts through algorithms
and big data. In this regard, Helbing (2017) describes a form of authoritarian control that, while not
centralized, exerts a potent influence.

Unlike classical fascism, digital fascism generally lacks a formal organizational structure;
however, it exploits the power of algorithms and data-driven decision-making mechanisms to direct and
govern society. Studies on the “algorithmic individual” and society suggest that the algorithmic
infrastructures of social media platforms intensify far-right content, thereby facilitating the spread of
fascist ideas online (Faramelli & Piper, 2023; Silveira & Amaral, 2023). By determining which content
is prioritized, algorithms play a significant role in shaping political views and social thought. In this
context, digital fascism emerges as a phenomenon built upon surveillance capitalism, employing tools
that enable the control and manipulation of individuals’ behaviors. Lanier (2018) argues that social
media platforms and algorithms manipulate user behavior by creating ideological echo chambers. Pada
(2023) similarly contends that algorithms highlight divisive and emotional content to increase user
engagement, intensify tribalism among individuals, and form homogeneous ideological groups that
leave little room for critical thinking. Moreover, as seen in the “Cambridge Analytica” case, the use of
user data for social and political manipulation poses a serious threat to democratic processes (Isaak &
Hanna, 2018). These new and digital forms of fascism restrict access to the broader information
ecosystem, narrowing the space for democratic discourse (Pada, 2023).

Based on the literature, it is apparent that the concept of digital fascism has garnered significant
attention in recent years. Accordingly, the present study will examine the fundamental dynamics of
digital fascism, its ideological ties to classical fascism, and its societal implications. Utilizing a
qualitative methodological approach, this research conducts a comprehensive literature review and
analyzes specific contemporary case studies. The selected cases include Facebook's role in
disseminating hate speech during the Rohingya crisis in Myanmar, the Aadhaar biometric identification
system in India as a digital surveillance mechanism, and algorithmic manipulation on the X platform
(formerly Twitter) during the 2024 U.S. presidential elections. These cases are analyzed to reveal how
digital platforms employ algorithmic manipulation to facilitate the spread of extremist ideologies,
exacerbate social polarization, and enable extensive surveillance practices. The research also evaluates
how digital fascism can operate without relying on a centralized leader or formal organizational
structure. Moreover, the study discusses ethical concerns related to social media platforms, big data, and
artificial intelligence, emphasizing their potential for strengthening authoritarian control mechanisms.
Ultimately, this study aims to offer insights into the threats posed by digital fascism to democratic
institutions and individual freedoms, providing policy recommendations to mitigate these emerging
challenges.

Classical Fascism: Theoretical Perspectives and Core Elements

According to Turner (1975, p. 162), fascism first emerged under Benito Mussolini in Italy as a
radical ideology grounded in an authoritarian conception of the state and focused on nationalism.
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Highlighting the influence of specific historical conditions, such as economic crises and the weakness
of democratic ideology on the rise of fascism, Laclau (1979, p. 40) characterizes the pre-World War II
period and its political impasses as a "dual crisis" that gave birth to fascism. While fascism is regarded
as a political current, some theorists argue that it is not merely an ideology but rather a structure that
stands in opposition to the global political order dominated by capitalism and pluralist democracy (Linz,
2003, p. 66). Griffin (1993) maintains that fascism entices individuals who are disengaged from politics
and distanced from religious values by promising a bright future and mobilizing around the "palingenetic
myth" (the nation reborn from its ashes). According to Harrison and Boyd (2003, p. 257), the fascist
ideology that arose after World War I was largely based on nationalist groups composed predominantly
of military personnel.

Although the historical roots of fascism may extend back to 1880, as Sternhell (2008) suggests,
it is generally thought to have fully emerged in the 1920s. Early fascist movements, which emerged
through nationalist activities and were influenced by labor movements, united leftist ideas with right-
wing nationalist principles during World War I in Italy, opposing democracy, communism, liberalism,
and traditional conservatism (Griffin, 1995; Kallis, 2003). According to Sternhell (2008, p. 282), fascism
rejects the core tenets of Marxism, liberalism, and democracy. In this ideology, nothing exists outside
the state; the state encompasses all, serving as the foundation for both tangible and intangible values
(Peters, 2018, p. 1309).

When listing the characteristics of fascism, Eatwell (1992, p. 166) includes leadership,
nationalism, racism, violence, imperialism, militarism, totalitarianism, and opposition to both liberalism
and communism. On this point, there is alignment among Eatwell, Griffin, and Kallis (Eatwell, 1992;
Griffin, 1995; Kallis, 2003). In other words, fascism sought to exist as an ideology opposed to nearly all
political currents of its time, particularly liberal democracy and communism. According to Passmore
(2014), fascism foregrounds the notion of "nation" through biological, historical, and cultural concepts.
Criticizing socialists for their emphasis on "class" rather than "nation," Passmore (2014, p. 47) notes
that the objective was for small, party-based groups united around an influential leader working for the
nation's advancement to attain power in the government. Paxton (2007, p. 21) argues that the image of
an all-powerful dictator alone is insufficient to capture the essence of fascism. He contends that fascism
is a modern structure in that it embodies fundamental elements of modernity, including migration from
rural to urban areas, the transition from agricultural to industrial production, the division of labor, the
secularization of society, rationalism, and technology.

Mann (2004, p. 12) defines fascism as “an ideology aimed at establishing a superior nation-state
by wielding economic power and the military,” asserting that its foundations comprise five principal
components: nationalism, statism, supremacy, purification, and paramilitarism. Griffin (1993, p. 31)
identifies the primary distinguishing features of fascism compared to other ideologies as its extreme
nationalism, the significant number of those who reject it historically, its reliance on the myth of rebirth,
its leader-centric orientation, its elevation of strength/violence, its opposition to liberalism, its attempt
to introduce a different model of modernization, and its rigid adherence to its objectives. According to
Ergiil (2023, p. 18), in fascist regimes, the political structure of the state is organized around and
protected by social institutions rather than representing the interests of individuals.

Paxton’s (2004, p. 16) reference to fascism as “radical pragmatism unconstrained by ethical or
legal limitations in the pursuit of its objectives” can be understood within the context of traits attributed
to fascism. Britt (2003) argues that fascist regimes implement extensive censorship and maintain a
controlled media. To mobilize the masses, national security is used as a fear tactic, and according to
Britt, fascism employs the dominant religious perspective to shape society, treats labor as an object of
fear (thus suppressing labor unions), adopts a negative stance toward artistic activities, and devalues the
intelligentsia.

Watson (1980, p. 86) remarks that the 1930s and 1940s were highly successful decades for fascist
ideology. In Europe, fascism represented a reaction against the adverse aspects of capitalism and the
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isolation and powerlessness of the individual. According to Roy (1945, p. 22), this reaction grew
increasingly intense during that period, with humanism, rationalism, and liberalism cultural products of
capitalist civilization sustaining damage. Another perspective is advanced by Poulantzas (2019), who
construes fascism as “the imperialist phase of capitalism.” Based on available data, it appears that fascist
ideology is more strongly opposed to democratic, pluralist structures than it is to capitalism per se.
According to Heywood (2016, p. 233), in states under fascist rule, parliaments and political parties have
been marginalized or even banned. Because fascist ideologies vigorously enforce opposition, they stand
against capitalism, liberalism, rationalism, communism, and conservatism. In short, fascism is defined
as an ideology that competes with all others and is built on the notion of antagonism toward them.

Examining Gramsci’s analyses of fascism will be advantageous for better understanding the
nature of fascism within the scope of this study.

Antonio Gramsci’s Analyses of Fascism

According to Adamson (1983, p. 71), Gramsci was among the first theorists to detect the latent
power and threat of fascism that emerged in Italy. As a result, Gramsci’s [Jajor occupy a special place
in the discourse on fascism. Indeed, Gramsci produced more studies than most on Italian fascism and
the institutionalization of fascism. According to Ransome (2011, pp. 133-134), what distinguished
Gramsci from other communist leaders was his broad perspective in assessing the importance of fascism.
In Ransome’s words, fascism came to power in Italy through the strength and support of the petty
bourgeoisie, peasants, socialists, and capital owners. Recognizing this, Gramsci argued that fascism was
a socially stratified phenomenon receiving support from all sectors of society.

Gramsci (1990, p. 360) asserts that the societal events that took place between the 1890s and
1922, when fascists assumed power, gave rise to fascism. Gramsci (1998, p. 126) discusses the [Jajor[]
of “reaction” that contributed to the spread of fascism, positing that the working class’s response to this
reaction i.e., to fascism was communism. Addressing the Rome Congress of the Italian Communist Party
in 1922, Gramsci described fascism as a natural outcome of the emergence of capitalism. Then, at the
Third Congress held in Lyon in 1926, Gramsci characterized fascism as an “armed reactionary
movement” designed to dismantle the influence of the working class by leaving it disorganized
(Macciocchi, 2000).

According to Macciocchi (2000), fascism’s orientation on the international stage was
“imperialism.” As early as 1921, Gramsci identified a tendency toward international expansion within
fascism, cautioning that this would pose a [Jajor threat across Europe. As Gramsci argued in 1926,
fascism operates in the economic realm as a system that concentrates a nation’s wealth in the hands of
capital owners, thereby serving the economic interests of landowners and the bourgeoisie.

In Gramsci’s view, fascism is not directly related to the state or a social class and is developed
independently of the state. Lumley (1977, p. 22) describes it as emerging from “petty-bourgeois
elements working for their own gain.” Analyzing the connection between fascist movements and the
tendencies of the petty bourgeoisie, Gramsci explains how the fascist movement involves the everyday
realities of this stratum of society. As Gramsci points out, fascism’s key achievement lies in organizing
the petty bourgeoisie through mass mobilization (Fiori, 1989, p. 164).

In examining class conflicts, Gramsci (1989, pp. 33—34) explores the psychology and thought
patterns of peasants, observing that peasants do not align themselves with democratic ideals but rather
gravitate toward violence and anarchy. They lack an understanding of the state and discipline and often
live outside legal frameworks. Consequently, they become impatient in debates over social class and
respond with force. According to Fiori (1989, pp. 182—183), Gramsci, who highlighted the primary role
of the proletariat in the struggle against fascism, also conducted a technical analysis of what could be
gained by the worker-peasant alliance. In Gramsci’s (1989) view, workers and peasants are the primary
classes in the fight against fascism, and the leaders, as well as the core of the proletarian revolution,
consist of poor peasants and factory workers. Every revolutionary must consider the material needs and
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cultural circumstances of poor peasants and factory workers in their activities. Poulantzas (1980, p. 127)
notes that Gramsci approved of a “people’s antifascist revolution” in the struggle against fascism.

Gramsci views fascism as the final image presented by the petty bourgeoisie on the national stage
(Macciocchi, 2000, p. 26). One of Gramsci’s predictions that did not come to pass was his 1924 claim
that the collapse of fascism would not be far off. Following the 1924 murder of Giacomo Matteotti, a
member of the Italian Socialist Party, by fascist supporters, a widespread backlash against the National
Fascist Party (NFP) arose. Based on this event, Gramsci anticipated an early downfall of fascism.
However, the NFP swiftly rebounded, consolidating its authority and continuing forward (Fiori, 1989,
p. 164).

According to Gramsci’s perspective, fascism can be defined as an ideology rooted in
authoritarianism and collective acceptance. To secure such collective acceptance, the use of mass media
is essential. Gramsci argues that fascism emerges as an armed reactionary movement aiming to preserve
the hegemony of ruling classes and to dismantle the organized power of the working class. The success
of the fascist movement largely depends on its capacity to mobilize extensive segments of the petty
bourgeoisie. From Gramsci’s viewpoint, fascism does not merely operate as a structure protecting
economic interests; it also functions as a cultural and ideological mechanism of hegemony. Within this
context, the study proceeds by examining the relationship between media and fascism.

Mass Media and Fascist Regimes

According to Sriramesh and Vercic (2009, p. 69), mass media outlets such as the press, radio, and
television are indispensable for ideologies that either hold dominant power or aspire to achieve
significant influence. Supporting this view, Akarcali (2003) states that the media was frequently utilized
by fascist regimes during periods when they held substantial sway. Drawing on Akarcali’s arguments,
one is reminded of how fascist regimes employ media tools primarily for propaganda purposes. Both
Italian fascism and German National Socialism serve as examples of regimes that used press and
broadcast media extensively to impose their viewpoints institutionally and to disseminate their
ideologies among the populace. In these processes, ideological fear, the construction of enemy figures,
the consolidation of authority, and the cultivation of a powerful leader image are considered key benefits
that mass communication devices can provide. Ideological fear often manifests through the portrayal of
an enemy figure. As D’Amato (2016) observes, totalitarian regimes constitute fascist governments that
seek to elevate both popular belief and fear to considerable heights. Through press laws, these regimes
maintained the right to censor or seize control of media outlets (Macciocchi, 2000, p. 36). In autocratic
governments where mass communication is brought under state control, the press has been transformed
into a tool for sustaining societal fear and continuously evoking the image of an enemy.

Beyond generating societal fear, fascist regimes have generally used mass communication devices
for propaganda. According to Karaca (2018), “propaganda served as an effective tool of communication
for constructing cult leadership in totalitarian regimes during the first half of the twentieth century.”
Likewise, Caki (2018) notes that Joseph Goebbels, who led the Nazis’ Ministry of Public Enlightenment
and Propaganda, worked to construct Hitler as a “cult leader,” efficiently employing media channels
like radio and cinema for this aim. Both Caki and Karaca’s assertions suggest that totalitarian regimes
have effectively deployed mass communication media, particularly in the creation of cult leaders and in
spreading their ideology.

Although media suppression by authoritarian or fascist governments has been more prominent in
certain historical periods, the use of media as a means of societal control and autocratic orientation
persists widely today. The repressive authority figure that emerges in traditional media through methods
such as censorship, restricted information, and manipulation also appears in modern digital media albeit
in distinct forms exhibiting similar tendencies (Herman & Chomsky, 1988; McChesney, 2000).
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It is historically evident that classical fascist regimes effectively utilized mass communication
tools for propaganda and social control. With the widespread adoption of digital technologies, mass
communication has transformed from its traditional structures, leading to the emergence of a new
medium termed digital media. In this context, the concept of digital media is employed to describe
various platforms through which information is transmitted and interactions occur via the internet.
Consequently, in order to understand the relationship between fascism and media under contemporary
conditions, it is essential to take into account the transformation from traditional media to digital media.
In contemporary times, social media platforms are regarded as the most significant component of the
digital sphere (Castells, 2013). Although these platforms have been conceived as spaces for free
expression, the regulatory power of media and society remains evident even here (Bennett & Segerberg,
2013; Fuchs, 2016). Helbing (2017) posits that we have long been entering a world rife with novel forms
of behavioral manipulation. He asserts that today's information services and big data companies possess
far more data than was ever required to operate historical totalitarian states, making it highly improbable
that such power would not eventually be misused. Alongside collective concerns surrounding big data,
Daniels (2009) argues that the Internet and digital media are not simply new phenomena but also tools
with the potential to revive fascist rhetoric. Acker (2018) contends that in newly digitized forms of
fascism, the masses are manipulated through social media and misled by propaganda tactics executed
by hierarchical organizations. Acker posits that digital media has contributed to the emergence of
"digital fascism," whereby the masses become agents of their own manipulation. Citing Brazil's recent
presidential elections, Acker points out that the manipulation carried out by the masses themselves
signifies the triumph of digital fascism, adding that this reality does not make internet-based media any
less perilous. Turner (2019) corroborates this observation, noting that social media has brought about a
new system of perception in which liberal perspectives are replaced and authoritarian viewpoints gain
strength.

Given their dynamic structure and relatively low barriers to entry, digital media platforms
particularly social media create “herding” groups and, consequently, cultures of digital hate, according
to Ganesh (2018). Members of these groups are often unaware that they constitute part of a broader
dynamic or agenda. On one hand, boundaries between everyday discourse and political propaganda
become blurred; on the other, participants do not merely consume information but also engage in content
creation by liking, sharing, or commenting (Bogerts & Fielitz, 2019). Ultimately, these individuals
potentially function as fascists in the making (Phillips, 2018). In Reichardt's (2002) view, the cohesive
element that unites the members of such groups is not so much ideological consistency as the cultural
practices within the digital community that contribute to group cohesion. Engaging in aggressive
rhetoric and transgressive conduct emerges as a meaningful pathway to achieving a collective identity
within these digital cultures.

Umberto Eco (1995), in his essay on “ur-fascism,” cautions that “Fascism can return in the most
innocent disguises.” According to Fekete (2018), fascism currently exists in obscure realms with limited
accessibility; it reemerges publicly in the form of digital cultural practices. As lordachi (2015) observes,
despite fascism’s limited contemporary political success aside from surges in far-right movements in
Italy and Germany, its influence on European politics did not end between the two world wars but
continues to this day.

Coe (2015, p. 22) argues that by allowing access anywhere and at any time, social media
effectively creates a “public sphere.” Balkin (2004) suggests that the expression or commentary that
occurs in this public sphere, although appearing personal, is in fact social, as once the individual has
articulated an expression, it is discussed, interpreted, and debated. Consequently, expressions become
collective in nature as well. Since these expressions occupy a collective domain, social media users and
content creators may find themselves at odds. At this juncture, users and state institutions exert pressure
on social networks to perform self-regulation in accordance with both freedom of expression and social
responsibility (Hintz, 2016, pp. 334-335). Coe (2015, p. 24) maintains that social media affords users
the opportunity to be heard more fully regardless of their sociocultural background precisely because of



Demir, M. / Anemon Mus Alparslan Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2025 13(1) 232-272. 239

its protection of free expression, yet it also results in the restriction of posts through censorship,
blockages, and biases.

The study continues with an examination of the academic debates surrounding the concept of
digital fascism.

Digital Fascism: A Theoretical Framework

In light of the findings in the literature, digital fascism refers to the maintenance and spread of
authoritarian ideologies via digital technologies and platforms. It is characterized by features such as
restricting freedom of expression and the intensive use of surveillance and censorship mechanisms. To
better understand the social impacts of this concept, one might consider Hannah Arendt’s theory of
totalitarianism. Arendt’s theory centers on the concept of total domination, which aims to abolish
individuality (Aharony, 2010). Influenced by Franz Neumann’s analysis of Nazi Germany as a “non-
state,” this perspective can be seen as having shaped the approach set forth in The Origins of
Totalitarianism (Iakovou, 2009). Arendt defines totalitarianism as an anti-political phenomenon one that
destroys both the public and private spheres, governs through terror, and is marked by ideological
indoctrination (Spector, 2016).

