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Abstract: This study analyzes the social and discursive construction of the threat perception towards the
Russian Federation in the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania). Following the regaining of
independence in 1991 and the Western integration processes in 2004, the Baltic security paradigm has been
reshaped around historical and geopolitical tensions with Russia. The article goes beyond traditional
approaches that explain the Russian threat in the region solely through military capacity and material power
balances, adopting the Copenhagen School's securitization approach and a constructivist theoretical
framework. The main objective of the study is to reveal through which discursive and institutional mechanisms
Russian-speaking minorities, a legacy of Soviet-era population policies, have been transformed into a "security
issue" in the Baltic states. In this context, the study examines how Russian-speaking communities are
represented not as a direct threat, but as social actors securitized through historical memory, identity
construction, citizenship regimes, language policies, and political discourses. The fundamental question of the
research is under what conditions and through what means Russian-speaking communities are securitized in
the Baltic security discourse. This research is based on a qualitative and comparative research design. The
study examines official documents related to national security strategies, threat assessment reports, integration
programs, citizenship, and language policies of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania using discourse analysis and
qualitative content analysis methods. The analysis process specifically utilizes a latent coding approach to
evaluate the semantic relationships established between minorities and the discourse of security. The research
analyzes the role of historical traumas in the construction of national identity, the discursive practices of
political actors, and how institutional mechanisms such as citizenship and language policies reproduce threat
perception. The findings show that Russia is positioned as a central threat in all Baltic states; however, the
level of association of Russian-speaking minorities with the discourse of security differs between countries. In
conclusion, the study reveals that security in the Baltic region is constantly reconstructed not only along border
lines but also in the realms of social identity, belonging, and discourse.
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Oz: Bu galisma, Baltik devletlerinde (Estonya, Letonya ve Litvanya) Rusya Federasyonu’na yonelik sekillenen
tehdit algisinin toplumsal ve sOylemsel insasini analiz etmektedir. 1991 yilinda bagimsizliklarin yeniden
kazanilmasi ve 2004 yilindaki Bat1 entegrasyonu siireclerinin ardindan, Baltik giivenlik paradigmasi Rusya ile
olan tarihsel ve jeopolitik gerilimler ekseninde yeniden sekillenmistir. Makale, bolgedeki Rusya tehdidini
yalnizca askeri kapasite ve maddi gii¢c dengeleri lizerinden aciklayan geleneksel yaklasimlarin 6tesine gecerek,
Kopenhag Okulu’nun giivenliklestirme yaklasimi ile insaci teorik cerceveyi benimsemektedir. Calismanin
temel amaci, Sovyet donemi niifus politikalarinin bir mirast olan Rus¢a konusan azinliklarin Baltik
devletlerinde hangi sdylemsel ve kurumsal mekanizmalar aracilifiyla bir “gilivenlik meselesi” haline
getirildigini ortaya koymaktir. Bu kapsamda ¢aligsma, Rusga konusan topluluklarin dogrudan bir tehdit unsuru
olarak degil; tarihsel hafiza, kimlik insasi, vatandaglik rejimleri, dil politikalar1 ve siyasal sdylemler araciligiyla
giivenliklestirilen toplumsal aktorler olarak nasil temsil edildigini incelemektedir. Aragtirmanin temel sorusu,
Rusca konusan topluluklarin Baltik giivenlik sdyleminde hangi kosullar altinda ve hangi araglar iizerinden
giivenliklestirildigidir. Arastirma, nitel ve karsilagtirmali bir arastirma tasarimia dayanmaktadir. Calismada
Estonya, Letonya ve Litvanya’ya ait ulusal giivenlik stratejileri, tehdit degerlendirme raporlari, entegrasyon
programlari, vatandaslik ve dil politikalaria iligkin resmi belgeler sdylem analizi ve nitel igerik analizi
yontemleriyle incelenmistir. Analiz siirecinde ozellikle ortiik (latent) kodlama yaklagimi kullanilarak,
azinliklar ile giivenlik sdylemi arasinda kurulan anlam iliskileri degerlendirilmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda
tarihsel travmalarin ulusal kimlik ingasindaki rolii, siyasal aktorlerin sdylemsel pratikleri ve vatandaglik ile dil
politikalart gibi kurumsal mekanizmalarin tehdit algisini nasil yeniden iirettigi analiz edilmektedir. Bulgular,
Rusya’nin tiim Baltik devletlerinde merkezi bir tehdit olarak konumlandirildigini; ancak Rusga konusan
azinliklarin gilivenlik sdylemiyle iliskilendirilme diizeyinin {ilkeler arasinda farklilagtigini gostermektedir.
Sonug olarak ¢alisma, Baltik cografyasinda giivenligin yalnizca sinir hatlarinda degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal
kimlik, aidiyet ve sdylem alanlarinda siirekli olarak yeniden insa edildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Baltik Devletleri, Rus Azinliklari, Giivenliklestirme, Giivenlik, Tehdit Algisi,
Uluslararasi {liskiler.
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Structured Abstract

Following the restoration of independence in 1991, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania reoriented their
foreign and security policies toward Euro-Atlantic integration, culminating in membership in NATO and the
European Union in 2004. In this context, security has evolved beyond a narrowly defined military doctrine into
an ontological concern tied to state identity, sovereignty, and societal cohesion. The increasingly revisionist
posture of the Russian Federation—particularly since 2008, and more intensively after 2014 and 2022—has
significantly heightened threat perceptions in the Baltic region.

This study seeks to reconceptualize the “Russian threat” not as a fixed material reality, but as a socially
constructed and politically mediated phenomenon. Specifically, it interrogates the role of Russian-speaking
populations in the production of threat narratives and addresses the following research question: Through
which discursive and institutional mechanisms are Russian-speaking communities securitized within Baltic
threat constructions toward Russia? By shifting the analytical focus from material capabilities to identity,
discourse, and institutional practice, the study aims to contribute to ongoing debates in International Relations
(IR) on the social construction of security.

The study is theoretically grounded in Securitization Theory and the broader epistemological
framework of Constructivism. In contrast to neorealist approaches—most prominently articulated by Kenneth
Waltz—which conceptualize threat as a function of material power distribution, this study adopts a
constructivist ontology wherein security is understood as a discursive practice.