Drawing on both conventional and innovative theories that explain fascism, we can see how, with
the advent of digitization, societies, and communication channels have begun to transform, providing
settings conducive to the dissemination of relatively fascist arguments. According to Fielitz and Marcks
(2019, p. 14), social media platforms among the primary spaces for socialization in the digital society
produce modes of perception well aligned with fascist logic. Daniels (2009) and Tornberg and
Wahlstrom (2017) jointly contend that with Web 2.0 and social media, the Internet has evolved into the
central factor in political change. Although in the 1990s, the Internet was seen as a tool to expand
freedom of expression, it has turned into a domain that fascist ideologies exploit to subvert vulnerable
and open societies.

Bennett and Segerberg (2013) stress the need to reevaluate how social interactions function in the
digital age, particularly concerning large-scale manipulation. Digital platforms have become central
marketplaces for ideas, commerce, and conflicts, profoundly transforming collective action. Based on
Bennett and Segerberg’s insights, manipulation is essential for the ideological development of fascism
and the dissemination of fascist arguments through these digital platforms. Although it was once
assumed that the digital age would accelerate the demise of fascist ideologies and bring about the end
of centralized authoritarian governments, existing loopholes or the system itself can generate, or at least
facilitate, the very forces that threaten democratic structures. Similar to how Gramsci's (1971) prediction
that the Italian fascist regime would soon collapse went unrealized, hopes that fascist views would
diminish with digital technologies have also ended in disappointment, as digital media have transformed
into vehicles for developing and propagating fascist ideologies. This situation mirrors Gramsci's
academic miscalculation: Today, digital communication platforms are widely and effectively used to
disseminate extremist discourses (Castells, 2013). Although the massive spread and reproduction of
fascist-extremist discourse and arguments primarily through social media are generally labeled "digital
fascism," this perspective treats "fascism" merely as one of the two parameters defining the concept.
Digital fascism is also interpreted through a second lens, emphasizing authority, censorship, and
manipulation based on controlling information.

With the emergence of Web 2.0, the Internet gained the property of interactivity, paving the way
for social media platforms. Web 2.0 interactivity is a complex phenomenon that extends beyond mere
content provision, ensuring user engagement and shared content (Mechant & De Marez, 2012). At this
point, interactivity is frequently considered a tool that fosters participation and democracy (Jarrett,
2008).
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By enabling extensive data collection and manipulation processes, the interactive dimension of
Web 2.0 and social media platforms has created a space in which fascism can be reconstituted. Although
social media was initially envisioned as a platform for individuals to share ideas freely, it can be co-
opted to manipulate people's behavior and views. Big Data plays a particularly crucial role in this
process. Through social media platforms, large-scale data can be gathered and deployed by corporations
and authoritarian regimes to predict and guide individuals' behaviors (Lanier, 2018). Additionally,
misinformation and disinformation spread via these platforms can lead to the manipulation of
individuals in both political and social contexts (Scheufele & Krause, 2019). In this respect, the concept
of digital fascism encompasses not only the reproduction of extremist ideologies in digital spaces but
also the use of data power derived from these platforms to maintain control over individuals, societies,
and states (Pada, 2023; Schroeder, 2019). The use of social media and digital technologies for
communication has generated new social problem areas; in particular, the potential for repressive
regimes or corporations to exploit Big Data has become a serious threat. Digital fascism is a concept
that captures these two dimensions. While digital spaces enable the proliferation and re-articulation of
fascist ideologies, the data gleaned from these channels is also employed by corporations and states for
social control (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019; Fuchs, 2022).

According to Fielitz and Marcks (2019), social media platforms employ dramatic narratives,
gaslighting techniques, and metric manipulation to foster fear, facilitating the spread of disinformation
in a post-truth environment. Moreover, the development of digital technologies has expanded the
capacity of governments and corporations to observe and direct individuals’ behaviors, posing a
substantial threat to democracy and liberty. In this sense, the phenomenon constitutes a synthesis of
using digital platforms for ideological manipulation and leveraging data for societal control. This threat
is present not only in authoritarian regimes but also in democratic societies (Fuchs, 2022; Mantellassi,
2023).

A comprehensive literature review indicates that the term digital fascism was first introduced by
Dirk Helbing in his article "Digital Fascism Rising? Can We Still Stop a World of Technological
Totalitarianism?" (Helbing, 2017). Although criticisms pertaining to the ascent of fascism in social or
digital environments (e.g., network fascism) can be found prior to Helbing's work, earlier studies that
use the words digital and fascism together as a conceptual term appear to be lacking. In this respect,
Helbing can be identified as the first to employ the phrase "digital fascism." He places this concept
within the context of the dynamics of democracy, human rights, and fundamental rights and freedoms
that underpin the modern world. Helbing expresses concern that, if precautions are not taken, institutions
or organizations possessing Big Data could undermine the modern way of life based on individual
liberties and democracy. He connects digital fascism to "technological totalitarianism," arguing that data
collectors who monopolize knowledge will eventually endeavor to predict and increasingly control our
behavior. According to Helbing (2017), humanity could soon face massive surveillance, unethical
experiments on individuals, social engineering, coerced compliance, propaganda, and censorship,
"benevolent dictatorship," (predictive) policing, devaluation of human beings, and the relativization of
human rights if nothing is done to avert this course.

Beyond Helbing’s Big Data—oriented notion of fascism, two notable books analyze the concept
of digital fascism from an academic standpoint. The first is Simon Strick’s Rechte Gefiihle: Affekte und
Strategien des digitalen Faschismus (Strick, 2021), published in 2021 and translated as Right-Wing
Emotions: The Affects and Strategies of Digital Fascism. Strick investigates how far-right movements
organize within digital environments and reshape societal norms. The second is Christian Fuchs's Digital
Fascism. Media, Communication, and Society (2022). Fuchs takes a similarly academic approach to
examining digital fascism in detail. In this work, he explores how authoritarianism, racism, and ultra-
nationalism circulate via social media and digital platforms, examining case studies such as Donald
Trump's use of social media and online celebrations of Nazism.

Digital fascism can be conceptualized as a direct variation of fascist characteristics and dynamics
manifested in social structures online. Although it is a relatively recent phenomenon, digital fascism
differs considerably from classical fascism from an organizational perspective; hence, contemporary
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strategies are necessary to combat fascist dynamics effectively. Because digital fascism is highly fluid
and complex, lacking a clearly defined organizational nucleus, its political figures form an abstract
opposition. Uncertainties remain as to how civil society actors ought to approach this phenomenon or
precisely against whom or what they should take a stand (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019).

Although social media was initially envisioned as a medium that would bolster freedom of
expression, it has been appropriated by groups espousing marginal and violent political ideologies to
propagate their ideas (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019, p. 1). Individuals or groups that misuse social media for
nefarious purposes have undermined freedom of expression, thus elevating fascism to a new dimension.
At this point, Helbing (2017) claims we face a new type of fascism. The resources and power at the
disposal of this new form of fascism are deemed sufficient to accomplish all the essential aims and
objectives once merely dreamed of by historical fascists.

The motivations underlying the dissemination of extremist movements on social media, however,
may include features that contradict the fundamental nature of those movements. When one considers
the interplay of social media’s inherent characteristics with the dynamics of extremist movements, it
becomes clear that digital platforms are not entirely compatible with the rigidly centralized and
controlling disposition of fascist movements. Rosenberg (2012) argues that the openness of discussion
on social media along with the general public’s unfettered access stands in direct contrast to the
exceedingly centralized organizational structure typified by classical fascism. Particularly in discussion
platforms and chat forums, the rise of alternative subcultural groups can foster perspectives that differ
from those of the dominant strategic power (Coleman, 2014; Phillips, 2018).

All subjects on social networks interact directly with one another. Additionally, fascist actors
engage in “leading the leaderless” (Tufekci, 2017) by guiding groups, channeling seemingly dispersed
hatred spanning the various levels of social media. Consequently, as noted by Ganesh (2018), members
of these digital hate cultures may be unaware that they are part of fascist dynamics. Tufekci’s notion of
“leading the leaderless” can be regarded as an indirect process because it involves stirring emotions
rather than issuing strict orders. Thus, a digital leader’s mission is to orchestrate social media so that it
operates in their favor. According to Lovink and Rossiter (2018), social media immerses individuals in
direct relationships, providing a structural environment for mutual references and covert guidance via
algorithm-based interactions. Therefore, social media can be seen as a form of “hyper-organization,” a
“network for networks,” in which semi-cooperative processes are simulated across various fields.

Fascism a totalitarian system in which political leaders who hold views such as anti-liberalism,
anti-communism, and nationalism control all institutions of the state (Hobsbawm, 2017) has not only
dominated governmental and political mechanisms but also kept the economy, unions, religious
institutions, media, and education under tight surveillance (Baradat, 2012, p. 306). The mutual
production and reinforcement of fear serve as a central transmission channel, interlinking social media’s
structural conditions with fascism’s inherent logic. Thus, the new face of fascism in the digital age is
active, capable of forging virtual alliances and interconnections between broader online subcultures and
forms of organized activism (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019, p. 19).

According to Helbing (2017), to counter digital totalitarian organizations, robust cyber-
infrastructures, democratic cyber-infrastructure usage, ethical principles that prioritize human dignity
and human rights, and especially decentralization are required to ensure cyber-security. In Helbing’s
view, the social framework is well-suited for sustaining global fascism in the digital realm; if no action
is taken, more data will be collected, human behavior will be completely predictable, and increasingly
powerful algorithms will be employed to extend control making it progressively difficult to stop such
processes.

Based on the information and literature reviewed, digital fascism can be framed in two
fundamental ways, leading to two possible definitions:
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Drawing on Fuchs, Strick, and others (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019; Fuchs, 2022; Strick, 2021), digital
fascism is the reconfigured form of classical fascism in digital environments. According to this
definition, digital fascism arises through extremist ideologies disseminated via the Internet and social
media without requiring a central leader or organization. Masses are radicalized online through hate
speech, conspiracy theories, and manipulative content.

In Helbing's (2017) approach, digital fascism is viewed as an authoritarian mode of practice that
employs modern technologies to restrict, surveil, and control individuals. Under this definition,
governments, technology corporations, or organizations with access to large amounts of data exercise
pressure, limit freedoms and impose surveillance on individuals using digital tools.

These two perspectives situate digital fascism both in terms of ideological proliferation and
technological control mechanisms. A synthesized definition of digital fascism emerges from these
approaches: it is the reconfiguration of classical fascism within the digital realm, entailing the expansion
of extremist ideologies through the Internet and social media, as well as the use of modern technologies
to enact authoritarian control, surveillance, and repression of individuals. This concept involves the
radicalization of masses even without a single centralized leader or organization through hate speech,
conspiracy theories, and manipulative content while simultaneously enabling governments, major tech
firms, or powerful institutions to curb individuals' liberties and subject them to continuous surveillance.

According to recent research (Fuchs, 2016, 2022; Helbing, 2017; Zuboft, 2019), digital fascism
manifests in two principal ways in the present day:

1. The resurgence of racist rhetoric through digital media.

2. Digital totalitarianism through surveillance technologies, censorship, blocking of access, and
the use of Big Data.

The study proceeds with an analysis of current cases that illustrate how digital fascism is
reproduced and how it operates in practice.

Method

This study adhered to the principles of scientific research and publication ethics, employing a
two-stage research design. In the first stage, a literature review was conducted to examine the definition,
dimensions, and emergence of digital fascism. Drawing on the works of scholars such as Christian Fuchs
(2022), Dirk Helbing (2017), and Fielitz and Marcks (2019), the theoretical framework of the concept
was established. Additionally, the connections between classical fascism and digital fascism were
addressed using a comparative approach.

In the second stage, a case study method was employed to analyze the various dimensions and
impacts of digital fascism through concrete examples. The selected cases focus on hate speech,
manipulation, and surveillance policies facilitated by social media platforms and digital technologies.
Each case has attracted extensive coverage in international media, thus facilitating access to both
primary and secondary data sources. Based on purposeful sampling considering their societal impact
and relevance to the study’s literature foundation three specific cases were chosen:

Case 1: The Rohingya crisis in Myanmar and Facebook’s role in the spread of hate speech.

Case 2: India’s Aadhaar Biometric Identification System, its surveillance policies, and
implications for individual freedoms.

Case 3: Algorithmic manipulation on the X platform during the 2024 U.S. presidential election.

Each case was systematically analyzed using three sub-dimensions: (1) contextual analysis to
understand the background and conditions surrounding the case; (2) actor analysis to identify key
stakeholders, their roles, and interactions; and (3) social impact assessment to evaluate the broader
societal consequences and implications of digital fascism within each specific context. Data collection
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relied extensively on secondary qualitative sources, including official reports from international
organizations, scholarly articles, reliable media coverage, investigative journalism reports, and relevant
public documents. Through this comprehensive methodological approach, the study aimed to deliver
robust, in-depth insights into how digital platforms and algorithmic technologies facilitate the spread
and reinforcement of digital fascist dynamics in contemporary societies.

Digital Fascism: An Examination Through Case Studies
Case 1: The Rohingya Crisis in Myanmar and Facebook
Topic and Context

According to the United Nations (UN), ethnic cleansing was carried out against the Muslim
minority in Myanmar’s Rakhine State in November 2016 (Cakan, 2018). UN reports have indicated that
racist violence during this process was intensified through social media posts. In this context, the social
media platform Facebook was identified as one of the primary instruments used to disseminate hate
speech against Rohingya Muslims. According to the "Report of the Independent International Fact-
Finding Mission on Myanmar," published by the United Nations Human Rights Council in 2018,
Facebook was criticized for not taking sufficient and timely action to block racist and offensive content
spread via its platform. The report also stated that hate speech and manipulative content disseminated
through Facebook contributed to creating conditions conducive to genocide and mass migration.
Although improvements in the platform's response were noted over time, the initial reaction from
Facebook to events in Myanmar was described as inadequate and delayed. Therefore, the report
recommends that comprehensive and independent investigations be conducted to assess the extent to
which Facebook posts and messages triggered real-world discrimination and violence. Additionally, the
report expressed regret regarding Facebook's inability to provide country-specific data on the spread of
hate speech on its platform (United Nations Human Rights Council, Report of the Independent
International Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar, 2018).

Beyond the UN report, the global community criticized Facebook’s transformation into a
convenient tool for racist actions during the relevant period, highlighting the seriousness of the threat.
Mozur (2018) notes that military leaders and far-right groups in Myanmar used the Facebook platform
extensively to spread hate speech against Rohingya Muslims. Through misinformation and hateful
content, society became more radicalized, fueling a rise in violence. Because Facebook’s algorithms
prioritize high-engagement posts often inflammatory and hate-driven they contributed to the rapid
spread of such content. The platform also failed to swiftly identify and remove racist content, resulting
in the unchecked proliferation of hateful, violence-inspiring messages on Facebook (Mozur, 2018). The
hate speech and ethnic cleansing perpetrated against the Rohingya Muslims in Myanmar offers a
concrete illustration of how digital platforms can intertwine with authoritarian and discriminatory
policies. In this particular case, Facebook served as the primary medium through which hate speech and
disinformation circulated.

Contextual Analysis

Long-standing historical tensions between the Buddhist majority and the Rohingya Muslim
minority in Myanmar intensified further in the digital realm through social media particularly Facebook.
The platform’s algorithms, which effectively magnify and disseminate hate speech, played an influential
role in exacerbating these divisions. Racist messages advocating extremism and violence multiplied on
social media, developing into a large-scale assault. This manipulation via social media and the
dissemination of racist discourse contains threats that can lead to mass uprisings or events resembling
genocide.
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Actor Analysis

Facebook: The platform’s algorithms focus on high engagement, meaning the content that
receives the most interaction is more broadly disseminated. During the relevant period, this high-
engagement content frequently contained hate speech, thereby amplifying such posts.

Myanmar Military and Government: During a time of heightened social tensions, the Myanmar
military and government reportedly used social media particularly Facebook to distribute propaganda
targeting Rohingya Muslims, thereby legitimizing societal violence.

Social Media Users: By unintentionally reproducing hate speech (through shares, comments,
likes, and other means), users deepened social polarization. Baseless reports and exaggerated comments
reached an expanding audience, facilitated by engagement-focused algorithms, turning targeted groups
into the focus of racist discourse.

Outcomes

Social Impact: The widespread acceptance of hate-filled, racist rhetoric contributed to ethnic
cleansing and mass violence against Rohingya Muslims. Continuous circulation of such content
reinforced by algorithms helped create a social atmosphere in which people increasingly regarded racist
discourse as factual or credible.

Role of Digital Platforms: Facebook's algorithms and lack of rigorous moderation exacerbated
the crisis. Content distribution mechanisms that could not identify racist posts or remove them promptly,
combined with visibility boosts for violent content, contributed to an unintentional yet unchecked form
of support for these narratives. The platform's algorithmic filtering largely failed in Myanmar's local
contexts and languages, and instead, it focused solely on engagement metrics.

Policy Recommendations: Facebook should develop more sensitive algorithms that better
recognize local languages, contexts, and the specific racist or extremist terms and idioms in those
languages. Independent oversight bodies should be established to monitor and rectify algorithms that
propagate hate speech. Such entities must have genuine influence over the platform. Platforms like
Facebook, which carry hate or violent content, must be held legally accountable. This responsibility
includes monitoring potentially harmful content, halting its dissemination, and accepting liability if
these measures are not implemented.

Case 2: India and the Aadhaar Surveillance System
Topic and Context

Recent academic research has focused on emerging digital authoritarianism and mounting
concerns, particularly in India under the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) government (Y1ilmaz & Saleem,
2022). The Indian government's push for "digital sovereignty," exemplified by data localization policies
and the Aadhaar biometric identification system, is seen not merely as a localized response to global
tech firms but also as a biopolitical project aimed at redefining state sovereignty and its relationship with
citizens (Prasad, 2021). The Aadhaar system appears to indicate a shift toward digital authoritarianism,
characterized by increasing government control over citizens' online activities. According to Yilmaz and
Saleem (2022), India's digital landscape has been moving toward digital authoritarianism under Prime
Minister Narendra Modi's government, where Hindutva ideology holds sway. The "Digital India"
program, presented as the country's digital transformation, has also raised concerns regarding digital
fascism and mass control. Paunksnis (2023) argues that this system has facilitated the creation of
surveillance capitalism, in which citizens’ behavioral data are gathered by both the state and corporate
actors and monetized. Such a digital environment has led to an increase in online harassment of
dissenters and restrictions on open debate (Yilmaz & Saleem, 2022). While the government minimizes
reliance on foreign technology, it employs techno-cultural nationalism to legitimize these measures (Jain
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& Gabor, 2020). According to Banaji (2018), the current regime, via audiovisual communication tools,
promotes a kind of “trigger-happy citizenship” that legitimizes violence against minorities and
dissenters. India’s Aadhaar biometric identification system provides an example of digital surveillance
strengthened by efforts at societal control, and it has been criticized for posing significant threats to
individual privacy.