Within this framework, securitization is conceptualized as a performative process whereby political
actors frame specific issues as existential threats, thereby legitimizing extraordinary measures. Existing
scholarship on Russian minorities in the Baltic States tends to oscillate between two dominant paradigms: one
that frames these populations as latent security threats and another that situates them within liberal integration
and minority rights discourses. This study seeks to bridge this analytical divide by focusing on the processes
of meaning-making, examining how identity, historical memory, and political discourse interact to produce
security narratives. By treating Russian-speaking communities not as ontological givens but as discursively
constructed subjects, the study contributes to the literature by integrating societal security, identity politics, and
securitization processes into a unified analytical framework.

This research adopts a qualitative research design based on discourse analysis, a methodological
approach particularly suited to uncovering the linguistic and symbolic dimensions of securitization processes.
The empirical corpus consists of:

* Official national security documents of the Baltic States,
* Political speeches,
* Institutional frameworks, including citizenship and language policies,

The sample is temporally structured around critical junctures—especially the crises of 2014 and
2022—when threat perceptions intensified. Discourse analysis is employed to identify how language constructs
the “Other,” how historical narratives are mobilized, and how institutional practices reinforce securitizing
moves.

The selection of this method is grounded in its analytical capacity to reveal how security is not merely
articulated but produced through discourse, enabling a deeper understanding of the interplay between language,
identity, and power.

Findings and Discussion

The findings indicate that Russian-speaking populations are securitized through three interrelated
mechanisms:

* Historical Memory and Ontological Insecurity: The legacy of Soviet occupation is discursively
reactivated and projected onto contemporary Russian minorities, framing them as embodiments of unresolved
historical trauma.

www.turkishstudies.net/economy
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* Discursive Framing and Strategic Narratives: Political elites construct these communities as potential
vectors of external influence, often invoking the “Russian World” (Russkiy Mir) doctrine to legitimize this
framing. This reflects a broader process of threat amplification through identity-based narratives.

* Institutionalization of Securitization: Citizenship regimes and language policies function as
institutionalized forms of securitization, operating as “extraordinary measures” designed to safeguard national
identity and sovereignty.

A comparative analysis reveals that securitization intensity varies across cases: while Lithuania
exhibits relatively limited securitization due to demographic factors, Estonia and Latvia demonstrate patterns
of hyper-securitization, driven by perceived internal vulnerabilities. These findings suggest that security in the
Baltic context is not reducible to external military threats but is deeply embedded in societal identity dynamics
and demographic anxieties, thereby supporting constructivist and societal security perspectives.

The study concludes that security in the Baltic region is co-constituted through both territorial and
societal boundaries. The securitization of Russian-speaking communities, while potentially reinforcing
national cohesion in the short term, risks generating long-term societal fragmentation and may inadvertently
enhance the very vulnerabilities it seeks to mitigate. From a policy perspective:

* For policymakers: There is a need to shift from exclusionary securitization practices toward inclusive
models of democratic resilience, which strengthen social cohesion without compromising security.

* For scholars: Future research should incorporate micro-level analyses, including fieldwork and
interviews, to explore how securitized communities perceive and respond to these processes.

* For international actors: Institutions such as NATO and the European Union should integrate societal
cohesion into broader strategies addressing hybrid threats.

In theoretical terms, this study advances the literature by demonstrating that security is not merely a
response to external threats but a socially constructed field shaped by discourse, identity, and institutional
practice, thereby offering a nuanced contribution to contemporary IR debates on securitization and societal
security.

Keywords: Baltic States, Russian Minority, Securitization, Security, Threat Perception, International
Relations.
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Résumé Structuré

A la suite du rétablissement de leur indépendance en 1991, 1’Estonie, la Lettonie et la Lituanie ont
réorienté leurs politiques étrangere et de sécurité vers 1’ intégration euro-atlantique, aboutissant a leur adhésion
a ’OTAN et a I’Union européenne en 2004. Dans ce contexte, la sécurité a évolué au-dela d’une doctrine
militaire étroitement définie pour devenir une préoccupation ontologique liée a I’identité de I’Etat, & la
souveraineté et a la cohésion sociétale. La posture de plus en plus révisionniste de la Fédération de Russie —
notamment depuis 2008, et de manicre plus intense apres 2014 et 2022 — a considérablement renforcé les
perceptions de menace dans la région baltique.
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Cette étude vise a reconceptualiser la « menace russe » non pas comme une réalité matérielle fixe,
mais comme un phénomene socialement construit et politiquement médiatisé. Plus précisément, elle examine
le role des populations russophones dans la production des récits de menace et répond a la question de recherche
suivante : Par quels mécanismes discursifs et institutionnels les communautés russophones sont-elles
sécuritisées dans les constructions baltes de la menace a 1’égard de la Russie ? En déplacant le centre de
I’analyse des capacités matérielles vers 1’identité, le discours et les pratiques institutionnelles, 1’étude entend
contribuer aux débats en cours, dans le domaine des Relations internationales (RI), sur la construction sociale
de la sécurité.

L’étude s’appuie théoriquement sur la Théorie de la sécuritisation et sur le cadre épistémologique plus
large du Constructivisme. Contrairement aux approches néoréalistes — formulées notamment par Kenneth
Waltz — qui congoivent la menace comme une fonction de la répartition de la puissance matérielle, cette étude
adopte une ontologie constructiviste dans laquelle la sécurité est comprise comme une pratique discursive.

Dans ce cadre, la sécuritisation est conceptualisée comme un processus performatif par lequel des
acteurs politiques présentent certaines questions comme des menaces existentielles, 1égitimant ainsi le recours
a des mesures extraordinaires. Les travaux existants sur les minorités russes dans les Etats baltes oscillent
généralement entre deux paradigmes dominants : 1’un considére ces populations comme des menaces
sécuritaires latentes, tandis que 1’autre les inscrit dans les discours libéraux sur 1’intégration et les droits des
minorités. Cette étude cherche a dépasser cette division analytique en mettant 1’accent sur les processus de
production de sens, en examinant comment l’identité, la mémoire historique et le discours politique
interagissent pour produire des récits de sécurité. En considérant les communautés russophones non comme
des données ontologiques, mais comme des sujets construits discursivement, 1’étude contribue a la littérature
en intégrant la sécurité sociétale, les politiques identitaires et les processus de sécuritisation dans un cadre
analytique unifié.