Contextual Analysis

Under the Digital India program, the Aadhaar system requires the compulsory collection of
citizens’ biometric and behavioral data, which are then integrated into what is termed Big Data. Access
to public services is contingent upon registration in this system, limiting bureaucratic procedures for
those who opt-out. It is believed that this system is utilized by the Indian government as a tool for data
collection and surveillance, enabling societal monitoring and individual profiling based on ethnic or
religious divisions.

Actor Analysis

Indian Government: It employs the Aadhaar system as a mechanism for societal control and
digital surveillance. The system has evolved beyond a mere government policy, becoming a state-owned
surveillance tool. Given these characteristics, the Aadhaar system is considered to have the potential to
transform into a counterpart of China’s Social Credit System.

Citizens: Owing to the compulsory nature of the system, citizens have had to sacrifice certain
privacy rights. Their biometric data are gathered mandatorily, allowing authorities to analyze these data
to predict various tendencies and behaviors. Consequently, this infringes upon individuals’ freedom of
choice.

Outcomes

Social Impact: The digital divide has generated barriers to accessing public services among
minority groups and has exerted pressure on individual freedoms. Particularly, those outside the
dominant nationalist ideology whether ethnic or religious minorities are believed to be adversely
affected.

Role of Digital Platforms: The system has opened the door to data manipulation and privacy
violations. The data recorded in this system may be used to manipulate society, including potential
unauthorized dissemination of personal information.

Policy Recommendations: Aadhaar-like biometric systems must be governed transparently and
ethically. The system should be addressed in the context of privacy rights and personal freedoms.
Independent oversight mechanisms are required to protect digital privacy within these frameworks.

Case 3: The 2024 U.S. Elections and the X Platform
Topic and Context

During the 2024 U.S. presidential elections, allegations emerged that X (formerly Twitter), owned
by Elon Musk, altered its algorithms in favor of Donald Trump, raising concerns about the influence of
digital platforms on democratic processes. According to a report by Pascale Davies for Euronews,
independent analyses indicated that algorithmic changes implemented on the X platform during the
election period resulted in increased visibility for pro-Trump content (Davies, 2024). A similar study
published by Wes Davis confirmed these algorithmic adjustments, highlighting that content supportive
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of Republican candidates became notably more visible starting from July 2024 (Davis, 2024). Davies
(2024) reported that following the algorithm changes, visibility of Musk’s tweets increased by
approximately 138%, retweets by 238%, and likes by 186%. Throughout the election period, Musk
publicly supported Trump and frequently shared posts critical of Democratic candidate Kamala Harris.
These developments intensified academic and public debates on how algorithmic manipulation and
platform-owner biases could reinforce authoritarian dynamics and digital fascism within social media
platforms (Davies, 2024; Davis, 2024).

Contextual Analysis

Musk manipulated the platform’s algorithms to highlight pro-Trump messages during the election
campaign, systematically bolstering discriminatory, critical content against Kamala Harris. This
constitutes a form of electoral interference by a social media platform.

Actor Analysis

X Platform: Owing to its ownership structure, the platform’s display algorithms were
manipulated, causing users in certain geographic regions to encounter more biased content. Algorithmic
and ownership decisions reinforced a pro-Trump orientation.

Users: Manipulated algorithms exposed users to biased information, and they were confronted
with significantly more politically driven content than usual. Such exposure holds the potential to
influence political attitudes and behaviors.

Outcomes

Social Impact: Voter behavior was manipulated, casting a shadow over the democratic process.
Observers believe that the manipulated electorate underwent shifts in political stance.

Role of Digital Platforms: X compromised its corporate image, which is centered on open and
free expression. The platform committed a breach of neutrality, undermining democratic values.

Policy Recommendations: International regulations should be put in place to ensure transparent
social media algorithms. Oversight mechanisms must be introduced to safeguard platforms’ neutrality
and prevent electoral manipulation. These mechanisms should be designed not only locally but also at
the international level to protect countries, voters, and political systems from manipulation.

Findings

The three cases analyzed illustrate various facets of digital fascism and how social media and
digital platforms can be appropriated by authoritarian ideologies and manipulation. Each example
scrutinizes the impact of digital platforms on authoritarian regimes, corporations, and individuals from
different perspectives. The common findings can be grouped into the following categories:

1. Algorithmic Manipulation by Digital Platforms: In all three cases, the manipulation of digital
platforms’ algorithms played a pivotal role. In Myanmar, Facebook’s engagement-driven algorithms
promoted hate speech, inciting social violence. In the United States, the X Platform’s algorithms favored
partisan political content, influencing the democratic process. These scenarios show that digital fascism
can manifest without a formal leader or organizational structure, emerging instead through the
manipulative power of algorithms.

2. Social Polarization and the Spread of Hate Speech: Each case reveals that the dissemination of
hate speech, racism, and discriminatory content deepens social polarization. In Myanmar, the shared
hate speech legitimized ethnic cleansing and mass violence against the Rohingya Muslims. In India, the
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introduction of biometric systems and nationalist narratives could escalate discrimination against ethnic
and religious minorities. Additionally, the X platform’s algorithmic manipulation intensified political
polarization and undermined democratic processes. These examples demonstrate how digital platforms
facilitate social polarization and the proliferation of hate speech. Insufficient content moderation and
the high visibility granted to extreme views exacerbate these divisions.

3. Ethical Challenges of Surveillance and Manipulation: The three cases point to how digital
surveillance and manipulation pose a serious threat to individual rights. Facebook’s failure in content
moderation in Myanmar underscores the platform’s inability to fulfill ethical responsibilities. India’s
Aadhaar system violates personal privacy, reinforcing the state’s surveillance mechanisms. In the United
States, X’s algorithmic bias indicates breaches of transparency and neutrality in digital media.
Collectively, these situations highlight how digital platforms, by disregarding individual rights,
contribute to the consolidation of authoritarian power.

4. The Need for Policy and Regulatory Measures: The cases underscore the necessity of
regulations at both national and international levels to minimize the societal impacts of digital platforms
and to prevent their unethical use. To stop the spread of hate speech as evidenced by the Myanmar-
Facebook situation algorithms sensitive to local contexts (local expressions, phrases, dialects, etc.) and
independent oversight bodies should be developed. Digital surveillance systems require regulation
grounded in transparency and ethical standards. In the context of controlling Big Data, the lack of
transparency surrounding India’s Aadhaar system and similar digital surveillance mechanisms raises
particular concerns about potential human rights violations, especially against minority groups. Hence,
establishing international standards and oversight mechanisms to ensure the neutrality of social media
and Big Data algorithms is critical. These recommendations prioritize holding digital platforms
accountable and creating systems that protect individual rights.

Collectively, these three cases vividly illustrate the wide range of methods through which digital
fascism operates. Digital platforms have become potent tools for disseminating hate speech, as well as
for monitoring and manipulating individuals. This development poses significant threats to democratic
processes and personal freedoms. Combating digital fascism will require not only accountability
measures for the platforms but also collective efforts by governments, individuals, and the international
community.

Conclusion and Recommendations

This study has explored the concept of digital fascism within the context of the existing literature
and case studies, revealing two different perspectives on the phenomenon. Based on these perspectives,
a shared definition of “digital fascism” has been introduced into the academic discourse.

As one of the notable new challenges of the digital era, digital fascism manifests primarily on
social media platforms, providing a hospitable environment for extremist ideologies and hate speech.
Thanks to the algorithms on platforms like Facebook, Instagram, X, TikTok, and YouTube, which curate
content based on user interests, hateful and manipulative content can spread rapidly. Users may
unwittingly absorb extremist ideologies and become radicalized. Within the scope of this study, it is
argued that unlike classical fascism, which often centers on a single leader or organizational structure,
digital fascism can be dispersed, largely anonymous, and easily propagated through digital platforms.
This allows digital fascism to reach broader audiences rapidly. Furthermore, the reintroduction of classic
fascist elements such as nationalism, violence, and totalitarianism in digital contexts expands the scope
of this threat. Digital fascism endangers freedom of expression and weakens democratic institutions,
acting as a "backdoor" for subverting democratic values. Consequently, the extremist dynamics fostered
by digital platforms heighten social polarization and propagate misinformation and disinformation.
Social media's manipulative nature, in particular, emerges as a potent instrument for shaping users'
thoughts and behaviors.
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Broadly sustained by social media, coupled with the usage of Big Data and artificial intelligence,
digital fascism enables the continuous monitoring of individuals’ online identities, along with the
prediction and control of user behaviors. These capacities indicate that digital fascism has become an
essential tool for reinforcing authoritarian regimes. Similar to governments, companies that control user
data or manage social media platforms appear to wield power over societies and, at times, entire nations.
The fact that a small handful of individuals or corporations own the most popular social media platforms
worldwide can allow them to exert ideological pressure on countries and the public. In light of previous
literature and real-world examples, it is apparent that social media companies may employ undemocratic
measures such as censorship, restrictions, and blocking. Tensions between the Brazilian government
and X in 2024, Twitter’s (X) suspension of opposition leader Rahul Gandhi’s account in India in 2022,
Meta’s censorship of news or images related to Palestine and Gaza, and search engines blocking Russian
news sites during the war in Ukraine collectively reveal that not only authoritarian governments but also
increasingly authoritarian corporations pose a serious threat. Given these corporations’ policies and
actions, it becomes evident that digital fascism should not be assessed solely within the scope of
governments or political regimes. Any entity be it a social media platform or a data-controlling
enterprise that exercises restrictive measures can be considered part of the digital fascist landscape.

As discussed thoroughly in this study, digital fascism whether considered in terms of
disseminating extremist ideologies or in relation to the autocratic pressure imposed by states and
corporations should be recognized as a contemporary challenge undermining modern value. Combating
digital fascism may require a multifaceted and extensive strategy. In this regard, the foremost step is to
introduce stringent international regulations to limit unethical uses of social media platforms, Big Data,
and Al technologies. Activities involving digital surveillance, manipulation, and data collection must be
regulated to prevent the infringement of fundamental individual rights. Governments should subject
technology corporations to more rigorous scrutiny and establish legislative frameworks to prevent the
misuse of personal data. In confronting digital fascism, robust and trustworthy cybersecurity systems
must be developed. The implementation of democratic principles into digital infrastructures is crucial
for safeguarding individual freedoms. Democratic states, therefore, must defend digital rights and shield
society from the unchecked power of major tech firms. Improving digital literacy among citizens can
serve as an effective defense mechanism against digital fascism. Society needs to remain vigilant
regarding manipulative content spread through social media and digital platforms while also being
equipped to detect and refute misinformation and disinformation. To this end, educational programs
should place greater emphasis on digital media literacy, ensuring that users acquire the skills needed to
assess the accuracy of content they encounter online.

Ethical use of Big Data and Al technologies is critical to mitigating the effects of digital fascism.
Data collection practices should involve informed consent and transparency regarding data usage must
be maintained. Additionally, to avert discriminatory, manipulative, or surveillance-oriented uses of Al
algorithms, globally adopted ethical guidelines are essential. Presently, issues such as deepfake
technology, which employs Al-generated videos and content, are already raising serious concerns about
privacy violations. While these complications persist, there is no comprehensive global agreement on
effectively addressing the challenges introduced by Al

Social media platforms must be held accountable for the content circulating within their
ecosystems and must actively combat threats such as hate speech, misinformation, and disinformation.
Greater algorithmic transparency and well-defined processes to curb extremist content are crucial.
Specifically, more effective methods should be introduced to detect and remove hateful or fascist
ideologies. Addressing digital fascism calls for global coordination. International organizations should
adopt a collective stance against the harmful impacts of digital fascism and collaborate to safeguard
digital freedoms. Stronger partnerships should be forged among digital platforms, major tech companies,
and states, alongside the formulation of international agreements aimed at protecting digital rights.

In conclusion, digital fascism represents a contemporary manifestation of authoritarianism that
exploits technological capabilities in the digital age, posing significant threats to individual freedoms.
Addressing this threat requires multifaceted strategies, encompassing social awareness, robust legal
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frameworks, and the ethical use of technology. Thus, both individuals and governments must endeavor
to establish more resilient, freedom-oriented systems to safeguard the future of democratic institutions.

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations. Firstly, the research predominantly
relied upon qualitative analyses of selected case studies, thereby limiting the generalizability of the
findings to all digital platforms and geographical contexts. Secondly, the case selection focused mainly
on prominent incidents extensively covered by international media, potentially neglecting lesser-known
but equally significant instances of digital fascism.

For future research, it is recommended that broader methodological frameworks, including
quantitative analyses and comparative studies across diverse geographical and political contexts, be
adopted. Moreover, investigating less-publicized cases could offer deeper insights into the subtle
dynamics and implications of digital fascism. Additionally, future studies should explore effective
methods to enhance digital literacy among citizens, thereby equipping them to recognize and counteract
authoritarian manipulations in digital environments.
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TURKCE SURUM
Giris

Fasizm, ¢ok sayida akademik tartismaya konu olmus karmasik bir politik ideolojidir. Genel bir
yaklasimla Liberalizm ve Marksizm’e karsi ¢ikan totaliter, milliyet¢i ve devrimci bir hareket olarak
nitelendirilmektedir (Eatwell, 1996; Finchelstein, 2008). Finchelstein’a (2008) gore, fagizm aydinlanma
degerlerine ve ilerici devrimlere karsi bir tepki olarak ortaya ¢ikmis; kapitalist bir ekonomik yapiy1
stirdiiriirken, demokrasi ve esitligi reddetmistir. Eatwell’e (1996) gore, biitiinciil bir ulusal yeniden
dogus miti iizerinden hareket eden bu ideoloji, genellikle ayrintili siyasi veya ekonomik programlardan
cok, iisluba ve karizmatik liderlige dncelik veren bir yapiya sahiptir. Fagizmi tanimlamak i¢in ¢ok sayida
girisimde bulunulmasina karsin, genel bir ¢ergeve veya tanimdan bahsetmek olduk¢a zordur. Fagizm
iizerine ¢alisgan akademisyenler bir fikir birligine varmakta zorlanmig, yapilan tanimlar genellikle
belirsiz, spesifik veya dolambagcli olmakla elestirilmistir (Artemiw, 2014). ideolojinin karmasik dogas1
ve tarihsel etkisi, onu devam eden bir aragtirma ve tartigma konusu haline getirmeye devam etmektedir.
Klasik yaklagimlarda, fasizm ve otokrasi arasinda bag kurulmakta; bir otoritenin toplum ve birey
iizerinde baskiya dayali kontroliinden bahsedilmektedir (Eatwell, 1996). Dahl’a (1972) gore, otokrasi
siyasi erkin kisi ya da gruplarca mutlak olarak kontrol edildigi bir yonetim seklidir ve bu yonetim
seklinde fagist yonetimlerde oldugu gibi, sorgulanmasi miimkiin olmayan bir lider mitinin varlig1 s6z
konusudur. Iki yaklagim arasindaki temel fark, otokrasinin ideolojik zemine dayanmak zorunda
olmamasidir (Fish, 2005). Fasizm ve otokrasi arasinda hem ideolojik hem de pratik diizeyde ortiismeler
oldugu soylenebilir. Brooker’a (2014) gore, fasizmin daha totaliter bir kontrol sistemine dayanmasi ve
milliyet¢i ideolojilere siki sikiya bagli olmasi, ideolojiyi otokrasiden ayrilan yonlerinden biridir. Bu
baglamda, fasizmin otokratik 6zellikler tasidig1 fakat yapisal olarak daha ¢ok totalitarizm kavramiyla
ilintilendirildigi goriilmektedir.

Gentile’e (2021) gore, totalitarizm ve fagizmin iligkisi, kapsamli bir¢ok akademik tartismanin
konusu olmustur. ilk anti-fasist diisiiniirler, fasizmin tek partili bir rejim haline gelmesinden 6nce
totaliter 6zelliklerini fark etmislerdir. Ernst Nolte gibi baz1 akademisyenler, fagizm, nasyonal sosyalizm
ve diger asir1 sag hareketler arasinda paralellikler kurmus ve ideolojik benzerliklerini vurgulamiglardir
(Friedrich, 1971). Gregor’a (2012) gore, fasizm de dahil olmak tizere totaliter sistemler, karizmatik
liderlik, toplumu kurtarma vaatleri, kat1 itaat ve fedakarlik talepleri igceren siyasi yonelimler olarak
tamimlanabilir. Bu baglamda Leninizm, Stalinizm, italyan Fasizmi ve Alman Nasyonal Sosyalizmi gibi
cesitli 20. ylizy1l hareketlerinin totaliter sistemler olarak nitelendirilmesi miimkiindiir.

Sakman’a (2018) gore, totalitarizm bireylerin yasamlar1 iizerinde mutlak hiikiimet kontroliine
sahip siyasi sistemleri tanimlayan bir kavramdir. Kavram II. Diinya Savasi'ndan sonra hem fasist hem
de komiinist rejimleri karakterize etmek igin kullanilmistir (Holmes, 2001). Totalitarizmin temel
ozellikleri arasinda kontrol i¢in terér, propaganda ve teknolojinin kullanimi ve belirli gruplarm hedef
almmasi yer almaktadir (Holmes, 2001; Sakman, 2018). Brooks’a (2006) goére, fasizm kavrami
gliniimiizde de gecerliligini siirdiirmekte, ¢esitli siyasi durumlar tasvir etmekte kullanilmaktadir. Linz
(1975), fasizmin totalitarizm ile iligkisine vurgu yaparken toplumun her alaninda (ekonomi, kiiltiir,
egitim) devletin kontroliiniin varligina deginmektedir. Linz ve digerlerinden hareketle, fagizmin kontrol
esasli bir yap1 sundugu goriilmektedir.

Dijital teknolojilerin 21. ylizyilda yayginlagsmasi, sosyal yasamdan ideolojilere kadar birgok
alanin yeniden sekillenmesine yol agmustir. Ozellikle 20. yiizyilda etkili olan ideolojiler, dijital
platformlarda goriiniir hale gelmistir. Bu ideolojilerden biri olan fasizmin dijital alanlarda yeniden
iiretilmesi, "dijital fagizm" olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Arendt, Paxton ve Payne’e gore, dijital fasizm,
geleneksel fasizm ilkelerinin dijital ortamlar ve teknolojik araglar aracilifiyla yeniden yorumlanmasi
olarak tanimlanabilir. (Arendt, 1973; Paxton, 2004; Payne, 1996). Gorece yeni ve tartismaya acik olan
"dijital fagizm" kavrami, Fuchs (2022), Fielitz ve Marcks’a (2019) gore, asir1 sag ideolojilerin sosyal
medya ve c¢evrimici platformlar araciligiyla iletilisini ve gliclendirilmesini tanimlayan bir kavramdir
(Imbong, 2024). Bu fenomen, tehdit algilarimi artirmak, yanlis bilgi yaymak ve veri manipiilasyon
yapmak amaciyla sosyal medyanin yapisal Ozelliklerini kullanmakta ve nihayetinde demokratik
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toplumlar1 zayiflatmaktadir. Baz1 akademisyenler dijital fasizmin merkeziyetsiz ve akigkan oldugunu
savunurken (Fielitz ve Marcks, 2019), digerleri devletlerin fasist hareketleri orgiitlemedeki merkezi
roliiniin siirdiigiinti iddia etmektedir (Imbong, 2024). Faramelli ve Piper (2023), dijital platformlarin
asir1 sag igeriklerin yayginlagsmasina olanak taniyarak, yayilmasina katkida bulundugunu belirtmektedir.
Gaufman’a (2015) gore, fasizmin dijital hafizasi, Rusya'nin Ukrayna krizini II. Diinya Savas1 anlatilar
iizerinden sekillendirmesi gibi Orneklerde goriildiigii lizere, cagdas catigmalarda silah olarak
kullanilabilmektedir. Ukrayna krizinin birinci perdesinde, Rus sosyal medya araglar1 araciligiyla
yasanan problemler varolugsal bir tehdit olarak siiflandirilmistir.

Fasizme dair ideolojik dinamiklerin dijital ortamda yeniden {iretimi, iki farkli sekilde
gerceklesmektedir. Bunlardan ilki, sosyal medya platformlar1 araciliiyla ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Fuchs,
dijital fagizmi tanimlarken, Hitler'in dogum giiniiniin Twitter'da (X) kutlanmasi ve Jeremy Corbyn'e
kars1 yiiriitiilen Red Scare 2.0 (Kizil Korku 2.0) kampanyas1 gibi 6rneklere dikkat cekmektedir. Fuchs,
bu tiir 6rneklerden hareketle 6zellikle asirlik yanlisi akimlarin sosyal medya aracilifiyla yayildigim
veya yeniden iiretildigini 6ne siirmektedir (Fuchs, 2016, 2022). Dijital fagizmin ikinci tretim sekli,
agirilik yanlisi akimlarin dolagimindan farkli bir alani isaret etmektedir. Helbing’in yorumlarindan
hareketle Facebook, X, Instagram ve Tiktok gibi platformlar, sadece bilgi yayilimimi kontrol etmekle
kalmayip, aym1 zamanda algoritmalar1 ve biiyiikk veriyi kullanarak kullanicilarin davraniglarini ve
diisiincelerini yonlendirme giicline sahiptir. Bu durum, merkeziyetci olmayan ancak giiclii bir sekilde
etkili olan bir otoriter kontrol bi¢gimini (Helbing, 2017) tanimlamaktadir.

Dijital fagizm, klasik fasizmden farkli olarak orgiitsel yapiya sahip olmasa da algoritmalarin ve
veriye dayali karar verme mekanizmalarinin toplumu kontrol etme ve yonlendirme giiciinden
faydalanmaktadir. Algoritmik birey ve toplum konulu ¢aligmalara gore, sosyal medya platformlarindaki
algoritmik yapilarin asir1 sagci igerigi giiclendirerek ¢evrimigi fasist fikirlerin yayilimini kolaylastirdigi
diisiiniilmektedir (Faramelli & Piper, 2023; Silveira & Amaral, 2023). Algoritmalarin, ne tiir i¢eriklerin
one ¢ikacagini belirleyebilmesi, politik goriislerin ve toplumsal diisiincelerin sekillenmesinde biiyiik bir
rol oynamaktadir. Bu baglamda dijital fagizm, gézetim kapitalizminin sundugu araclarla, bireylerin
davraniglarini kontrol etme ve manipiile etme iizerine insa edilen bir olgu olarak kargimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Lanier (2018), sosyal medya platformlar1 ve algoritmalarin, bireylerin davraniglarin1 manipiile ederek
ideolojik yanki odalar1 olusturdugunu ifade ederken, Pada’ya (2023) gore, algoritmalar kullanicilar
etkilesimlerini artirmak amaciyla boliicii ve duygusal igerikleri 6n plana ¢ikarmakta, bireyler arasinda
kabilecilik etkisini giiglendirmekte ve elestirel diisiinceye alan birakmayan homojen ideolojik gruplar
olusturmaktadir. Ayrica “Cambridge Analytica” gibi drneklerde oldugu tizere, kullanic1 verilerinin
toplumsal ve siyasi manipiilasyon amaciyla kullanilmasi, demokratik siire¢lerin altin1 oyan bir tehdit
haline gelmistir (Isaak & Hanna, 2018). Fasizmin dijital ve yeni formlari, bireylerin bilgi ekosistemine
erisimini siirlayarak demokratik sdylemin daralmasina yol agmaktadir (Pada, 2023).

Literatiir incelendiginde, dijital fagizm kavraminin son yillarda yogun bir akademik ilgi gordiigi
anlagilmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda ¢alisma, dijital fagizmin temel dinamiklerini, klasik fagizmle arasindaki
ideolojik baglar1 ve toplumsal etkilerini incelemektedir. Nitel yontem yaklasiminin benimsendigi
arastirmada kapsamli bir literatliir taramasmmin yam sira gilincel vakalarin detayli analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmada Myanmar’daki Rohingya krizi sirasinda nefret sdyleminin
yayilmasinda Facebook’un oynadigi rol, Hindistan’da kullanilan Aadhaar biyometrik kimlik sisteminin
dijital gozetim uygulamalari ve ABD’de 2024 baskanlik segimlerinde X (eski adiyla Twitter)
platformundaki algoritmik manipiilasyon gibi spesifik giincel vakalar incelenmektedir. Bu vakalar
araciligiyla, dijital platformlarin algoritmik yapilarmin nefret sdylemini nasil yaydigi, toplumsal
kutuplasmay1 nasil derinlestirdigi ve bireylerin siirekli gdzetimini nasil miimkiin kildig1 ayritili olarak
analiz edilmistir. Dijital fasizmin, merkezi bir lider ya da resmi bir Orgiitsel yapi1 olmaksizin da
isleyebilecegi iizerinde durulmaktadir. Ayrica sosyal medya platformlari, biiyiik veri ve yapay zeka
teknolojilerine dair etik kaygilar tartisilarak, bu teknolojilerin otoriter rejimlerin kontrol
mekanizmalarini gliglendirme potansiyeline dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Caligmanin temel amaci, dijital fagizmin
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demokratik kurumlar ve bireysel o6zgiirliikler tizerindeki tehditlerini ortaya koymak ve bu tehditlerin
azaltilmasina yonelik oneriler gelistirmektir.

Geleneksel Fasizm: Kavramsal Tartismalar ve Temel Ozellikler

Turner’a (1975, s. 162) gore, fasizm ilk kez Benito Mussolini tarafindan Italya'da ortaya ¢ikan,
otoriter devlet anlayisim1 temel alan, milliyet¢ilik odakli, radikal bir ideolojidir. Fagizmin ortaya
cikisinda ozellikle donem sartlarinin (ekonomik krizler, demokratik ideolojinin giigsiizliigii vb.) etkili
oldugunu ifade eden Laclau (1979, s. 40) II. Diinya Savasi Oncesi yasanan siireci ve politik ¢ikmazlari,
fagizmi doguran “ikili kriz” olarak nitelendirmektedir. Fagizm, politik bir akim olarak goriilmekle
birlikte, bazi diisliniirler fasizmin sadece bir ideoloji olmadigini; aksine kapitalizmin ve g¢ogulcu
demokrasinin hakim oldugu global politik diizenin karsisinda duran bir yap1 oldugunu ileri siirmektedir
(Linz, 2003, s. 66). Griffin (1993), fasizmin siyasetten kopuk ve dini degerlere mesafeli bireyleri ikna
etmek i¢in, parlak bir gelecek vadettigini ve “palingenetik miti” (kiillerinden dogan ulus) {izerinden
hareket ettigini savunmaktadir. I. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda ortaya ¢ikan fasist ideoloji, Harrison ve
Boyd’a (2003, s. 257) gore, cogunlugunu askerlerin olusturdugu milliyetci kesime dayandirilmaktadir.

Fasizmin tarihsel kokeni Sternhell’in (2008) ifadesiyle, 1880°e kadar uzansa da gercek anlamda
1920°1i yillarda ortaya ¢iktigi diisiiniilmektedir. Milliyetci eylemlerle ortaya ¢ikan ve isci
hareketlerinden etkilenen ilk fasist girisimler, Griffin (1995) ve Kallis’e (2003) gore, 1. Diinya Savasi
doéneminde Italya'da sol fikirleri sagc1 ve milliyetgi ilkelerle bir araya getirip demokrasiye, komiinizme,
liberalizme ve geleneksel muhafazakarliga karsi bir durus sergilemistir. Sternhell’e (2008, s. 282) gore,
fagizm Marksizm, liberalizm ve demokrasinin genel 6zelliklerini kabul etmeyen bir ideolojidir. Bu
ideolojide, Peters’in (2018, s. 1309) yaklasimina gore, devletin haricinde hi¢bir sey bulunmamaktadir.
Devlet her seyi kendi bilinyesinde toplamaktadir. Maddi ya da maddi olmayan degerlerin temelini de
devlet olusturmaktadir.

Eatwell (1992, s. 166), fasizmin ozelliklerini siralarken liderlik, milliyet¢ilik, irk¢ilik, siddet,
emperyalizm, militarizm, totalitarizm ve liberalizm ile komiinizm karsitligina yer vermektedir. Eatwell,
Griffin ve Kallis’in goriisleri (Eatwell, 1992; Griffin, 1995; Kallis, 2003) bu noktada ortaktir. Yani
fagizm, donemi domine eden basta liberal demokrasi ve komiinizm olmak iizere neredeyse tiim siyasi
akimlara mubhalif bir ideoloji olarak var olmaya c¢aligmigtir. Passmore (2014), fasizmin “millet”
anlayigim istlin tutarak biyolojik, tarihsel ve kiiltiirel kavramlarla ortaya ciktigini ifade etmektedir.
Sosyalistleri “millet” yerine “simif” anlayigina 6nem verdikleri i¢in elestiren Passmore (2014, s. 47),
milletin ilerlemesi adina, millet i¢in ¢alisan niifuzlu bir lider etrafinda toplanan kiigiik partili gruplarin,
devlet yonetiminde basa gelmesinin amaglandigini belirtmektedir. Her seye giicii yeten bir diktator
imajimin yeterli olmadigini, sadece lideri 6n plana ¢ikararak fasizmin anlamlandirilamayacagin ifade
eden Paxton’a (2007, s. 21) gore, fagizm modern bir yapiya sahiptir. Ciinkii kirsaldan kente bir gog,
tarimsal tiretimden sanayiye etkili ge¢is emegin boliinmesi, dinden bagimsiz halk, akilcilik ve teknoloji
gibi ¢agdasligin temel unsurlarini kendisinde toplamaktadir.

Fasizmi “ekonomik giicii ve orduyu kullanarak, tistiin ulus devletini kurmay1 hedefleyen ideoloji”
seklinde tanimlayan Mann (2004, s. 12), ideolojinin temellerinin milliyetcilik, devletgilik, tstiinliik,
arinmiglik ve para-militarizm olmak {izere bes temel unsurdan olustugunu ifade etmektedir. Fagizmi
diger ideolojilerden ayiran temel farklar1 Griffin (1993, s. 31), asirt milliyetgiligi temsil etmesi, tarihsel
siiregte benimsemeyenlerin olduk¢a fazla olmasi, inanglarim1 yeniden dogus miti yOniinde
konumlandirmalari, lider merkezli olmasi, giicii/siddeti 6n plana tutmasi, liberalizmi karsisina almasi,
farkli bir modernlesme olusturma c¢abasi ve hedefleri konusunda kati olmasi seklinde
smiflandirmaktadir. Ergiil (2023, s. 18) ise, fagist yonetimlerde devletin siyasal yapis1 i¢inde, bireylerin
degil sosyal kuruluslar tarafindan belirlenen ve korunan ¢ikarlarin temsil edildigini ifade etmektedir.

=6

Paxton'in (2004, s. 16) fagizmi tanimlamak i¢in kullandig1 “aktdrlerin, amaglarini uygulamak i¢in
etik veya yasal kisitlamalara bagl olmadigi radikal pragmatizm” ifadesi, fasizme atfedilen 6zellikler
baglaminda ele alinabilir. Britt’e (2003) gore, fagist yonetimlerde sansiiriin yogun olarak uygulandigi,
kontrol altina alinmis bir medya bulunmaktadir. Kitleleri harekete gegirebilmek icin ulusal giivenligin
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korku unsuru olarak uygulandigini ifade eden Britt, fagizmde toplumu etki altina almak i¢in egemen din
anlayisinin  kullanildigini, emek kavraminin korku unsuru olarak goriildiiglinii, bu sebeple isci
sendikalarmin baski altinda tutuldugunu, sanatsal faaliyetlere olumsuz yaklasildigini ve tiim bunlarin
yaninda entelijansiyaya deger verilmedigini savunmaktadir.

Watson (1980, s. 86), fasist ideoloji agisindan 1930’lu ve 1940’lh yillarin, basarili olunan
donemler oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Avrupa'da fagizm, kapitalizmin olumsuz 6zelliklerine, bireyin
yalmzlik ve caresizligine kars1 bir tepkiyi temsil etmektedir. Roy’a (1945, s. 22) gore, ilgili donemde
tepki siddetli hale gelmis ve kapitalist uygarligin kiiltiirel sonuglar1 olan hiimanizm, rasyonalizm ve
liberalizm zarara ugramistir. Bu konudaki bir diger goriis ise Poulantzas’a aittir. Poulantzas (2019),
fagizmi “kapitalizmin emperyalist siireci” olarak degerlendirerek farkli bir ¢erceve olusturmustur. Elde
edilen veriler 15181nda fasist ideolojinin kapitalizmden ¢ok demokratik ve ¢ok sesli yapilara karsi oldugu
diisiincesine ulasilmaktadir. Heywood’a (2016, s. 233) gore, fasizmle yonetilen devletlerde
parlamentolarin ve siyasi partilerin etkisizlestirilmesi ve hatta yasaklanmasi s6z konusu olmustur.
Muhaliflik niteligi fasist ideolojilerde giiclii sekilde uygulandigindan dolayi, kapitalizme, liberalizme,
rasyonalizme, komiinizme ve muhafazakarliga kars1 durus sergilenmektedir. Kisaca fasizm, kendinden
bagka tiim ideolojilerle rekabet eden ve karsitlik diisiincesi iizerine insa edilmis bir ideoloji olarak
tanimlanmaktadir.

Fagizmin dogasimi1 daha iyi anlayabilmek i¢in Gramsci’nin fasizm ¢oziimlemelerine bakmak,
caligmanin anlasilmasi agisindan faydali olacaktir.

Antonio Gramsci’nin Fagizm Coziimlemeleri

Adamson’a (1983, s. 71) gore, Italya’da ortaya gikan fasizmin tasidig gizli giicii ve tehlikeyi fark
eden ilk teorisyenlerden biri Gramsci’dir. Bu nedenle, fagizm tanimlamalarinda Gramsci’nin 6zel bir
yeri bulunmaktadir. Ayrica basta Italyan fasizmi ve fasizmin kurumsallagmasi ile ilgili en fazla eseri
yine Gramsci’nin verdigi goriilmektedir. Ransome’a (2011, ss. 133-134) gore, komiinist liderler iginde
Gramsci’yi farkli kilan 6zellik, fasizmin Onemini genis bir perspektiften degerlendirmis olmasidir.
Ransome’in ifadesiyle fasizm, italya’da kiigiik burjuvazinin, kdyliilerin, sosyalistlerin ve sermaye
sahiplerinin giicli ve yardimiyla yonetime gelmistir. Bunu fark eden Gramsci, fagizmin toplumun her
kesiminden destek alan, sosyal tabakali bir olgu oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir.

Gramsci’ye (1990, s. 360) gore, 1890’11 yillardan, fagizmin yonetime gegtigi 1922 yilina kadar
yasanan siiregte meydana gelen toplumsal olaylar, fasizmi dogurmustur. Gramsci (1998, s. 126),
fagizmin biiylimesinde etkili olan “tepki” kavramindan bahsederken, is¢i sinifinin tepkiye, yani fagizme
cevabimin, komiinizm oldugunu belirtmistir. italyan Komiinist Partisi’nin 1922°de diizenledigi Roma
Kongresi’nde konusan Gramsci, fagizmin kapitalizmin ortaya ¢ikmasinda dogal bir siire¢ oldugunu
sOylemistir. 1926’da Lyon’da diizenlenen III. kongrede Gramsci, fagizmi is¢i sinifinin etkisini yitkmak
icin Orglitsiizlesmesini hedefleyen, “silahli gericilik hareketi” seklinde tanimlamistir (Macciocchi,
2000).

Macciocchi’ye (2000) gore, fagizmin enternasyonal alandaki yoneliminin, “emperyalizm” oldugu
anlagilmaktadir. 1921 yilinda fagizmde enternasyonal genisleme egilimini saptayan Gramsci, bu
durumun Avrupa genelinde biiylik bir tehlikeye sebep olacagim ileri slirmiistiir. Gramsci’nin 1926
yilinda ifade ettigi gibi fagizm, iktisadi alanda {ilkenin zenginliklerini sermaye sahiplerinde toplamaya
yonelik bir sistem seklinde islemekte ve bdylece toprak sahiplerinin ve burjuvazinin ekonomik
cikarlarina hizmet etme islevini yerine getirmektedir.