Cette recherche adopte un dispositif méthodologique qualitatif fondé sur 1’analyse du discours, une
approche particulierement adaptée pour mettre au jour les dimensions linguistiques et symboliques des
processus de sécuritisation. Le corpus empirique comprend:

« Les documents officiels de sécurité nationale des Etats baltes,
* Les discours politiques,
* Les cadres institutionnels, notamment les politiques de citoyenneté et les politiques linguistiques.

L’échantillon est structuré temporellement autour de moments critiques — en particulier les crises de
2014 et de 2022 — au cours desquels les perceptions de menace se sont intensifiées. L’analyse du discours est
utilisée pour identifier comment le langage construit « I’ Autre », comment les récits historiques sont mobilisés
et comment les pratiques institutionnelles renforcent les actes de sécuritisation.

Le choix de cette méthode repose sur sa capacité analytique a révéler que la sécurité n’est pas
seulement formulée par le discours, mais également produite a travers celui-ci, permettant ainsi une
compréhension plus approfondie des interactions entre langage, identité et pouvoir.

Résultats et discussion

Les résultats indiquent que les populations russophones sont sécuritisées a travers trois mécanismes
interdépendants :

* Mémoire historique et insécurité ontologique : I’héritage de 1’occupation soviétique est réactivé
discursivement et projeté sur les minorités russes contemporaines, lesquelles sont présentées comme les
incarnations d’un traumatisme historique non résolu.

« Cadrage discursif et récits stratégiques : les é€lites politiques construisent ces communautés comme
de potentiels vecteurs d’influence extérieure, en invoquant fréquemment la doctrine du « Monde russe »
(Russkiy Mir) pour légitimer ce cadrage. Cela refléte un processus plus large d’amplification de la menace a
travers des récits fondés sur ’identité.

« Institutionnalisation de la sécuritisation : les régimes de citoyenneté et les politiques linguistiques
fonctionnent comme des formes institutionnalisées de sécuritisation, opérant comme des « mesures
extraordinaires » destinées a protéger 1’identité nationale et la souveraineté.
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Une analyse comparative révele que 1’intensité de la sécuritisation varie selon les cas: tandis que la
Lituanie présente un niveau relativement limité de sécuritisation en raison de facteurs démographiques,
I’Estonie et la Lettonie manifestent des schémas d’hyper-sécuritisation, alimentés par des vulnérabilités
internes pergues. Ces résultats suggérent que la sécurité, dans le contexte balte, ne se réduit pas aux menaces
militaires extérieures, mais est profondément enracinée dans les dynamiques de 1’identité sociétale et les
inquiétudes démographiques, confirmant ainsi les perspectives constructivistes et celles de la sécurité sociétale.

L’étude conclut que la sécurité dans la région baltique est co-constituée par des frontiéres a la fois
territoriales et sociétales. La sécuritisation des communautés russophones, bien qu’elle puisse renforcer la
cohésion nationale a court terme, risque d’engendrer une fragmentation sociétale a long terme et pourrait, de
maniére involontaire, accroitre les vulnérabilités mémes qu’elle cherche a atténuer. Du point de vue des
politiques publiques :

* Pour les décideurs : il est nécessaire de passer de pratiques de sécuritisation excluantes a des modeles
inclusifs de résilience démocratique, renfor¢ant la cohésion sociale sans compromettre la sécurité.

* Pour les chercheurs : les recherches futures devraient intégrer des analyses au niveau micro,
notamment des travaux de terrain et des entretiens, afin d’explorer la mani¢re dont les communautés
sécuritisées pergoivent ces processus et y réagissent.

* Pour les acteurs internationaux : des institutions telles que I’OTAN et I’Union européenne devraient
intégrer la cohésion sociétale dans leurs stratégies plus larges de réponse aux menaces hybrides.

Sur le plan théorique, cette étude fait progresser la littérature en démontrant que la sécurité n’est pas
seulement une réponse a des menaces extéricures, mais un champ socialement construit, fagconné par le
discours, I’identité et les pratiques institutionnelles, apportant ainsi une contribution nuancée aux débats
contemporains en Relations internationales sur la sécuritisation et la sécurité sociétale.

Mots-clés: Etats baltes, minorité russe, sécuritisation, sécurité, perception de la menace, Relations
internationales.

Resumen Estructurado

Tras la restauracion de la independencia en 1991, Estonia, Letonia y Lituania reorientaron sus politicas
exteriores y de seguridad hacia la integracion euroatlantica, culminando con su adhesion a la OTAN y a la
Unién Europea en 2004. En este contexto, la seguridad ha evolucionado mas alla de una doctrina militar
definida de manera restringida para convertirse en una preocupacion ontologica vinculada a la identidad del
Estado, la soberania y la cohesion social. La postura cada vez mas revisionista de la Federacion de Rusia —
particularmente desde 2008 y, con mayor intensidad, después de 2014 y 2022— ha incrementado
significativamente la percepcion de amenaza en la region baltica.

Este estudio busca reconceptualizar la «amenaza rusa» no como una realidad material fija, sino como
un fenémeno socialmente construido y politicamente mediado. En concreto, examina el papel de las
poblaciones rusohablantes en la produccion de narrativas de amenaza y aborda la siguiente pregunta de
investigacion: ;A través de qué mecanismos discursivos e institucionales son securitizadas las comunidades
rusohablantes dentro de las construcciones balticas de amenaza hacia Rusia? Al desplazar el enfoque analitico
desde las capacidades materiales hacia la identidad, el discurso y la practica institucional, el estudio pretende
contribuir a los debates en curso en las Relaciones Internacionales (RI) sobre la construccion social de la
seguridad.

El estudio se fundamenta teéricamente en la Teoria de la Securitizacion y en el marco epistemologico
mas amplio del Constructivismo. En contraste con los enfoques neorrealistas —articulados de forma mas
destacada por Kenneth Waltz—, que conceptualizan la amenaza como una funcion de la distribucion del poder
material, este estudio adopta una ontologia constructivista en la que la seguridad se entiende como una practica
discursiva.