Gramsci’ ye gore, fagizm devlet veya toplumsal sinif ile direkt iligkili olan bir olgu degildir ve
devletten bagimsiz sekillenmistir. Lumley’in (1977, s. 22) ifadesiyle, “kendi menfaatleri ugruna ¢alisan
kiigiik burjuva bilesenlerinden” olusmustur. Bu baglamda fasist olusum ile kiigiik burjuvazinin
yonelimleri arasindaki iliskiyi ¢6ziimleyen Gramsci, fasist olusumun toplumsal smif formiilasyonunda,
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kii¢iik burjuvazinin yasamsal durumunu agiklamaktadir. Gramsci’nin ifade ettigi iizere, kitle hareketiyle
kiigiik burjuvaziyi orgiitlendirebilmek, fagizmin 6ne ¢ikan basarisidir (Fiori, 1989, s. 164).

Gramsci (1989, ss. 33-34), toplumsal simif catigmalar1 konusunda koyliiliik psikolojisini ve
koyliilerin diisiince yapilarini analiz ederken, kdyliilerin demokratik anlayisa degil, siddete ve anarsiye
yoneldiklerini belirtmektedir. Kdyliilerin devlet ve disiplin konusunda bilgileri bulunmamaktadir ve
cogunlukla yasalarin belirledigi sistemin diginda yasam siirdiirmektedirler. Bu sebeplerle toplumsal sinif
tartigmalarinda sabirsizdirlar ve sert tepki gosterirler. Fiori’ye (1989, ss. 182-183) gore, fasizme karst
miicadelede proletaryanin basat gdrevini ortaya koyan Gramsci, ayrica teknik olarak is¢i ve koyli
cephesinde kazanilabileceklerin analizini de yapmistir. Gramsci’ye (1989) gore, fasizm karsiti
miicadelede isgiler ve koyliiler baglica siniflardir. Gramsci, proleter devrimin ydneticisini ve asil
unsurlarint yoksul koyliiler ve fabrika ig¢ileri olarak degerlendirmektedir. Her devrimei, faaliyetlerinde
yoksul koyliilerin ve fabrika is¢ilerinin maddi imkénlarin1 ve kiiltiirel yasantilarini karsilamak igin
gerekenleri dikkate almalidir. Poulantzas’a (1980, s. 127) gore, Gramsci’nin fagizme karsi miicadelede,
“fagizm karsit1 halk devrimi”ni onayladig1 goriilmektedir.

Gramsci fagizmi, kiiciik burjuvazinin ulusal yasam sahnesinde sundugu son imge olarak
degerlendirmektedir (Macciocchi, 2000, s. 26). Gramsci’nin gerceklesmeyen 6ngoriisii, 1924 yilinda
ortaya koydugu “fasizmin ¢okiisiiniin uzak olmadigi” fikridir. Italyan Sosyalist Partisi’nden
Matteotti’'nin fagizm yanlilarinca 1924 yilinda 6ldiiriilmesinin ardindan, Ulusal Fasist Parti'ye (NFP)
kars1 biiyilik bir tepki olusmustur. Bu olay sonrasinda Gramsci, fagizmin yikiliginin erken zamanda
gergeklesecegini ongormiigse de NFP kisa siirede kendini toparlamis; otoritesini pekistirerek yoluna
devam etmistir (Fiori, 1989, s. 164).

Gramsci’nin sOylemleri ¢ercevesinde fagizm, otoriterlige ve ortak kabule dayali bir ideoloji olarak
tanimlanabilir. Bu ortak kabullerin saglanmasinda kitle iletisim araglari temel rol {istlenir. Gramsci’ye
gore fagizm, egemen siniflarin hegemonyasim siirdiirmek ve is¢i sinifinin 6rgiitlii giiciinii kirmak tizere
ortaya cikan silahli bir reaksiyon hareketidir. Fagist hareketin basarisi, 6zellikle kiiglik burjuvazinin
genis kitlelerini mobilize edebilme kapasitesinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Fagizm yalnizca ekonomik
cikarlar koruyan bir yapi olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda kiiltiirel ve ideolojik bir hegemonya mekanizmasi
olarak da iglev goriir. Bu baglamda ¢alisma, medya ve fasizm iliskileri ile devam etmektedir.

iki Gelenekselin Ortakhgi, Fasizm ve Medya Iliskisi

Yazili basin, radyo ve televizyon gibi kitle iletisim araglari, Sriramesh ve Vercic’e (2009, s. 69)
gore, hakim ve basat konumda bulunan ya da etkili bir konuma ulagmay1 hedefleyen ideolojiler i¢in
vazgecilmezdir. Akarcali (2003), bu goriisii destekleyerek, medyanin fasist yonetimlerin etkili oldugu
donemlerde siklikla yararlandiklar1 araglardan biri oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Akarcali’nin
goriislerinden hareketle medya unsurlarinin fagist yonetimlerde 6zellikle propaganda amacglh kullanimi
akla gelmektedir. Gerek Italyan fasizmi gerekse Alman nasyonal sosyalizmi, kurumsal olarak
goriislerini dayatmak ve ideolojiyi halka yaymak i¢in basin yayin organlarimi etkin olarak kullanan
yonetimler olarak karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir. Ideolojik korku, diisman karakterlerin betimlenmesi,
otoritenin giliclendirilmesi ve giiglii lider imajinin olusturulmasi, bu siireglerde kitle iletigim
aygitlarindan beklenen faydalar olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Ideolojik korku cogunlukla diiman
karakter iizerinden okunabilir. D’Amato’nun (2016) ifadesiyle, totaliter rejimler hem popiiler inanci
hem de korku seviyesini 6nemli bir diizeye getirme ¢abasinda bulunan fasist yonetimledir. Bu rejimler
cikardiklar basin yasalariyla sansiir veya yayin organlarina el koyma hakkini ellerinde tutmuslardir.
(Macciocchi, 2000, s. 36). Kitle iletisimin kontrol altina alindig1 otokratik yonetimlerde basin toplumsal
korkuyu canli tutarak diisman imgesini hatirlatan araglara dontigmiistiir.

Toplumsal korku iretimi diginda, kitle iletisim aygitlarn fasist yonetimlerde g¢ogunlukla
propaganda amach kullamilmistir. Karaca’ya (2018) gore, “propaganda, 20. ylizyilin ilk yarisinda
totaliter rejimler tarafindan kiilt liderlik insasinda etkili bir iletisim arac1” olarak kullanilmistir. Cak1’ya
(2018) gore ise, Nazilerin Propaganda Bakanligi'n1 yiiriiten Joseph Goebbels, Hitler figiiriini “kiilt lider”
olarak insa etmeye ¢aligsmis, radyo ve sinema gibi kitle iletisim araglarin1 bu amagla basarili bir sekilde
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kullanmistir. Caki ve Karaca’dan hareketle, totaliler yonetimlerin 6zellikle kiilt lider olgusunu insa
etmek ve ideolojiyi yaymak i¢in kitle iletisim araglarini etkin bir sekilde kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir.

Otoriter veya fasist yonetimlerin medya lzerindeki baskisi donemsel olarak hissedilse de
medyanin toplumsal kontrol amach kullanimi ve otokratik yonelimler, giiniimiizde yaygin bir sekilde
devam etmektedir. Geleneksel medyada sansiir, kisith bilgilendirme ve manipiilasyon gibi yontemlerle
ortaya ¢ikan baskici otorite figiirii, modern ¢agda dijital medyada benzer egilimlerle, farkl figiirlerde
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Herman & Chomsky, 1988; McChesney, 2000).

Klasik fagist rejimlerin, kitle iletisim araglarini propaganda ve toplumsal kontrol amagl olarak
etkin bigimde kullandig1 acikca goriilmektedir. Dijital teknolojilerin yayginlsamasi ile kitle iletisim
araglar1 geleneksel yapilarindan ¢ikip degisim gecirmis ve dijital medya olarak adlandirilan yeni bir
mecra ortaya ¢cikmistir. Bu baglamda dijital medya kavrami, internet iizerinden bilgi aktarimimin
yapildig1 ve etkilesimin gergeklestigi cesitli mecralar tanimlamak i¢in kullanilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla,
fagizmin giliniimiiz kosullarinda medya ile iligkisinin anlagilmas1 i¢in geleneksel medyadan dijital
medyaya gerceklesen doniisiimiin dikkate alinmasi gerekmektedir. Giiniimiizde dijital mecranin en
onemli unsuru sosyal medya platformlaridir (Castells, 2013). Bu platformlar, 6zgiir diisiincenin ifade
edilebilecegi alanlar olarak kurgulanmis olsa da medya ve toplum iizerindeki kontrol, bu alanlarda da
kendini hissettirmektedir (Bennett & Segerberg, 2013; Fuchs, 2016). Uzun zamandir yeni tiir davranigsal
manipiilasyonlarla dolu bir diinyaya girildigini belirten Helbing (2017), giiniimiiziin bilgi servisleri ve
biiyiik veri sirketlerinin, gegmiste totaliter devletleri yonetmek i¢in ihtiyag duyulandan ¢ok daha fazla
veriye sahip olduklarini, bdyle bir giiclin bir noktadan sonra kétiiye kullanilmamasinin pek miimkiin
olmadigini belirtmektedir. Biiyiik veri ile ilgili ortak endigelerin yaninda, Daniels’e (2009) gore, internet
ve dijital medya sadece yeni bir fenomen degil; bir siiredir fasist sGylemleri yenileme potansiyeli sunan
bir aragtir. Acker (2018), yeni ve dijitallesmis fasizmde, kitlelerin sosyal medya araciligiyla kendilerini
manipiile ettikleri ve hiyerarsik orgiitlerin propaganda teknikleri tarafindan yanlis yonlendirildikleri
cikariminda bulunmustur. Acker, dijital medyanin kitlelerin kendi manipiilasyonlarimi yapabilecekleri
bir "dijital fagizm” in ortaya ¢ikmasina sebep oldugu diisiincesini 6ne siirmektedir. Brezilya'da yeni
cumhurbagkan1 se¢imlerinde, kitlelerin kendi manipiilasyonlarini yapmasinin, dijital fagizmin zaferine
isaret ettigini belirten Acker, bu durumun internet medyasim1 daha az tehlikeli yapmadigim
vurgulamaktadir. Bu yorum Turner’a (2019) gore, sosyal medyanin liberal bakis agilarmin yerini aldigi
ve otoriter bakis acilarimin giliclendigi yeni algi diizeni ortaya ¢ikardigini gostermektedir.

Dijital medya ve 6zelde sosyal medya eksenli platformlar, Ganesh’e (2018) gore, dinamik dogas1
ve katilim engellerinin diisiik olmasi nedeniyle, siiriiler gibi davranan gruplar ve bu gruplarin iginde
biiyiiyen dijital nefret kiiltiirleri olusturmaktadir. Bu tlir gruplarin iiyeleri genellikle daha genis bir
dinamigin veya glindemin pargasi olduklarinin farkinda degildir. Bir yandan, giinliik sdylemler ile siyasi
propaganda arasindaki sinirlar belirsizlesirken, 6te yandan iiyeler sadece bilgi tiiketmekle kalmamakta,
ayn1 zamanda igerigi begenerek, paylasarak veya yorum yaparak bilgi iiretiminde yer almaktadir
(Bogerts & Fielitz, 2019). Bu siirecin sonunda, bireyler potansiyel fasist olarak islev gérmektedirler
(Phillips, 2018). Reichardt’a (2002) gore, bahsedilen grup iiyelerini bir arada tutan motivasyon,
ideolojik tutarliliktan ¢ok, dijital toplulugun grup olusturma yolunda calisan kiiltiirel uygulamalardir.
Bu dijital kiiltiirlere, saldirgan sdylemler ve ihlal edici davranislar yoluyla déhil olmak, kolektif bir
kimlik i¢in anlaml1 bir arag olarak gdsterilmektedir.

Umberto Eco (1995), ‘kok-fasizm’ (ur-fascism) iizerine yazdig1r makalede, "Fasizm en masum
kiliklarda bile geri donebilir." ifadesini kullanmustir. Fekete’ye (2018) gore, fagizm, bugiin sinirli erisimi
olan gizli alanlarda beklemekte; dijital kiiltiirlerdeki uygulamalar bigiminde tekrar giin yliziine
¢ikmaktadir. Iordachi’nin (2015) ifadesiyle, Italya ve Almanya’da giic kazanan asir1 sag hareketler
disinda siyasi anlamda bir basar1 saglayamayan fasizm ideolojisi, Avrupa siyasetini sekillendirerek iki
savag arasindaki yillarla sinirli kalmayip, gliniimiize kadar varligin1 korumustur.

Coe (2015, s. 22), sosyal mecralarin her zaman ve her yerde erisiminin miimkiin olmasiyla, bir
cesit “kamusal alan” olusturdugunu ifade etmektedir. Balkin’e (2004) gore, bu kamusal alanda ortaya
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cikan ifade veya yorum, bireye 6zel goriindiigii kadar, toplumsal da bir olgudur. Ciinkii ifade bireyin
agzindan ¢iktiktan sonra konusulur, yorumlanir ve tartisilir. Dolayistyla ifadeler ayn1 zamanda kolektif
olma 6zelligi tasimaktadir. Ifadelerin kolektif bir alana isaret etmesi, sosyal medyay: kullananlar1 ve
iiretenleri kars1 karsiya getirmektedir. Bu noktada medya kullanicilart ve devlet kurumlari, ifadenin
Ozglirliigli ile beraber sosyal sorumluluk geregince sosyal aglarin kendi 6z denetimlerini
gergeklestirmeleri konusunda baski kurmaktadir (Hintz, 2016, ss. 334-335). Coe’ya (2015, s. 24) gore
sosyal medya, ifade 0zgiirliigii sayesinde hangi sosyal yapidan gelmis olursa olsun, kullanicilara daha
fazla s6z alma imkam sunmakta; ayni zamanda sansiire, engele ve Onyargilara maruz kalarak
paylasimlarin kisitlanmasina da sebep olmaktadir. Calisma dijital fagizm kavramina yonelik akademik
tartigmalar ile devam edecektir.

Dijital Fasizm ve Algoritmalarin Otoritesi

Dijital fagizm, literatiirden elde edilen veriler 1s181nda otoriter ideolojilerin dijital teknolojiler ve
platformlar aracihiiyla siirdiiriilmesi ve yayilmasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin
kisitlanmasi, gozetim ve sansiir mekanizmalarmin yogun kullanimi gibi 6zellikler barindirmaktadir.
Kavramin toplumsal etkilerini daha iyi anlamak i¢in Hannah Arendt'in totalitarizm teorisinden
faydalanilabilecegi diisiiniilebilir. Hannah Arendt'in totalitarizm teorisi, bireyselligi ortadan kaldirmay1
amaclayan toplam egemenlik kavramina odaklanmaktadir (Aharony, 2010). Franz Neumann'in Nazi
Almanyasi'ni bir “devlet olmayan” olarak analiz etmesinden etkilenmistir. Bu bakis acis1, "Totaliterligin
Kokenleri"ndeki (Iakovou, 2009) yaklasimini sekillendiren bir bakis agis1 olarak algilanabilir. Arendt,
totalitarizmi hem kamusal hem de 6zel alanlar1 yok eden, terdrle yonetilen, ideolojik telkinle isaretlenen
anti-politik bir fenomen olarak nitelendirmektedir (Spector, 2016).

Fasizmi aciklayan geleneksel ve yenilikgi teorilerden hareketle, dijitallesme ile birlikte toplumlar
ve iletisim araglar1 doniisiim gecirmeye baslamis ve bu doniisiim, gorece fasist arglimanlarin yayilimina
uygun mecralarin ortaya ¢ikisini saglamistir. Fielitz ve Marcks (2019, s. 14), dijital toplumun en énemli
sosyallesme alanlarindan olan sosyal medya platformlarinin, bu yaklasima uygun olarak, fasist mantiga
yatkin algi diizenleri iirettigini iddia etmektedir. Daniels (2009), Tornberg ve Wahlstrom'iin (2017) ortak
goriisiine gore, Web 2.0 ile sosyal medya, siyasi degisimin merkezi faktorii olarak gelismistir. Internet,
1990'larda ifade Ozgiirligiini genigletmek icin bir arag¢ olarak diisiiniiliirken, fasist ideolojilerin
savunmasiz ve agik toplumlar1 sabote etmek i¢in kullandig1 bir alana donligmiistiir.

Bennett ve Segerberg (2013), dijital cagda sosyal etkilesimlerin nasil ¢alistigini, 6zellikle de
kitlesel manipiilasyonu yeniden diistinmek gerektigini belirtmistir. Dijital platformlar fikirlerin, ticaretin
ve catigsmalarin merkezi bir pazar haline gelmis ve kolektif eylemi derinden degistirmistir Bennett ve
Segerberg’den hareketle, fasizmin ideolojik gelisimi ve fasist argiimanlarin dagitimi igin gerekli olan
manipiilasyon, yine bu dijital platformlar yoluyla yapilmaktadir. Literatiirden elde edilen veriler
cergevesinde, dijital cagin her ne kadar fasist ideolojilerin yok olusunu hizlandiracagi, merkeziyetgi-
otoriter iktidarlarin sonunu getirecegi diisiiniilse de sistemde var olan agik kapilar veya sistemin kendisi,
kendi diismanim iiretebilmekte veya uygun ortam hazirlayabilmektedir. Gramsci’nin (1971), italyan
fagist yonetimin kendini kisa siirede yok edecegi Ongoriisiiniin gerceklesmemesi gibi, dijital
teknolojilerle birlikte fagist goriislerin azalacagina yonelik goriislerin de hayal kiriklig ile sonuglandigi,
dijital mecralarin fasist ideolojiler i¢in gelisim ve yayilim araglarina doniistiigii diisiiniilebilir.
Gramsci’nin akademik yanilgisina benzer bir durum giiniimiizde yasanmakta; dijital iletisim mecralar
ekstremist sdylemlerin yayilmasi i¢in yaygin ve etkili bicimde kullanilmaktadir (Castells, 2013). Fagist-
ekstremist sdylem ve argiimanlarin basta sosyal medya olmak iizere kitlesel olarak yeniden iiretilmesi,
yayilmasi, genel bir yaklagimla “dijital fagizm” olarak adlandirilsa da bu yaklagim fasizm, kavrami
olusturan iki parametreden biri olarak kabul edilebilir. Dijital fagizm, bilginin kontrolii yoluyla saglanan
otorite, sansiir ve manipiilasyon temelli ikinci bir yaklagimla da agiklanmaktadir.