Dentro de este marco, la securitizacion se conceptualiza como un proceso performativo mediante el
cual los actores politicos presentan cuestiones especificas como amenazas existenciales, legitimando asi
medidas extraordinarias. La literatura existente sobre las minorias rusas en los Estados balticos tiende a oscilar
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entre dos paradigmas dominantes: uno que presenta a estas poblaciones como amenazas latentes para la
seguridad y otro que las sitia dentro de los discursos liberales sobre integracion y derechos de las minorias.
Este estudio busca tender un puente entre esta division analitica centrandose en los procesos de construccion
de significado y examinando cémo la identidad, la memoria histérica y el discurso politico interactiian para
producir narrativas de seguridad. Al tratar a las comunidades rusohablantes no como realidades ontoldgicas
dadas, sino como sujetos construidos discursivamente, el estudio contribuye a la literatura integrando la
seguridad societal, la politica de la identidad y los procesos de securitizacion en un marco analitico unificado.

Esta investigacion adopta un disefio de investigacion cualitativa basado en el analisis del discurso, un
enfoque metodolégico especialmente adecuado para descubrir las dimensiones lingiiisticas y simbolicas de los
procesos de securitizacion. El corpus empirico estd compuesto por:

» Documentos oficiales de seguridad nacional de los Estados balticos,
* Discursos politicos,
* Marcos institucionales, incluidas las politicas de ciudadania y lengua.

La muestra se estructura temporalmente en torno a coyunturas criticas, especialmente las crisis de
2014 y 2022, cuando se intensificaron las percepciones de amenaza. El andlisis del discurso se emplea para
identificar como el lenguaje construye al «Otro», como se movilizan las narrativas historicas y como las
practicas institucionales refuerzan los movimientos de securitizacion.

La eleccion de este método se fundamenta en su capacidad analitica para revelar como la seguridad
no solo se articula, sino que se produce a través del discurso, permitiendo una comprension mas profunda de
la interaccion entre lenguaje, identidad y poder.

Resultados y discusion

Los hallazgos indican que las poblaciones rusohablantes son securitizadas mediante tres mecanismos
interrelacionados:

* Memoria histérica e inseguridad ontoldgica: El legado de la ocupacion soviética se reactiva
discursivamente y se proyecta sobre las minorias rusas contemporaneas, presentindolas como encarnaciones
de un trauma historico no resuelto.

» Enmarcado discursivo y narrativas estratégicas: Las élites politicas construyen a estas comunidades
como posibles vectores de influencia externa, invocando con frecuencia la doctrina del «Mundo Ruso»
(*Russkiy Mir*) para legitimar esta representacion. Esto refleja un proceso mas amplio de amplificacion de la
amenaza mediante narrativas basadas en la identidad.

» **Institucionalizacion de la securitizacion:** Los regimenes de ciudadania y las politicas
lingiiisticas funcionan como formas institucionalizadas de securitizacion, operando como «medidas
extraordinarias» disefiadas para salvaguardar la identidad nacional y la soberania.

Un analisis comparativo revela que la intensidad de la securitizacion varia entre los casos: mientras
que Lituania presenta una securitizacion relativamente limitada debido a factores demograficos, Estonia y
Letonia muestran patrones de hipersecuritizacion impulsados por vulnerabilidades internas percibidas. Estos
hallazgos sugieren que la seguridad en el contexto baltico no puede reducirse a amenazas militares externas,
sino que esta profundamente arraigada en las dinamicas de identidad social y las inquietudes demograficas,
respaldando asi las perspectivas constructivistas y de seguridad societal.

El estudio concluye que la seguridad en la region baltica se co-constituye a través de fronteras tanto
territoriales como societales. La securitizacion de las comunidades rusohablantes, aunque puede reforzar la
cohesion nacional a corto plazo, corre el riesgo de generar una fragmentacion social a largo plazo y puede
incluso intensificar inadvertidamente las mismas vulnerabilidades que pretende mitigar. Desde una perspectiva
de politicas publicas:

* Para los responsables politicos: Existe la necesidad de pasar de practicas de securitizacion
excluyentes a modelos inclusivos de resiliencia democratica, que fortalezcan la cohesion social sin
comprometer la seguridad.
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* Para los académicos: Las investigaciones futuras deberian incorporar analisis a nivel micro, incluidos
trabajos de campo y entrevistas, para explorar como las comunidades securitizadas perciben y responden a
estos procesos.

* Para los actores internacionales: Instituciones como la OTAN y la Unién Europea deberian integrar
la cohesidn social en estrategias mas amplias destinadas a abordar las amenazas hibridas.

En términos tedricos, este estudio amplia la literatura al demostrar que la seguridad no es simplemente
una respuesta a amenazas externas, sino un campo socialmente construido, configurado por el discurso, la
identidad y la practica institucional, ofreciendo asi una contribuciéon matizada a los debates contemporaneos
en Relaciones Internacionales sobre la securitizacion y la seguridad societal.

Palabras clave: Estados balticos, minoria rusa, securitizacion, seguridad, percepcion de amenaza,
Relaciones Internacionales.
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REEL W BARES, BN ORIREE, ket Za, BB, EROGR.

CTpyKTYpHPOBaHHAs1 AHHOTALUS

[ocne BoccTanoBIeHUs He3aBUCHUMOCTH B 1991 romy Dcronus, Jlateus u JIuTBa epeoprueHTHPOBAIN
CBOIO BHEIIHIO W OOOPOHHYIO IOJHWTHKY Ha €BPOATIAHTHUECKYIO MHTETPAINIO, KyIbMHHAIMEH KOTOPOH
cramo Bcrymienne B HATO wu EBpometickuii coro3 B 2004 romy. B 3TOoM KOHTEeKcTe 0€30macHOCTh
SBOJIIOIMOHUPOBAIA OT Y3KO MMOHUMAEMOIl BOSHHOH JOKTPHHBI K OHTOJIOTHYECKOW MpobieMe, CBI3aHHOH ¢
TOCYyapCTBEHHON WACHTHYHOCTBIO, CYBEPCHHTETOM W OOINECTBEHHOW CIDIOYEHHOCTHIO. Bceé Oomee
peBu3nonucTcKas nonmtrka Poccuiickoir @enepaunu — ocobenHo ¢ 2008 roza, a emé MHTEHCHBHEE T1OCTIE
2014 1 2022 ronoB — 3HAYUTEJIBHO YCUJIMIIA BOCTIPUSTHE YIpo3 B banTuiickom peruose.