Web 2,0 ile birlikte internetin etkilesimlilik (interactivity) 6zelligi kazandigi, bu etkilesimin
sosyal medya platformlarini dogurdugu bilinmektedir. Web 2,0 etkilesimi, salt igerik danigmanliginin
Otesine gecen, kullanici katilimini ve ortak icerigi saglayan karmasik bir olgudur (Mechant & De Marez,
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2012). Etkilesim bu noktada genellikle katilim ve demokrasiyi saglayan bir arag¢ olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Jarrett, 2008).

Web 2.0 ve sosyal medya platformlarmin etkilesim 6zelligi, biiyiik veri toplama ve manipiilasyon
stireclerini miimkiin kilarak, fagizmin yeniden iiretildigi bir mecra olusturmustur. Sosyal medya,
baslangigta bireylerin 6zgiirce fikir paylasabilecegi bir alan olarak tasarlanmis olsa da bu platformlar
bireylerin davranislarini ve goriislerini manipiile etmek i¢in kullanilabilmektedir. Bu siirecte 6zellikle
biiyiik veri kritik rol oynamaktadir. Ozellikle sosyal medya platformlar1 yoluyla elde edilen biiyiik veri,
bireylerin davranislarini tahmin etme ve yonlendirme amaciyla sirketler ve otoriter rejimler tarafindan
kullanilabilir (Lanier, 2018). Ayrica, sosyal medya platformlar aracilifiyla yayilan yanls bilgi ve
dezenformasyon, bireylerin hem siyasi hem de sosyal baglamlarda manipiile edilmesine neden olabilir
(Scheufele & Krause, 2019). Dijital fagizm kavrami, bu baglamda sadece asirilik¢1 ideolojilerin dijital
alanlarda yeniden iiretimini degil, aynm1 zamanda bu platformlardan elde edilen veri giiciinlin birey,
toplum ve devletler lizerinde kontrol saglamak i¢in kullaniminmi1 da ifade etmektedir (Pada, 2023;
Schroeder, 2019). Sosyal medya ve dijital teknolojilerin iletisim amach kullanimi yeni toplumsal
problem alanlar1 olusturmustur. Ozellikle bireye ait her tiirlii bilgiyi igeren biiyiik veri kiimelerinin
ortaya ¢ikmasi ile birlikte, baskici yonetimler ve sirketlerin bu verileri kullanilma potansiyeli, birey
haklarmina yonelik bir tehdit haline gelmistir. Dijital fagizm, bu iki boyutlu sorunu tanimlamak igin
kullanilan bir kavramdir. Dijital ortamlar, fasist ideolojilerin yayilmasini ve yeniden iiretilmesini
saglarken, ayni zamanda bu mecralardan elde edilen veriler, toplumsal kontrol amagli olarak sirketler
ve devletler tarafindan kullanilmaktadir (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019; Fuchs, 2022).

Fielitz & Marcks’a gore, sosyal medya platformlari, dramatik anlatilar, gaslighting teknikleri ve
metrik manipiilasyonu gibi yontemlerle korku yaratmakta ve post-gerceklik (post-truth) ortaminda
dezenformasyonun yayilmasina zemin hazirlamaktadir (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019). Ayrica, dijital
teknolojilerin geligimi, devletlerin ve sirketlerin bireylerin davraniglarini izleme ve yonlendirme
yeteneklerini genisletmis, bu da demokrasi ve ozgiirliikkler i¢cin dnemli bir tehdit olusturmustur. Bu
baglamda olgu, dijital mecralarin ideolojik manipiilasyon i¢in kullanilmas1 ve ayni1 zamanda toplumsal
giiciin veriler araciligiyla kontrol edilmesi siirecinin bir birlesimidir. Bu tehdit, yalnizca otoriter rejimler
degil, aynm1 zamanda demokratik toplumlarda da gozlemlenebilir (Fuchs, 2022; Mantellassi, 2023).

Yapilan kapsaml alanyazin taramasina gore, “dijital fagizm” kavrami ilk kez Prof. Dr. Dirk
Helbing tarafindan “Digital Fascism Rising? Can We Still Stop a World of Technological
Totalitarianism?” (Dijital Fagizm Yiikseliyor mu? Teknolojik Totalitarizmin Hiikiim Siirdiigii Bir
Diinyay1 Héla Durdurabilir miyiz? (Helbing, 2017) baslikl1 bir makalede kullanilmistir. Helbing’in bu
kullanimindan 6nce, igerik olarak sosyal medya veya dijital ortamlarda fasizmin yiikselisi veya otoriter
sistemlerle ilgili (network fasizmi vb.) elestirilere rastlanmaktadir. ilgili calismalar dijital veya fagizm
kavramlarimi ayr1 ayr1 kullanmakla beraber, bu iki ifadenin birlikte ve kavramsal olarak kullanimina dair
daha eski ¢aligmalara rastlanmamistir. Bu bilgi 1s181nda, dijital fasizm kavramini ilk kullanan kisinin
“Dirk Helbing” oldugu sdylenebilir. Helbing, kavrami demokrasinin dinamikleri, insan haklar1 ve
modern diinyanin temellerini olusturan temel hak ve 6zgiirliikler ¢cergcevesinde ele almaktadir. Helbing,
ozgiirliikklere dayali modern yasam anlayisinin ve demokrasinin, dnlem alimmadig takdirde, biyiik
veriyi elinde barindiran kurum veya kuruluslar tarafindan yok edilebilecegi diisiincesini dile
getirmektedir. Helbing, “dijital fagizm” kavramini “teknolojik totalitarizm” ile ilintilendirmekte; bilgiyi
elinde tutan veri toplayicilarinin, veri toplandik¢a davranislarimizi biitiiniiyle tahmin ederek ve giderek
daha fazla kontrol etmeye ¢alisacaklarini ifade etmektedir. Helbing’e (2017) gdre, énlem alinmadigi
takdirde yakin gelecekte insanlar kitlesel gdzetim, bireyler {izerinde etik olmayan deneyler, toplum
miihendisligi, zorla uyum saglama, propaganda ve sansiir, iyiliksever diktatorliik, (6ngoriicii) polislik,
insanlara farkli deger verilmesi ve insan haklarinin goreliligi gibi sorunlarla karsi karsiya kalabilecektir.

Helbing’in biiyiik veri ve fagizm diislincesinin 6tesinde “dijital fagizm” kavramini akademik
olarak inceleyen iki kitap dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bunlardan ilki Simon Strick’in 2021'de yayimladig1
“Rechte Gefiihle: Affekte und Strategien des digitalen Faschismus” (Strick, 2021) (Sagc1 Duygular:
Dijital Fasizmin Etkileri ve Stratejileri) isimli kitaptir. Strick, dijital ortamda asir1 sag hareketlerin nasil
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yapilandigin1 ve toplumsal normlari nasil yeniden sekillendirdigini incelemektedir. Dijital fasizm
kavramini inceleyen diger kitap, 2022 yilinda “Christian Fuchs” tarafindan yayinlanmistir. Fuchs, dijital
fagizm kavramim kapsamli bir sekilde yine Strick’e yakin bir akademik yaklasimla ele almaktadir. Fuchs
(2022), “Digital Fascism. Media, Communication and Society” (Dijital Fagizm. Medya, Iletisim ve
Toplum) adli kitabinda, olgunun ag iizerinden nasil yeniden iiretildigini incelemektedir. Calisma, sosyal
medya ve dijital platformlarda otoriterligin, irk¢iligin ve agir1 milliyetciligin nasil yayildigini cesitli vaka
incelemeleriyle ele almaktadir. Kitap, Donald Trump'in sosyal medya kullanimi, Nazi kutlamalar gibi
ornekler iizerinden, asirilik¢i hareketlerin dijital diinyadaki etkinliklerini arastirmaktadir.

Dijital fasizm, fasist 6zelliklerin ve fagizm dinamiklerinin dogrudan dijital diinyadaki sosyal
yapilarda goériinen bir varyasyonu olarak diisiiniilebilir. Son yillarda ortaya c¢ikan bir fenomen olarak
dijital fasizm, orgiitsel acidan klasik fasizmden 6nemli 6l¢iide farklilik gostermektedir ve bu nedenle
fagist dinamiklerle miicadele etmede giincel uygulamalar yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Ciinkii dijital fagizm
son derece akigkan ve karmagiktir. Odak noktasi olarak net bir orgiitsel merkezden yoksundur. Bu
nedenle siyasi karakterler, soyut bir muhaliftir. Sivil toplum aktoérlerinin bu fenomene nasil
yaklasacaklar1 ve tam olarak kime veya neye karst cikilmasi gerektigine nasil karar verecekleri
konusunda belirsizlikler mevcuttur (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019).

Sosyal medya, baslangi¢ noktasi itibariyle ifade 6zgiirliigiiniin gelismesine katki saglayacak bir
ara¢ olarak diisliniilmesine karsin, baz1 marjinal ve siddet yanlis1 siyasi diislincelere sahip gruplarin
fikirlerini yaymak icin kullandigi araglara doniismiistiir (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019, s. 1). Sosyal medyay1
kotii amaglarla kullanan kisi ya da gruplar ifade 6zgiirliigline darbe vurarak, fagizmi yeni bir boyuta
tasimigtir. Helbing (2017), bu noktada yeni bir fagizm tiiriiyle kars1 karsiya oldugumuz iddiasindadir.
Bu yeni tiir fagizmin elinde bulundurdugu imkén ve giig, gecmiste fasistlerin hayalini kurdugu biitiin
temel amag ve hedeflere ulasilmasi i¢in yeterli goriilmektedir.

Sosyal medyada gelisen ve yayilan asirilikgt akimlarm yayilim motivasyonlar, ilgili
paradigmalarin temel dogasina ters Ozellikler barmdirabilir. Sosyal medyanin dogasi ve asirilik¢i
akimlarin dinamikleri birlikte degerlendirildiginde, dijital alanlar aslinda kati merkeziyetci ve kontrolcii
fagist akimlarin dogasiyla uyusmamaktadir. Rosenberg’e (2012) gore, sosyal medyadaki tartismanin
herkese acikligi, kamuoyunun esit erisimi, klasik fagizmdeki son derece merkeziyetci Orgiitlenme
bicimine karsitlik olusturmaktadir. Ozellikle, tartisma platformlarinda ve sohbet forumlarinda biiyiiyen
alt kiiltiir gruplari, hakim olan stratejik yonetimden farkli goriislerin ortaya ¢ikmasina yol agabilmektedir
(Coleman, 2014; Phillips, 2018).

Sosyal aglardaki tiim O6zneler birbirleriyle dogrudan temas halindedir. Ayrica fagist aktorler,
gruplara rehberlik ederek ve sosyal medyanin farkli seviyelerini dolduran, goriiniiste dagilmis nefreti
yonlendirerek "lidersizlere liderlik etme" (Tufekci, 2017) c¢abalarna katilmaktadir. Sonu¢ olarak
Ganesh’in (2018) ifadelerine gore, bu dijital nefret kiiltiirlerinin iiyeleri fasist dinamiklerin bir parcasi
olduklarinin farkinda bile olmayabilmektedir. Tufekci’nin ortaya koydugu "lidersizlere liderlik etmek"
yaklagimi, emirleri yerine getirmekten ¢ok, duygular1 harekete gegmeye tesvik etmekte oldugu igin
dolayl1 bir siire¢ olarak tanimlanabilir. Bu nedenle dijital bir liderin gorevi, bu dijital makinenin kendileri
lehine ¢aligmasini saglamak i¢in sosyal medyada dogru hamlelerde bulunmaktir. Lovink ve Rossiter’a
(2018) gore, sosyal medya insanlar birbirleriyle dogrudan bir iliskiye sokarak, karsilikli referanslar igin
yapisal bir ortam ve algoritma tabanli etkilesim yoluyla gizli bir rehberlik sunmaktadir. Boylece sosyal
medya, yar isbirlik¢i siireclerin gesitli alanlarda simiile edildigi bir “hiper-organizasyon” bi¢imi ve
“aglar icin bir ag” haline gelmektedir.

Anti-liberalizm, anti-komiinizm ve ulusalcilik gibi goriigleri bulunan, siyasi liderlerin tilkedeki
biitiin kurumlar1 kontrol ettigi, totaliter bir yonetim sekli olan fagizm (Hobsbawm, 2017), icinde
bulundugu toplumda yalnizca yonetime ve siyasi erklere hilkmetmekle kalmamig; ayni zamanda
ekonomiyi, sendikalari, dini kurumlari, medyay1 ve egitimi kendi denetiminde tutmustur (Baradat, 2012,
s. 306). Korkunun karsilikli iiretimi ve gii¢lendirilmesi, sosyal medyanin yapisal kosullar ile fagizmin
icsel mantig1 arasindaki merkezi iletim agidir. Dijital ¢agda fagizmin yeni ylizii bu nedenle aktiftir ve
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daha genis ¢evrimigi alt kiiltiirler ile orgiitlii aktivizm bigimleri arasinda sanal ittifaklar ve karsilikl
baglantilar kurabilir (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019, s. 19).

Helbing’e (2017) gore, dijital totaliter organizasyonlara kars1 koymak i¢in giiclii siber altyapilar,
demokratik bir siber altyapr kullanimi, insan haklar1 ve insan onurunu géz 6niinde bulundurarak etik
kullanim ve 0Ozellikle merkeziyetsizlik yoluyla siber giivenlik saglanmalidir. Yine Helbing’e gore
kiiresel fagizmin dijitalde tutunmasi icin sosyal yap1 ¢ok uygundur ve eger harekete gegilmezse daha
fazla veri toplanacak, insan davranislari biitiiniiyle tahmin edilecek, giderek daha fazla kontrol saglamak
igin giiclii algoritmalar kullanilacak ve bunlar 6nlemek giin gectikge zorlasacaktir.

Elde edilen bilgiler ve literatiir gercevesinde dijital fagizmin iki temel g¢ergeveye oturtulmasi
miimkiindiir. Bu baglamda kavram i¢in iki farkl1 tanim gelistirilebilir:

1.Fuchs, Strick ve digerlerine gore (Fielitz & Marcks, 2019; Fuchs, 2022; Strick, 2021) dijital
fagizm, geleneksel fagizmin dijital ortamda yeniden sekillenmis hali olarak tanimlanir. Bu tanima gore
“dijital fasizm”, ekstremist ideolojilerin internet ve sosyal medya aracilifiyla yayilmasiyla ortaya ¢ikar.
Merkezi bir lider veya orgiit zorunlu degildir. Nefret sOylemleri, komplo teorileri ve manipiilatif
igeriklerle kitleler internet iizerinden radikallesir.

2. Helbing’in (2017) yaklagimina gore, dijital fasizm, modern teknolojilerin bireylerin
ozgiirliiklerini kisitlamak, gozetim altinda tutmak ve kontrol etmek amaciyla kullanildig1 otoriter bir
uygulama sekli olarak ele alimir. Bu tanima gore, hiikiimetler, teknoloji sirketleri veya biiyiik veriye
ulasabilen kuruluslar dijital araglar1 kullanarak bireyler iizerinde baski kurar, 6zgiirliikkleri sinirlar ve
gbzetim uygular.

Bu iki farkli bakis acisi, dijital fagizmi hem ideolojik yayilim hem de teknolojik kontrol
mekanizmalar1 baglaminda degerlendirmektedir. Ortaya ¢ikan iki yaklagimdan hareketle dijital fagizmin
ortak bir tanimlamasini yapmak miimkiindiir. Dijital fagizm, geleneksel fagizmin dijital diinyada yeniden
bicimlenmis hali olarak, hem asirilik¢1 ideolojilerin internet ve sosyal medya araciligiyla yayilmasim
hem de modern teknolojilerin bireyler iizerinde otoriter kontrol, gézetim ve baski uygulamak amaciyla
kullanilmasini ifade etmektedir. Bu kavram, merkezi bir lider veya orgiite ihtiyag duymadan, nefret
sOylemleri, komplo teorileri ve manipiilatif igeriklerle kitleleri radikallestirirken, ayn1 zamanda
hiikiimetler, biiyiik teknoloji sirketleri veya giiclii kuruluglar tarafindan bireylerin 6zgiirliiklerinin
kisitlanmasi ve siirekli gdzetim altinda tutulmasi i¢in dijital araglarin kullanilmasiyla sekillenmektedir.

Glincel galigmalara gore (Fuchs, 2016, 2022; Helbing, 2017; Zuboft, 2019), giiniimiizde dijital
fagizm iki temel yaklasim iizerinden iiretilmektedir. Bunlar, dijital medya yoluyla irk¢1 sdylemlerin
yeniden {iiretilmesi ve gdzetim teknolojileri, sansiir, erisim engeli, biiyiik verinin kullanimi1 yoluyla
gerceklesen dijital totalitarizm olarak siniflandirilabilir. Calisma, dijital fagizmin yeniden ve nasil
iiretildigini gosteren giincel vakalarin analizi ile devam edecektir.

Yontem

Bu calisma, dijital fasizm kavramini anlamak ve analiz etmek amaciyla, nitel bir aragtirma
yontemi kullanmigtir. Caligmada bilimsel aragtirma ve yaym etigine uyulmustur. Arastirma iki temel
asamadan olugmaktadir. Literatiir taramasi yoluyla, dijital fagizmin tanimi, boyutlar ve ortaya ¢ikis
dinamikleri incelenmistir. Christian Fuchs (2022), Dirk Helbing (2017) ve Fielitz & Marcks (2019) gibi
aragtirmacilarin ¢aligmalarina dayanarak kavramin teorik altyapisi olusturulmustur. Ayrica, klasik
fagizm ile dijital fagizm arasindaki baglantilar karsilagtirmali bir yaklagimla ele alinmigtir. Aragtirmanin
ikinci asamasinda, dijital fagizmin ¢esitli boyutlarini ve etkilerini somut 6rnekler tizerinden incelemek
amactyla vaka analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Ornek olaylar, sosyal medya platformlar1 ve dijital
teknolojiler araciligiyla gergeklesen nefret sdylemleri, manipiilasyon ve gozetim politikalar1 etrafinda
secilmistir. Segilen vakalarm her biri, uluslararasi medyada genis yer bulmustur. Bu baglamda birincil
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ve ikincil verilere ulagmay1 kolaylastirmistir. Kitlesel etkinligine ve ¢alismanin literatiir altyapisina
uygun sekilde amagli 6rneklem yoluyla secilen {i¢ vaka su sekildedir:

Vaka 1: Myanmar’da Rohingya Krizi ve Facebook un nefret s6yleminin yayilimindaki rolii.

Vaka 2: Hindistan'da Aadhaar Biyometrik Kimlik Sistemi’nin gézetim politikalar1 ve bireysel
ozgirliikler iizerindeki etkisi.

Vaka 3: 2024 ABD Baskanlik Se¢imlerinde X platformunun algoritmik manipiilasyonu.

Her bir vaka, ii¢ temel boyutta sistematik olarak analiz edilmistir: (1) Baglamsal analiz ile
vakalarin arka plani ve ortaya ¢ikis kosullar1 incelenmistir. (2) Aktor analizi ile siirece dahil olan temel
paydaslar, bu aktorlerin rolleri ve aralarindaki etkilesimler belirlenmistir. (3) Sosyal etki
degerlendirmesiyle, dijital fagizmin her bir vakadaki toplumsal sonuglari ve daha genis baglamdaki
etkileri ortaya konmustur. Arastirma verileri, uluslararasi kuruluslarin raporlari, akademik makaleler,
haberler, aragtirmaci gazetecilik raporlan ve ilgili kamusal belgeler gibi ikincil nitel kaynaklardan elde
edilmistir. Bu kapsamli yontemsel yaklasim ile dijital platformlarin ve algoritmik teknolojilerin
giiniimiiz toplumlarinda dijital fagizmin yayilmasina ve giiglenmesine nasil imkéan sagladig1 konusunda
derinlemesine ve glivenilir bulgulara ulasilmas1 amaglanmistir.

Dijital Fasizm: Vaka Cahsmalariyla Bir Inceleme
Vaka 1: Myanmar’da Rohingya Krizi ve Facebook
Konu ve Baglam

Birlesmis Milletler (BM), 2016 yili Kasim aymmda Myanmar’in Arakan eyaletinde yasayan
Miisliiman azinlhiga yonelik bir etnik temizlik uygulandigini bildirmistir (Cakan, 2018). Bu siiregte
meydana gelen 1rk¢1 siddetin sosyal medya paylasimlan aracilifiyla artirildigi, Birlesmis Milletler
raporlariyla ortaya konulmaktadir. Bu baglamda, 6zellikle Facebook adli sosyal medya platformunun,
Rohingya (Arakan) Misliimanlarina kars: yiriitiilen nefret sdyleminin yayilmasinda temel araglardan
biri olarak kullanildig1 belirtilmektedir. Birlesmis Milletler Insan Haklar1 Konseyi tarafindan 2018
yilinda yayimlanan "Report of the Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar"
baglikli rapora gore, Facebook platformu iizerinden yayillan k¢t ve saldirgan igeriklerin
engellenmesinde platformun yeterli ve zamaninda 6nlem alamadig1 vurgulanmaktadir. Raporda ayrica,
Facebook araciligiyla yayilan nefret sdylemlerinin ve manipiilatif igeriklerin, yasanan soykirim ve
kitlesel gdce zemin hazirladig: ifade edilmektedir. Her ne kadar platformun zaman igerisinde konuya
yonelik tutumunda iyilesmeler gézlenmis olsa da, Facebook’un Myanmar’da gergeklesen olaylara karsi
baslangigtaki miidahalesinin yetersiz ve gecikmeli olduguna dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Bu baglamda, sosyal
medya paylagimlarinin ve mesajlarinin gercek diinyadaki ayrimcilik ve siddet eylemlerini ne 6lgiide
tetiklediginin kapsamli ve bagimsiz incelemelerle arastirilmasi gerektigi belirtilmektedir. Ayrica
raporda, Facebook'un tilkeler bazinda nefret sdyleminin yayilimina dair spesifik veri saglayamamasinin,
Birlesmis Milletler Misyonu tarafindan iiziintiiyle karsilandig1 kaydedilmistir (United Nations Human
Rights Council "Report of the Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on Myanmar, 2018).

BM raporunun diginda, ilgili donemde Facebook adli platformun 1rke1 eylemler i¢in kullanigh bir
araca donlismesi tiim diinyada elestirilmis ve tehlikenin boyutuna dikkat g¢ekilmistir. Mozur’a gore,
Facebook platformu, askeri liderlerin ve asir1 sagci gruplarin Rohingya Miisliimanlarina yonelik nefret
sOylemi yaymasinda biiyiikk rol oynamis; yanlis bilgiler ve nefret igerikleri yoluyla, toplumun
radikallesmesine ve siddetin artmasina zemin hazirlamistir. Facebook algoritmalari, etkilesim orani
yiiksek (¢ogunlukla kigkirtici ve nefret dolu) iceriklerin daha genis kitlelere ulagmasini saglamistir.
Ayrica platform, 1rk¢i icerikleri zamaninda tespit edip, kaldirmakta basarisiz olmustur. Bu siireg,
Facebook iizerinden iiretilen irk¢1 ve siddete dayali sdylemlerin siiratle yayilmasi saglamistir (Mozur,
2018). Myanmar’da Rohingya Miisliimanlarina yonelik nefret sdylemi ve etnik temizlik, dijital
platformlarin otoriter ve ayrimei politikalarla nasil i¢ ice gecebilecegine dair somut bir drnek



Demir, M. / Anemon Mus Alparslan Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2025 13(1) 232-272. 261

sunmaktadir. Facebook, bu olaylarda nefret sdylemi ve dezenformasyon yayilmasinda ana mecra olarak
kritik bir rol oynamustir.

Baglamsal Analiz

Myanmar’da Budist ¢ogunluk ile Rohingya Miisliimanlar arasindaki tarihsel gerilimler, sosyal
medya platformlar ve 6zellikle Facebook’un etkisiyle dijital ortamda daha da derinlesmistir. Facebook,
bu gerilimleri manipiile eden algoritmalari ile nefret sdyleminin yayilmasinda dnemli bir rol oynamaistir.
Asirilik ve siddet yanlisi irk¢1 mesajlar sosyal medya yoluyla ¢ogaltilmis ve kitlesel bir saldirtya
doniigmiistiir. Sosyal medya yoluyla yapilan manipiilasyon ve irk¢r sdylemlerin iletimi, kitlesel
hareketlere veya soykirim benzeri olaylara yol acabilecek tehditler icermektedir.

AKtor Analizi

Facebook: Platform algoritmalari, yiiksek etkilesime odaklanmis; fazla etkilesim alan icerikleri
genis bir kullanici kitlesine ulastirilmustir. ilgili dSnemde etkilesimi yiiksek olan icerikler nefret sdylemi
tagimaktadir. Bu durum g¢ogu zaman nefret sdylemini 6n plana ¢ikarmistir.

Myanmar Ordusu ve Hiikiimeti: Myanmar Ordusu ve Hiikiimeti toplumsal gerginligin yiiksek
oldugu donemde sosyal medyay1 ve Ozellikle Facebook adli platformu, Rohingya Miisliimanlarina
yonelik propaganda igeriklerini yaymak i¢in kullanmistir. Bu yolla toplumsal siddetin mesrulastirildigi
diistiniilmektedir.

Sosyal medya kullanicilari: Bilingsiz sekilde nefret sOylemlerini yeniden {ireterek (yeniden
paylasim, yorum yapma, begeni ve benzer yontemlerle) toplumsal kutuplagsmayi derinlestirmistir.
Asilsiz haberler ve abartili yorumlar, etkilesim algoritmalar sayesinde giderek biiyiiyen bir kitleye
ulagmus, kitle 1rk¢1 sdylemlerin hedefi haline gelmistir.

Sonuclar

Toplumsal Etkiler: Nefret icerikli 1rk¢1 sdylemlerinin yaygimlagmasi ve toplumsal kabuliiniin
saglanmasi, Rohingya Miislimanlarina yonelik etnik temizlige ve kitlesel siddete yol agcmustir.
Algoritmalarm destegiyle siirekli yayilan igeriklerin, irk¢1 sdylemlerin gergekligine inanan bir toplumsal
yapinin olugmasina zemin hazirladig1 diisiiniilmektedir.

Dijital Platformlarin Rolii: Facebook, algoritmalar1 ve moderasyon eksiklikleri nedeniyle bu
siirecin bir pargast olmustur. igerik dagitim algoritmasinin 1rkg1 igerigi algilayamamasi, igeriklerin
zamaninda kaldirilamamasi, siddeti tesvik eden iceriklere algoritma tarafindan yiiksek goriiniirlitk
saglanmasi nedeniyle siire¢ bilingsiz ve kontrolsiiz bir sekilde desteklenmistir. Burada algoritmalarin
icerik filtrelemesi yapmamasi, sadece icerigin etkilesimine odaklanmasi ve baglamsal olarak
Myanmar’da kullanilan yerel kavramlar1 tanimlayamamasinin etkili oldugu sdylenebilir.

Politika Onerileri: Facebook’un yerel diller ve baglamlar konusunda daha hassas algoritmalar
gelistirmesi gerekmektedir. Facebook’un 6zellikle bazi dillerde yer alan agir1 kavramlari, terimleri veya
deyimleri algilamakta zorlandigi, irk¢1 igerikleri tespitte yeterli olmadigi diigiiniilmektedir. Mevcut
algoritmanin tamamen etkilesime odakli olmasi diger sosyal hassasiyetlerin goz ardi edilmesine yol
acmaktadir. Nefret sOylemini yayan algoritmalar1 diizeltmek i¢in bagimsiz denetim mekanizmalar
kurulmalidir. Bu mekanizmalar platform iizerinde etki sahibi olmalidir. Nefret ve siddet igerikli
sOylemleri tagmmasi nedeniyle Facebook gibi platformlar kanunen sorumluluk almalidir. Bu
sorumluluk, i¢erigin kontrolii, olumsuz igerigin yayimimnin engellenmesi, engellenmedigi takdirde hesap
verme ya da sorumlu olma gibi unsurlar igermelidir.
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Vaka 2: Hindistan ve Aadhaar Gozetim Sistemi
Konu ve Baglam

Giincel akademik arastirmalar, 6zellikle BJP (Bharatiya Janata Party) hiikiimeti ile yonetilen
Hindistan'da ortaya ¢ikan dijital otoriterlik ve artan endiseler {izerine yogunlasmaktadir (Yilmaz &
Saleem, 2022). Hindistan hiikiimetinin veri yerellestirme politikalar1 ve biyometrik kimlik sistemi
“Aadhaar” ile Orneklendirilen dijital egemenlik ¢abasi, yalmizca kiiresel teknoloji firmalarma bir
yerellesme yanitt degil, aym1 zamanda devlet egemenligini ve vatandaslarla iligkisini yeniden
tanimlamay1 amaclayan bir biyopolitik proje (Prasad, 2021) olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Aadhaar adl1
uygulamanin vatandagslarin ¢evrimigi faaliyetleri iizerindeki artan devlet kontroliiyle karakterize edilen
dijital otoriterlige dogru bir kayma oldugu goriilmektedir. Yilmaz ve Saleem’e (2022) gore, Hindistan'
dijital manzarasi, Bagbakan Narendra Modi'nin (Hindutva diisiincesinin baskin oldugu) hiikiimeti ile
birlikte dijital otoriterlige dogru kaymaktadir. Hindistan’da devletin dijitallesmesi olarak sunulan
“Dijital Hindistan programi™ dijital fagizm ve kitle kontrolii hakkindaki endiseleri de beraberinde
getirmigstir. Paunksnis’e (2023) gore, ilgili sistemle vatandaslarin davranigsal verilerinin hem devlet hem
de kurumsal aktorler tarafindan toplandigi ve paraya cevrildigi bir gozetim kapitalizmi sisteminin
olusturulmasini kolaylagtirmistir. Bu dijital ortam, muhaliflere yonelik ¢evrimigi tacizin artmasina ve
acik tartigmaya yonelik kisitlamalara yol agmistir (Yilmaz & Saleem, 2022). Hiikiimet, yabanci
teknolojiye bagimliligi 6nemsizlestirirken, bu 6nlemleri mesrulagtirmak i¢in tekno-kiiltiirel milliyetgilik
anlatilarimi kullanmaktadir (Jain & Gabor, 2020). Ayrica Banaji’ye (2018) gore, mevcut rejim, gorsel-
isitsel iletisim araclarini kullanarak, azinliklara ve muhaliflere karsi siddeti mesrulastiran bir tiir tetikei
vatandasligi tesvik etmektedir. Hindistan’da Aadhaar biyometrik kimlik sistemi, bireylerin dijital olarak
izlenmesi ve toplumsal kontrol ¢abalariyla giiclenen bir dijital gozetim 6rmegi sunmaktadir. Bu sistem,
bireylerin mahremiyetine yonelik belirgin ihlaller barindirmakla elestirilmektedir.

Baglamsal Analiz

Dijital Hindistan programi kapsaminda sunulan Aadhaar sistemi, vatandaglarin biyometrik ve
davranig verilerini zorunlu olarak toplamaktadir. Ortaya ¢ikan “biiyilik veri”, kamu hizmetlerine erisim
i¢in zorunlu hale getirilmistir. Bu sisteme dahil olmayan kisilerin biirokratik iglemlere erisimi sinirlidir.
Sistemin, Hint hiikiimeti tarafindan veri toplama ve gozetim araci olarak kullanildigi, etnik veya dini
ayrimlara dayali toplumsal gézetim ve bireysel fisleme yapildig: diisiiniilmektedir.

AKtor Analizi

Hindistan Hiikiimeti: Aadhaar sistemini, toplumsal kontrol ve dijital gdzetim araci olarak
kullanilmaktadir. Sistemin, sadece bir hiikiimet politikas1 olmaktan ¢iktig1, devlete ait gdzetim aracina
evrildigi sOylenebilir. Aadhaar adl1 gozetim sistemi bu yoniiyle Cin Halk Cumhuriyeti’nde kullanilan
Sosyal Kredi Sistemi’ne doniisme potansiyeli tagimaktadir.

Vatandaglar: Sistemin zorunlu olmasi nedeniyle mahremiyet haklarindan 6diin vermek zorunda
kalmiglardir. Bireye ait biyometrik veriler zorunlu olarak toplanmaktadir. Bu veriler islenerek,
vatandaglarin her tiirlii egilimi ve davraniginin tahmini yapilabilir. Bu durum bireylerin 6zgiir iradesinin
kisitlanmasi sonucunu dogurmaktadir.

Sonuclar

Toplumsal Etkiler: Dijital ayrim, azinliklarin kamu hizmetlerine erisiminde sorunlara yol agmig
ve bireysel dzgiirliikler iizerinde baski olusturmustur. Ozellikle baskin milliyetgi ideolojinin disindaki
etnik gruplarin veya dini topluluklarin bu uygulamadan negatif yonde etkilenecegi diisiintilmektedir.
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Dijital Platformlarin Rolii: Sistem, veri manipiilasyonu ve mahremiyet ihlallerine kap1 aralamistir.
Sistemde yer alan veriler toplumsal manipiilasyon amach kullanilabilir. Bireye ait 6zel bilgilerin
paylasilmasi yoluna gidilebilir.

Politika Onerileri: Aadhaar benzeri biyometrik sistemlerin seffaf ve etik kurallara uygun olarak
yonetilmesi gerekmektedir. Sistem mahremiyet, kisi hak ve 6zgiirliikleri baglaminda ele alinmalidir. Bu
haklar ¢ercevesinde, dijital mahremiyeti korumak i¢in bagimsiz gézetim mekanizmalar1 kurulmalidir.

Vaka 3: ABD 2024 Secimleri ve X Platformu
Konu ve Baglam

2024 ABD baskanlik secimleri sirasinda, Elon Musk'in sahibi oldugu X (eski adiyla Twitter)
platformunun algoritmalarin1 Donald Trump lehine degistirdigine dair iddialar ortaya ¢ikmis, bu durum
dijital platformlarin demokratik siiregler iizerindeki etkilerine iliskin endiseleri giindeme tagimistir.
Pascale Davies'in Euronews igin yaptigi habere gore, bagimsiz analizler sec¢im siirecinde X
platformunda algoritmik degisiklikler yapildigim1 ve bunun sonucunda Trump lehine paylagimlarin
gOrlinlirliigiiniin arttigini ortaya koymustur (Davies, 2024). Wes Davis tarafindan yayinlanan benzer bir
arastirma ise algoritmik diizenlemelerin yapildigini dogrulamakta ve Cumhuriyet¢i adaylarn destekleyen
paylasimlarinin 6zellikle Temmuz 2024'ten itibaren daha goriiniir héle geldigine dikkat cekmektedir
(Davis, 2024). Davies (2024), algoritma degisikligi sonras1 Musk'm paylagimlarinin goriiniirligiinde
yaklagik %138, retweetlerde %238 ve begenilerde ise %186'lik artis oldugunu belirtmistir. Musk'in
secim boyunca Trump" agik¢a destekledigi ve Demokrat aday Kamala Harris aleyhine siklikla paylasim
yaptig1 gozlemlenmistir. Bu gelismeler, sosyal medya platformlarinda algoritmik manipiilasyonun ve
platform sahipligine bagh tarafliliklarm, otoriter dinamikleri ve dijital fasizmi nasil besleyebilecegine
yonelik akademik ve kamusal tartigmalar1 derinlestirmistir (Davies, 2024; Davis, 2024).

Baglamsal Analiz

X platformunun sahibi Elon Musk, se¢im siirecinde Trump yanlis1 paylagimlari 6ne ¢ikarmak i¢in
algoritmalar1 manipiile etmistir. Demokrat aday Kamala Harris’in elestirildigi ve ayrimecilik igeren
icerikler sistematik olarak desteklenmistir. Bu durum bir sosyal medya platformunun se¢imlere yonelik
miidahalesi olarak degerlendirilebilir.

AKtor Analizi

X Platformu: Sahiplik yapisina bagl olarak gosterim algoritmalari manipiile edilmis, belirli bir
cografi alandaki kullanicilarin daha fazla yanli icerige maruz kalmasi saglanmistir. Platform hem
algoritma hem de sahiplik tutumuyla Trump yanlis1 bir yonelim sergilemistir.

Kullanicilar: Manipiile edilmis algoritmalar yoluyla tarafl bilgiye maruz kalmislardir. Kullanici
normal sartlarda karsilagmayacagi kadar yonlendirilmis politik igerige maruz kalmustir. Igerigin
ozellikle politik tutum ve davranislar1 degistirme potansiyeli goz ardi edilememelidir.