JlaHHOE HCClleIOBaHUE CTPEMUTCSI TIEPEOCMBICIIUTD «POCCHHCKYIO Yrpo3y» HE Kak (PUKCHPOBAHHYIO
MaTepHATIbHYI0 PEaJbHOCTh, a KaK COLMAIBHO CKOHCTPYHMPOBAHHBIM M MOJUTUYECKH OINOCPEIOBAHHBIN
(eHomeH. B yacTHOCTH, OHO paccMaTpHUBaeT pojib PyCCKOA3BIYHOTO HAaceNIeHHs! B (JOPMUPOBAHN U HAPPATHBOB
YTpo3sl U OTBEYACT Ha CICHYIONIMH HCCIEJOBATEIbCKUI BOMPOC: MOCPEACTBOM KAaKUX IUCKYPCHUBHBIX U
MHCTHTYIMOHAIBHBIX MEXaHU3MOB PYCCKOS3BIYHBIE COOOIIECTBA CEKBIOPUTH3UPYIOTCSA B paMKax OanTHHCKNX
NpeACTaBICHUH 00 yrpo3e co cTopoHel Poccnn? Cwmemras aHamUTHYECKHH (OKYC € MaTepHalIbHBIX
BO3MOXKHOCTEH Ha WAEHTUYHOCTb, JUCKYpC M WHCTUTYIHOHAIBHYIO IPAaKTHKY, HCCICIOBAHHE CTPEMHTCS
BHECTH BKJIJl B NPOJOJDKAIOIIUECS NeOaThl B 001MacTH MEXTyHapoaHbIX oTHomieHui (MO) o conuaapHON
KOHCTPYKIIMH 0€3011acHOCTH.

Teoperndeckoll OCHOBOIl HcCClIEAOBaHUS Clly)Kar Teopusi CEKbIOpUTH3AIMU U Oojee LIMPOKH
SMHUCTEMOIOTHIECKUH TOIX0X KOHCTPYKTHBH3MA. B oTiH4me 0T HeopeaaucTHUeCKUX MOIX0/10B — Hauboiee
ApKO TpencTaBieHHbIX KeHHeToM Yonruem, — KOTOpbIE pacCMaTpuBalOT yrpo3y Kak (YHKIHIO
pacrpeiesleHIs] MaTepHaIbHON CHUJIBI, TaHHOE UCCIIEI0BAaHUE UCXOAUT U3 KOHCTPYKTUBUCTCKON OHTOJIOTHH, B
paMKax KOTOpoi 0e30MacHOCTh MOHMMAETCS KaK JUCKYpPCHBHAs MPAKTHKA.

B pamkax maHHOro MO/AXO/a CEKbIOPUTH3AIMS paccMaTpHBaeTcsl Kak rnep(opMaTUBHBIN Mporecc,
MIOCPEAICTBOM KOTOPOTO TIOJMTHYECKHE aKTOPHI IPEACTAaBISAIOT ONpPEIEIEHHBIC BOIPOCHI B KadeCTBE
9K3UCTEHIMAIBHBIX yIPO3, TEM CaMbIM JIETMTHMHUpYs NPHUMEHEHHE 4pe3BblYaiiHbIX Mep. CymiecTByromast
JWTepaTypa, MOCBAIIEHHAS PyCCKUM MEHBIIMHCTBAM B CTpaHax bantum, Kak mpaBuiIo, KOJEOIEeTCs MEXIy
JIBYMSI JIOMUHHMPYIOIIMMH TapaJiTMaMi: OJHA PacCMaTpUBAET 3TH TPYIIbBI KaK HMOTEHIHAIbHBIE YIPO3BI
6e3omacHocTH, Ipyras MOMEMIAeT UX B PaMKU JIMOEPaIbHBIX AMCKYPCOB MHTErPalvil M MpPaB MEHBIIMHCTB.
Hacrosmee uccienoBaHne CTpeMUTCS IMPEOJONETh 3TOT AHAIMTHYECKHH Pas3pbhIB, COCPEOTOUYMBIINCH Ha
mporieccax KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS CMBICIIOB U HCCIIENysl, KAKMM 00pa3oM HIEHTHYHOCTh, HICTOPHUECKAs IaMsTh U
MOJUTUYECKUH AUCKYpPC B3aUMOJCHCTBYIOT IIpH (JOPMUPOBAHUN HAppaTHUBOB Oe3omacHOCTH. PaccMaTtpuBas
PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIE COOOIIecCTBa HE KaK OHTOJIOTHYECKH 3aJaHHbIEe CYIIHOCTH, a KaK IHCKYPCHBHO
CKOHCTPYHPOBAaHHBIE CyOBEKTHI, MCCIEJOBaHHE BHOCHT BKIAJ B JIUTEPATypy, OOBEIUHSIS OOIIECTBEHHYIO
6e30MacHOCTb, OJIUTHKY HACHTUYHOCTH M MIPOIIECCHI CEKBIOPUTH3AINH B €ANHYIO0 aHAIUTHYECKYIO PAMKY.

I[aHHOC HCCJIICAOBAHUE HCIOJIb3YCT KayeCTBEHHBIN I/ICCJ'IG,I[OB&TGJ'ILCKI/Iﬁ ,IlHSaﬁH, OCHOBAHHBIA Ha
JAUCKYpPC-aHaJIN3€ — METOHOJIOTMYCCKOM IMOAXOAC, 0COOEHHO IOAXOOAIIEM JIA BBIABJICHUSA SA3BIKOBBIX H
CHUMBOJIMYECKHX H3M€p€HPII>i MpoHeCcCOB CECKbIOPUTU3ALIUU. 3MHI/IpI/I‘{eCKI/II71 KOpIIyC BKJIFOYACT:

° O(I)I/ILII/IaJ'IBHble JAOKYMCHTBI 11O HaHHOHaHBHOﬁ 0€e30IMacCHOCTH CTpaH BaJ’ITI/II/I,
* [TonmuTnueckue BBICTYIJICHUA,
° I/IHCTI/ITyIII/IOHaJ'II)HBIe MCXaHU3MBbI, BKIIFOYAs MOJIUTUKY I'PAKAAHCTBA U A3BIKOBYIO IIOJIUTUKY,

Bribopka CTpyKTypupOBaHa MO KPUTHYECKHUM BPEMEHHBIM py0OexaMm — TMpexke BCEro Kpusnucam
2014 u 2022 romoB, KOTJa BOCHPUATHE YTPO3 3HAYUTEIHLHO YCHIIMIOCH. JIMCKypC-aHAIN3 MPUMEHSIETCS IS
BBISIBJICHHSI TOTO, KakuM 0Opa3oM sI3bIK KOHCTPYHpPYET «JIpyroro», Kak MOOWIM3YIOTCS HCTOPHYECKHE
HappaTUBBI ¥ KAKMM 00pa30M WHCTHTYIIUOHAIbHBIE IPAKTHKH YCUITHBAIOT CEKbIOPUTH3UPYIONTUE IEHCTBUSI.

Breibop maHHOrO Merozma OOYCIIOBIEH €ro AaHaJHTHYECKOH CIOCOOHOCTBIO TIOKa3aTh, YTO
0€30I1acHOCTh He POCTO apTHKYJIHPYETCS, a IPOU3BOJUTCS OCPEICTBOM JIHCKYpCa, YTO MO3BOJIIET IIy0iKe
MIOHSATBH B3aMMOCBSI3b SI3bIKA, WICHTUYHOCTH U BIACTH.
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PesynbraThl n 06cykneHNE

ITomydeHHsle pe3yabTaThl IOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO PYCCKOA3BIYHOE HACEICHHE CEKbIOPUTHU3UPYETCS
MIOCPEICTBOM TPEX B3aNMOCBS3aHHBIX MEXaHU3MOB!

* Hcropudeckast mamMsITh M OHTOJIOTHYECKasl HE3AIIWIIEHHOCTh: HACIEINE COBETCKON OKKYTAIHH
JVCKYyPCUBHO aKTyaJIM3HPYETCS U MIPOCHUPYETCS Ha COBPEMEHHbIE PyCCKHE MEHBIINHCTBA, MPEICTaBIIAA UX
KaK BOILIOLEHUE HEPA3PEILIEHHON HCTOPUIECKON TPaBMBI.

e JluckypcuBHOe (peHMHpPOBaHHE W CTPAaTErMYeCKUEe HApPPATHUBBL: IIOJUTUYECKHE DJIUTHI
KOHCTPYUPYIOT 3TH COOOIECTBA KaK IOTEHIMAIbHbIE KaHaJbl BHEIIHETO BIIUSHUS, HEPEIKO aneJuIupys K
nokrpuHe «Pycckoro mupay» (Russkiy Mir) s nernTumManuy 1moJoOHOW MHTEpIpeTanud. JTO OTpaXkaeT
Oonee MMPOKUN NPOLECC YCWIEHHs BOCHPUSATHS YTpPo3 IOCPEACTBOM HAppaTUBOB, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha
UACHTUYHOCTH.

® I/IHCTI/ITyHI/IOHaHI/IBaHI/IH CCKBIOPUTHU3AIIUN: PCKUMBI TpaAXKIAHCTBA W A3BIKOBAasA MOJIMTHKA
(I)yHKI_[I/IOHI/Ipy}OT KaK HWHCTUTYHHOHAJIU3UPOBAHHBIC q)OpMBI CCKbIOPUTH3AIIUHM, BBICTYIIAd B Ka4YCCTBC
«‘IpeSBBI‘IaﬁHLIX MCp», HAIIPABJICHHBIX HA 3aIUTY HaI.[PIOHaJ'ILHOfI HWACHTUYHOCTH U CyBCPCHHUTCTA.

CpaBHHUTENBHBIN aHAJIN3 MOKA3bIBAeT, YTO HMHTCHCHUBHOCTh CEKBIOPHTH3ALMM pa3invacTcs B
3aBUCHMOCTH OT CTpaHbl: eciii B JINTBe HaOMIOMACTCS OTHOCHTENBHO OTPAaHWYCHHAs CEKbIOPUTH3ALUS
BCJIEACTBHE JeMorpaduueckux (aktopoB, TO OcroHuss W JIaTBUS JEMOHCTPHPYIOT HPHU3HAKA
THIIEPCEKbIOPUTU3AINH, 00YCIIOBICHHOH BOCIIPHHIMAEMbIMU BHYTPEHHUMH YSA3BUMOCTAMH. DTH PE3YIIbTaThI
CBHUJIETEIIECTBYIOT O TOM, 4YTO 0€30MacHOCTh B OaNTHICKOM KOHTEKCTE HE CBOAMTCS K BHEIIHMM BOCHHBIM
yrposam, a riyO0OKO YKOpeHeHa B JTHHAMHKE OOLIECTBEHHOW MJCHTHYHOCTH U eMOTpadUuecKHX TPEeBOrax,
TEM CaMbIM HO/ATBEPK/ast KOHCTPYKTHBUCTCKHE ITOJIXO/IbI M KOHLIETILIMIO OOIIECTBEHHO Oe30nacHOCTH.

HccrnenoBanre NPUXOMUT K BBIBOMY, YTO OE30MACHOCTh B bBanTHIICKOM pErHOHE COBMECTHO
KOHCTUTYUPYETCS KaK TCPPUTOPUAIBHBIMUA, TaK H OOINCCTBCHHBIMU rpaHuIlaMid. CeKbIOPUTH3AIMS
PYCCKOSI3BIYHBIX COOOMIECTB, XOTS W MOXET CHOCOOCTBOBAaTH YKPEIUICHHIO HAIMOHAIBFHOTO EAWHCTBA B
KPaTKOCPOYHOU MEPCIEKTHBE, B JOITOCPOUHOM MEPCIIEKTUBE CO3MaET PUCK OOIMIECTBEHHOM (parMeHTaluu 1
MOKET HEMPEIHAMEPEHHO YCUJINTh UIMEHHO T€ ySI3BUMOCTH, KOTOPBIE CTPEMUTCS yCTpaHUTh. C TOUKH 3pEHUs
MPaKTUUYECKON OJTUTHKU:

e Jlns TOJNMTHKOB: CYIIECTBYET HEOOXOJMMOCTh Mepexoja OT MNPaKTHK HCKIIOYAroeH
CeKbIOPUTH3AIIMM K HWHKIIO3UBHBIM ~ MOJCISIM  JEMOKPATHUECKOH  yCTOWYMBOCTH,  YKPEIUIAIOIIUM
OOIIIECTBEHHYIO CILIOYEHHOCTD 03 yiepba /i 0e30MacHOCTH.