Sonuclar

Toplumsal Etkiler: Segmen davraniglart manipiile edilmis; demokratik bir siire¢ gdlgelenmistir.
Bu siiregte manipiile edilen segmenlerin politik tutumlarinda degisiklik oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Dijital Platformlarin Rolii: X, kamuya acik ve 6zgiir ifade sloganlariyla hareket eden kurumsal
yapisini zedelemistir. Platform demokratik degerlere zarar veren bir tarafsizlik ihlali yapmistir.
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Politika Onerileri: Sosyal medya platformlarinin algoritma seffafligin1 saglamak igin uluslararasi
diizenlemeler yapilmalidir. Se¢im manipiilasyonuna karsi platformlarin tarafsizligini koruyacak denetim
mekanizmalar1 olusturulmalidir. Bu denetim mekanizmalarimin yerel seviyede oldugu gibi uluslararasi
diizeyle dizayn edilmesi iilkelerin, segmenlerin ve politik sistemlerin manipiilasyondan korunmasi
gerekmektedir.

Bulgular

Incelenen iig vaka, dijital fasizmin farkli boyutlarini ortaya koyarak, sosyal medya ve dijital
platformlarin otoriter ideolojiler ve manipiilasyon siire¢lerinde nasil aragsallastirildigini gostermektedir.
Her vaka, dijital platformlarin otoriter rejimler, sirketler ve bireyler tizerindeki etkilerini farkli agilardan
incelemektedir. Ortak bir degerlendirme su basliklar altinda yapilabilir:

1. Dijital Platformlarin Algoritmik Manipiilasyonu: Ug vakada dijital platformlarn
algoritmalarinin manipiilasyon siireclerinde merkezi bir rol oynadigin1 gostermektedir:
Myanmar’da Facebook adli platform etkilesim odakl1 algoritmalar yoluyla, nefret sdylemlerini
one cikararak toplumsal siddeti tetiklemistir. X Platformu algoritmalar yoluyla politik icerikleri
tarafli bir sekilde one ¢ikararak demokratik siirece miidahale etmistir. Bu iki farkli durum,
dijital fagizmin lider ya da orgiitsel yapidan bagimsiz olarak, algoritmalarin manipiilatif giiciiyle
de sekillenebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir.

2. Toplumsal Kutuplasma ve Nefret Séyleminin Yayilmasi: Incelenen her vaka, nefret
sOylemi, 1rkeilik ve ayrimeilik iceren igeriklerin yayilmasinin, toplumsal kutuplasmay1
derinlestirdigini gostermektedir. Bu baglamda Myanmar’da kullanilan ortak nefret sdylemi,
Rohingya Miisliimanlarina yonelik etnik temizlik ve kitlesel siddeti mesrulagtirmistir.
Hindistan’da devreye alinan biyometrik sistemler ve milliyet¢i anlatilar, etnik ve dini
azinliklara yonelik ayrimcili§i artirabilme potansiyeli tagimaktadir. Yine X platformunun
manipiilatif algoritmalari, politik kutuplagmay1 artirarak demokratik siiregleri zayiflatmaktadir.
Bu ii¢ 6rnek tizerinden hareket edildiginde platformlarin toplumsal kutuplasmanin 6niinii agtig1
ve nefret sdyleminin yayilimimi kolaylastirdigini géstermektedir. Dijital platformlarin, icerik
moderasyonundaki yetersizlikleri ve asir1 igeriklere sagladigi goriiniirliik, bu kutuplagsmay1
daha da derinlestirmektedir.

3. Gozetim, Manipiilasyon ve Etik Problemler: Incelenen vakalar cercevesinde dijital
gézetim ve manipiilasyonun bireysel haklarma yonelik ciddi bir tehdit olusturdugu
goriilmektedir.  Myanmar’da Facebook'un igerik moderasyonundaki basarisizligl, etik
sorumlulugunu yerine getiremedigini gostermektedir. Hindistan’da yiiriitiillen Aadhaar sistemi,
bireylerin mahremiyetini ihlal ederek devletin gozetim mekanizmalarimi giiclendirmektedir.
ABD’nde X platformunun algoritmik tarafliligi, dijital medyanin seffaflik ve tarafsizlik
ilkelerinin ihlal edildigi yoniinde yorumlanabilir. Bu {i¢ farkli durum, dijital platformlarin birey
haklarin1 g6z ard1 eden uygulamalariyla otoriter yapilarin giiclenmesine katki sagladigini ortaya
koymaktadir.

4. Politika ve Regiilasyon Ihtiyaci: Vakalar, dijital platformlarm toplumsal etkilerini
azaltmak ve etik dis1 kullanimlarini 6nlemek i¢in ulusal ve uluslararasi diizeyde diizenlemelerin
gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir. Nefret sOyleminin dnlenmesi i¢in (Myanmar ve Facebook
ornegi) yerel baglama (yerel ifadeler, tiimceler, agiz ve siveye dair 6zel tiimceler vb.) duyarl
algoritmalar ve bagimsiz denetim mekanizmalar1 gelistirilmelidir. Dijital gozetim sistemleri
seffaflik ve etik kurallar ¢ercevesinde diizenlenmelidir. Biiylik verinin kontrolii baglaminda
Hindistan’in Aadhaar sistemi ve benzer dijital gdzetim sistemlerinin seffaf olmamasi, 6zellikle
azinliklara yonelik hak ihlallerine dair endiseleri arttirabilir. Bu baglamda sosyal medya ve
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biiyiik veri algoritmalarinin tarafsizligin1 saglamak i¢in uluslararasi standartlar ve denetim
mekanizmalari olugturulmalidir. Bu 6neriler, dijital platformlarin sorumluluk almasini ve birey
haklarini koruyacak yapilar olusturulmasini 6nceliklendirmektedir.

Bu ii¢ vaka, dijital fagizmin genis bir yelpazede nasil isledigini gostermektedir. Dijital platformlar
hem nefret sGyleminin yayilmasinda hem de bireylerin gézetim ve manipiilasyonunda etkili araclar
haline gelmistir. Bu durum, demokratik siire¢leri ve bireysel 6zgiirliikleri ciddi sekilde tehdit etmektedir.
Dijital fagizmle miicadele, yalnizca platformlarin sorumluluk almasiyla degil, ayni1 zamanda devletlerin,
bireylerin ve uluslararasi toplumun kolektif ¢abalariyla miimkiin olacaktir.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Caligmada, dijital fagizm kavrami alan yazin ve 6rnek olaylar baglaminda incelenmis ve kavrama
ait iki farkl gorlis ortaya konulmustur. Ayrica bu iki goriisten hareketle ortak bir “dijital fagizm”
tanimlamasi literatiire kazandirilmisgtir.

Dijital ¢agin yeni ve Onemli sorunlarindan biri olan dijital fagizm, basta sosyal medya
platformlarinda olmak iizere, asirilik¢i ideolojiler ve nefret sdylemleri i¢in verimli bir zemin
olusturmasiyla kendini gostermektedir. Facebook, Instagram, X, Tiktok ve YouTube gibi dijital
platformlar, kullanicilarin ilgi alanlarina gore icerik sunan algoritmalari sayesinde nefret dolu ve
manipiilatif iceriklerin hizla yayilmasina olanak saglamaktadir. Bu siiregte, kullanicilar farkinda
olmadan asir1 ideolojilerle beslenip radikallesebilmektedir. Caligsma kapsaminda, dijital fagizmin klasik
fagizmden farkli olarak merkezi bir liderlik veya orgiit yapis1 olmaksizin, dijital platformlarda daginik
ve cogunlukla anonim bir bigimde gelistigi diisiincesine ulasilmistir. Bu olgu, dijital fagizmin daha genis
kitlelere kolayca yayilabilmesine olanak tammaktadir. Ayrica klasik fasizmin unsurlar1 olan
milliyetcilik, siddet ve totalitarizm gibi unsurlar dijital ortamlarda yeniden iiretmesi; bu tehdidin
boyutlarin1 genisletmektedir. Dijital fagizm, ifade 6zgiirliigiinii tehdit ederken, demokratik yapilar1 da
zayiflatan bir arka kapi olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bu baglamda dijital platformlarin ekstremist
dinamikleri desteklemesi sonucunda, toplumlarda kutuplasmanin arttigi, yanhis bilgi ve
dezenformasyonun yayginlastig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle sosyal medya platformlarinin manipiilatif
dogasi, bireylerin diislince ve davraniglarini sekillendirmede giiclii bir ara¢ olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Temelde sosyal medyaya dayali yeniden iiretim siireci, biiyiik veri ve yapay zeka kullanimi,
bireylerin dijital kimliklerinin siirekli izlenmesine ve davramiglarinin tahmin edilip, kontrol altina
alinmasina olanak tanimaktadir. Bu durum, dijital fagizmin, otoriter rejimlerin giiciinii pekistiren dnemli
bir ara¢ oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Otoriter rejimler kadar, veriyi elinde tutan veya sosyal medya
platformlarimi kontrol eden sirketlerin birey, toplum ve zaman zaman iilkeler lizerinde hiikiimranlk
kurma egiliminde oldugu goriilmektedir. Diinya {izerinde en fazla kullanilan sosyal medya araglarinin
birkag kisi veya sirketin elinde olmasi; bu platformlarin iilkeler ve kamuoyu {izerinde ideolojik bask1
olusturmasi ile sonuclanabilmektedir. Literatiire ve ornek uygulamalara bakildiginda sosyal medya
sirketlerinin sansiir, kisitlama, engelleme gibi demokratik olmayan yontemlere bagvurabildikleri
goriilmektedir. 2024 yilinda Brezilya’da goérevde olan hiiklimet ile X platformu arasinda yasanan
gerilim, 2022 yilinda Hindistan’da Twitter'in (X) muhalif lider Rahul Gandhi'nin hesabin1 askiya almasi,
Meta adl sirketin Filistin ve Gazze ile ilgili haber veya gorselleri sansiirlemesi, Rus haber sitelerinin
Ukrayna savasi silirecinde arama motorlarn tarafindan engellenmesi gibi giincel 6rnekler aslinda
otoriterlesen hiikiimetler kadar otoriterlesen sirketlerin de tehdit haline geldigini gostermektedir. Ilgili
sirketlerin politikalar1 ve eylemleri diistiniildiigiinde, dijital fasizmin sadece iktidarlar veya rejimler
cercevesinde ele alinmamasi gerektigi goriilmektedir. Sosyal medya veya dijital veriyi kontrol giiciine
sahip her tiirli olusum ve bu olusumlarin kisitlayict eylemleri, dijital fasizm baglamida
degerlendirilebilir.

Caligsmada detaylica {lizerinde duruldugu iizere hem ug ideolojilerin yayginlagsmasi ve dagilimi
hem de devlet ve sirketlerin otokratik baskisi ¢ercevesinde dijital fagizm, miicadele edilmesi gereken,
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modern degerleri yipratan bir yaklasim olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Dijital fasizmle miicadele etmek,
cok katmanli ve genis bir yaklagim gerektirebilir. Bu g¢ercevede Oncelikli olarak sosyal medya
platformlari, biiyiik veri ve yapay zekd teknolojilerinin etik dis1 kullanimimi sinirlandirmak igin
uluslararasi diizeyde siki diizenlemelere ihtiyag duyulmaktadir. Ozellikle dijital gdzetim, manipiilasyon
ve veri toplama gibi faaliyetlerin bireylerin temel haklarimi ihlal etmesinin 6niine gegilmelidir. Devletler,
teknoloji sirketleri lizerinde daha etkili denetimler yapmali ve kisisel verilerin kotliye kullanilmasini
engelleyecek diizenlemeler olusturmalidir. Dijital fagizme kars1 miicadelede, giiclii ve giivenilir siber
giivenlik sistemleri gelistirilmelidir. Dijital altyapilarin demokratik ilkeler iizerine insa edilmesi,
bireylerin 6zgiirlikklerini koruyacak mekanizmalar olusturulmasi agisindan kritik 6neme sahiptir.
Demokratik devletler, bireylerin dijital haklarimi savunmali ve biiyiik teknoloji sirketlerinin kontrolsiiz
giicline kars1 toplumu korumalidir. Bireylerin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyinin artirilmasi, dijital fagizme
kars1 etkili bir savunma mekanizmasidir. Toplumlar, sosyal medya ve dijital platformlar {izerindeki
manipiilatif iceriklerin farkinda olmali, yanlis bilgi ve dezenformasyona karsi daha direngli hale
getirilmelidir. Bu amagla, egitim sistemlerinde dijital medya okuryazarligina daha fazla 6nem verilmeli
ve bireyler, dijital platformlarda karsilastiklar1 igeriklerin dogrulugunu sorgulama yetisine sahip
olmalidir. Biiyiik veri ve yapay zeka teknolojilerinin etik ilkeler ¢ergevesinde kullanilmasi, dijital
fagizmin etkilerini azaltmak agisindan kritik bir rol oynamaktadir. Veri toplama siireclerinde bireylerin
rizas1 almmali, bu verilerin nasil kullanilacagina dair seffaflik saglanmalidir. Ayn1 zamanda yapay zeka
algoritmalarinin ayrimcilik, manipiilasyon ve goézetim amagl kullanilmasinin oniine gegmek igin
kiiresel diizeyde etik kurallar benimsenmelidir. Halihazirda yapay zeka destekli deepfake algoritmalar
ile tiretilen video ve igeriklerin yayilimi dahi birey mahremiyetinin ihlaline dair ciddi sorunlara yol
acmaktadir. Yapay zeka kullanimu ile ortaya ¢ikan sorunlarin giderilmesi icin etkin bir ortak zemine
hentiz ulagilamamustir.

Sosyal medya platformlari, yayilan igeriklerden sorumlu tutulmali ve nefret sdylemi, yanlis bilgi
ve dezenformasyon gibi tehditlerle etkin bir sekilde miicadele etmelidir. Platformlarin algoritmalarini
daha seffaf hale getirmesi ve asirilik¢1 igeriklerin yayilmasini engelleyecek mekanizmalar olusturulmasi
onemlidir. Ozellikle nefret sdylemi ve fasist ideolojilerin yayilmasini dnleyecek denetim siiregleri
gelistirilmeli, bu igeriklerin tespit edilmesi ve kaldirilmasi i¢in daha etkin yontemler kullanilmalidir.
Dijital fagizme karsi kiiresel ve ortak bir miicadele gerekmektedir. Uluslararas1 kuruluglar, dijital
fagizmin etkilerine karst kolektif bir tavir gelistirmeli ve dijital 6zgiirliikleri korumak adina is birligi
yapmalidir. Dijital platformlar, biiyiik teknoloji sirketleri ve devletlerarasinda daha giiclii is birlikleri
kurulmal1 ve dijital haklarin korunmasina yonelik uluslararasi anlagsmalar yapilmalidir.

Sonug olarak dijital fagizm, dijital ¢agin teknolojik imkanlar1 kullanilarak bireysel 6zgiirliikleri
tehdit eden modern bir otoriterlik bigimi olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu tehdidin 6nlenmesi, toplumsal
farkindaligin artirilmasi, hukuksal altyapilarin giiclendirilmesi ve teknolojilerin etik kullanimi gibi ¢ok
boyutlu dnlemleri gerektirmektedir. Bu baglamda, demokrasi kurumlarinin gelecegini koruyabilmek
adma bireyler ve devletler tarafindan daha dayanikli ve ozgiirlikk odakli sistemlerin kurulmasi
onerilmektedir.

Calismanin 6nemli katkilarina ragmen bazi smirliliklar1 da bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle aragtirmanin
nitel yontemle ve sinirh sayida vaka analizi {izerinden yapilmis olmasi, sonuglarm genellenebilirligini
simirlandirmaktadir. Ayrica secilen vakalarin uluslararas1 medyada sik¢a yer almasi, dijital fagizmin
gorlintirliigli diistik fakat toplumsal etkileri agisindan kritik olabilecek diger 6rneklerinin géz ardi
edilmesine yol agmis olabilir.

Gelecekteki caligmalarda, nicel yontemlerin ve farkli siyasi ve cografi baglamlar1 iceren
karsilagtirmal1 analizlerin yapilmas1 onerilmektedir. Ayrica daha az goriiniir vakalarin incelenmesiyle
dijital fagizmin gizli kalmig mekanizmalar1 daha ayrintih bicimde ortaya ¢ikarilabilir. Son olarak,
bireylerin dijital manipiilasyonlara kars1 direng¢ kazanmasin1 saglayacak dijital okuryazarlik
stratejilerinin incelenmesi, gelecek ¢alismalar agisindan 6nemli olacaktir.
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Beyan ve Aciklamalar
1. Arastirmacilarin katki oram1 beyam: Birinci yazar % 100.
2. Cikar catismasi: Yazar tarafindan herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigmasi beyan edilmemistir.

3. Etik Raporu: Bu calisma, anket, miilakat, odak grup caligmasi, gézlem, deney, goriisme teknikleri
kullanilarak katilimcilardan veri toplanmasini gerektiren nitel ya da nicel yaklagimlarla yiiriitiilen
bir arastirma niteligi tasimadigindan ve herhangi bir insan veya hayvan deneyi icermediginden
dolay1 etik kurul onay1 gerektirmemektedir. Calismada kullanilan tiim kaynaklara uygun sekilde
atifta bulunulmus, etik yaymcilik ilkelerine tam olarak uyulmustur. Yazar, c¢aligmanin
hazirlanmas: siirecinde akademik diirtistliik ilkelerini gézetmistir.

4. Arastirmanin Modeli: Bu aragtirma, nitel bir modelle yiiriitiilmiis olup literatiir taramas1 ve vaka
analizi yontemleri kullanilmistir. Literatiir taramasi, dijital fagizm kavraminin teorik altyapisini
olusturmak i¢in kullanilmis; Christian Fuchs ve Dirk Helbing gibi akademisyenlerin ¢alismalari
referans alinmigtir. Vaka analizi yontemiyle ise sosyal medya platformlarinin manipiilatif etkisi
ve goOzetim politikalart somut olaylar iizerinden incelenmistir. Arastirmada, Myanmar’daki
Rohingya Krizi, Hindistan’daki Aadhaar Biyometrik Kimlik Sistemi ve 2024 ABD Bagskanlik
Secimlerinde algoritmik manipiilasyon vakalar1 ele alinmigtir. Bu yontemler, dijital fagizmin
teorik ve pratik boyutlarini detayl bir sekilde analiz etmeyi saglamistir.
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