» Jlna umccnenoBatenei: OyayIiue HCCIEJOBAHUS TOJKHBI BKIIOYAaTh aHAJIN3 HAa MHKPOYPOBHE,
BKJIFOYAsl I10JIEBbIE MCCJIEJOBAHMSI M MHTEPBBIO, YTOOBI M3YyYWTh, KAaKMM 00Opa30oM CEKbIOPHUTHU3UPOBaHHBIE
coo0111ecTBa BOCIIPUHUMAIOT 3TH TIPOLIECCHI M PEarnpyroT Ha HUX.

o Jlig MeXIyHapOTHBIX aKkTOpOB: Takue MHCTUTYTHI, kak HATO u EBpomneiickuii coro3, TOKHEI
HMHTErPUPOBATh OOIIECTBEHHYIO CIUIOUEHHOCTH B O0Jiee MIMPOKHE CTPATErHy MPOTUBOACHCTBUS THOPUIHBIM
yIrpo3aM.

B TeoperMueckoM IUIaHE JAaHHOE WCCIICNOBAHHME Pa3BMBACT CYIISCTBYIOLIYIO JIUTEPATypYy,
JEMOHCTPHUPYS, 4YTO O€30IaCHOCTh MPEACTABISET CO0OH HEe NMPOCTO peakiyi Ha BHELIHHE YIpO3bl, a
COLIMANIbHO CKOHCTPYHPOBAaHHYIO cepy, HOPMHUPYEMYIO AUCKYPCOM, HICHTHYHOCTBIO U HHCTUTYIMOHATBEHO 1
NPAKTUKOM, TeM caMbIM IIpejiaras CcoOJep)KaTelbHBI BKJIaJ B COBpEeMEHHBIe ae0aTbl B oOnacTH
MEXIYHApOJHBIX OTHOIIEHUH O CEKbIOPUTH3ALINHI U OOIIECTBEHHOH 0€30I1aCHOCTH.

KiroueBble cioBa: ctpansl bantmm, pycckoe MEHBIIMHCTBO, CEKbIOPHUTH3ANUs, 0E30MacHOCTS,
BOCIPUATUE YTPO3, MEXKIyHAPOAHbIE OTHOLIEHUS.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet

Estonya, Letonya ve Litvanya, 1991 yilinda bagimsizliklarin1 yeniden kazanmalarinin ardindan dig
politika ve giivenlik politikalarin1 Avrupa-Atlantik biitiinlesmesi dogrultusunda yeniden ydnlendirmis; bu
stireg, 2004 y1linda NATO ve Avrupa Birligi iiyelikleriyle sonuglanmistir. Bu baglamda giivenlik, dar anlamda
tanimlanan askeri bir doktrinin 6tesine gegerek devlet kimligi, egemenlik ve toplumsal biitiinliikle baglantil
ontolojik bir mesele haline gelmistir. Rusya Federasyonu’nun 6zellikle 2008 sonrasinda belirginlesen ve 2014
ile 2022’den itibaren daha da yogunlasan revizyonist tutumu, Baltik bolgesindeki tehdit algilarii 6nemli
Olciide artirmustir.
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Bu ¢aligma, “Rus tehdidi”ni sabit ve maddi bir gergeklik olarak degil, toplumsal olarak insa edilen ve
siyasal stirecler araciligiyla bigimlenen bir olgu olarak yeniden kavramsallagtirmay1 amaglamaktadir. Calisma,
ozellikle Rusca konugan niifusun tehdit anlatilarinin {iretimindeki roliinii sorgulamakta ve su arastirma
sorusuna odaklanmaktadir: Rusca konugan topluluklar, Baltik devletlerinin Rusya’ya yonelik tehdit insalari
icerisinde hangi soylemsel ve kurumsal mekanizmalar aracilifiyla giivenliklestirilmektedir? Analitik odag:
maddi kapasitelerden kimlik, sdylem ve kurumsal uygulamalara kaydiran ¢alisma, Uluslararas: iliskiler
disiplininde giivenligin toplumsal insasina iligkin siiregelen tartigmalara katki sunmay1 hedeflemektedir.

Calismanin kuramsal gercevesi, Giivenliklestirme Kurami ile Insacihigin daha genis epistemolojik
yaklagimina dayanmaktadir. Tehdidi maddi gii¢ dagiliminin bir islevi olarak kavramsallastiran ve en belirgin
bicimde Kenneth Waltz tarafindan ortaya konulan neorealist yaklasimlarin aksine bu g¢alisma, gilivenligin
soylemsel bir pratik olarak ele alindig1 insac1 bir ontolojiyi benimsemektedir.

Bu ¢ercevede giivenliklestirme, siyasal aktorlerin belirli meseleleri varolugsal tehditler olarak
cergeveledigi ve bu yolla olaganiisti tedbirleri mesrulagtirdigt edimsel bir siire¢ olarak
kavramsallastirilmaktadir. Baltik devletlerindeki Rus azinliklara iliskin mevcut literatiir, genel olarak iki
baskin paradigma arasinda salinim gostermektedir. Bunlardan ilki, s6z konusu niifusu ortiik ya da potansiyel
bir giivenlik tehdidi olarak cercevelerken; ikincisi, bu topluluklart liberal biitiinlesme ve azinlik haklari
sOylemleri icerisinde konumlandirmaktadir. Bu ¢aligma, anlam iiretim siireclerine odaklanarak s6z konusu
analitik ayrimi agmay1 amacglamakta; kimlik, tarihsel hafiza ve siyasal sdylemin giivenlik anlatilarinin
tiretilmesinde nasil etkilesime girdigini incelemektedir. Rus¢a konusan topluluklari ontolojik olarak verili
kategoriler degil, soylemsel olarak insa edilen 6zneler seklinde ele alan ¢aligma; toplumsal giivenlik, kimlik
siyaseti ve giivenliklestirme siireglerini biitlinciil bir analitik ¢ergevede bir araya getirerek literatiire katki
sunmaktadir.

Arastirma, sOylem analizine dayali nitel bir arastirma deseni benimsemektedir. Bu yontem,
giivenliklestirme siireclerinin dilsel ve sembolik boyutlarini agifa c¢ikarmaya ozellikle elverislidir.
Aragtirmanin ampirik veri seti su kaynaklardan olusmaktadir:

e Baltik devletlerinin resmi ulusal giivenlik belgeleri,
e Siyasal konugmalar,
e Vatandaslik ve dil politikalarini da kapsayan kurumsal diizenlemeler.

Arastirma orneklemi, tehdit algilarinin yogunlastigi kritik doniim noktalari, dzellikle 2014 ve 2022
krizleri etrafinda zamansal olarak yapilandirilmigtir. Sdylem analizi, dil araciligiyla “Oteki”nin nasil insa
edildigini, tarihsel anlatilarin nasil seferber edildigini ve kurumsal uygulamalarin giivenliklestirici hamleleri
nasil pekistirdigini belirlemek amaciyla kullanilmistir.

Bu yontemin tercih edilmesinin temel nedeni, giivenligin yalnizca ifade edilen bir olgu degil, aym
zamanda sOylem araciligtyla tiretilen bir gergeklik oldugunu ortaya koyabilmesidir. Boylelikle dil, kimlik ve
iktidar arasindaki karsilikli iliskinin daha derinlemesine anlagilmasi miimkiin olmaktadir.

Bulgular ve Tartisma

Arastirma bulgulari, Rus¢a konugan niifusun birbiriyle iligkili li¢ temel mekanizma araciligryla
giivenliklestirildigini gostermektedir:

e Tarihsel Hafiza ve Ontolojik Giivensizlik: Sovyet isgalinin mirast sdylemsel olarak yeniden
etkinlestirilmekte ve c¢agdas Rus azmliklara yansitilmaktadir. Bu topluluklar, ¢6ziime
kavusturulmamis tarihsel travmalarin somutlagmis temsilcileri olarak gercevelenmektedir.

o Soylemsel Cerceveleme ve Stratejik Anlatilar: Siyasal elitler, s6z konusu topluluklar1 dis etkinin
potansiyel tasiyicilart olarak inga etmekte ve bu gerceveyi mesrulagtirmak amaciyla siklikla “Rus
Diinyas1” (Russkiy Mir) doktrinine bagvurmaktadir. Bu durum, kimlik temelli anlatilar araciligiyla
tehdidin genisletilmesi ve yogunlastirilmasi stirecini yansitmaktadir.

e Giivenliklestirmenin Kurumsallasmasi: Vatandaslik rejimleri ve dil politikalari, ulusal kimligi ve
egemenligi korumaya yonelik “olaganiistii tedbirler” olarak igleyen kurumsallasmis giivenliklestirme
big¢imleri haline gelmektedir.

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



1168 Rabia Yagmur Giileviz

Karsilastirmali analiz, giivenliklestirmenin yogunlugunun iilkeler arasinda farklilagtigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Litvanya’da demografik faktorler nedeniyle giivenliklestirme gorece sinirl diizeyde kalirken,
Estonya ve Letonya’da algillanan i¢ kirilganliklarin etkisiyle asir1 gilivenliklestirme Oriintiileri
gozlemlenmektedir. Bu bulgular, Baltik baglaminda giivenli§in yalnizca dissal askerl tehditlere
indirgenemeyecegini; aksine toplumsal kimlik dinamikleri ve demografik kaygilar icerisinde derin bigimde
koklestigini gostermektedir. Bu yoniiyle calisma, insaci yaklagim ile toplumsal giivenlik perspektiflerini
desteklemektedir.

Caligma, Baltik bolgesinde giivenligin hem iilkesel hem de toplumsal sinirlar araciligiyla karsilikli
olarak insa edildigi sonucuna ulagsmaktadir. Rus¢a konusan topluluklarin giivenliklestirilmesi, kisa vadede
ulusal biitiinligii giiclendirme potansiyeline sahip olsa da uzun vadede toplumsal par¢alanma riski yaratmakta
ve azaltmay1 amagladigi kirilganliklart istemeden daha da derinlestirebilmektedir.

Politika perspektifinden ¢alisma su 6nerileri ortaya koymaktadir:

o Politika yapicilar acisindan: Dislayict giivenliklestirme uygulamalarindan uzaklagilarak,
giivenlikten 6diin vermeden toplumsal biitiinliigii giiclendiren kapsayici demokratik dayaniklilik
modellerine yonelinmelidir.

e Arastirmacilar acisindan: Gelecekteki ¢alismalar, giivenliklestirilen topluluklarin bu siiregleri nasil
algiladiklarini ve bu siireglere nasil tepki verdiklerini inceleyebilmek amaciyla saha aragtirmalar: ve
miilakatlar1 da igeren mikro diizeyli analizlere yer vermelidir.

e Uluslararas1 aktorler acisindan: NATO ve Avrupa Birligi gibi kurumlar, hibrit tehditlerle
miicadeleye yonelik daha genis stratejilerine toplumsal biitiinliikk boyutunu dahil etmelidir.

Kuramsal agidan bu ¢alisma, giivenligin yalnizca dissal tehditlere verilen bir tepki olmadigini; soylem,
kimlik ve kurumsal pratikler tarafindan sekillendirilen toplumsal olarak insa edilmis bir alan oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu yoniiyle ¢aligma, giivenliklestirme ve toplumsal giivenlik konularindaki giincel Uluslararasi
[liskiler tartigmalaria ¢ok boyutlu ve 6zgiin bir katki sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Baltik Devletleri, Rus Azinlik, Giivenliklestirme, Giivenlik, Tehdit Algisi,
Uluslararasi {liskiler.
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Introduction

The foreign policy trajectories of the Baltic states—Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania—must be
understood as a deliberate and historically conditioned strategic realignment following the restoration
of independence in 1991. This shift was characterized by a rapid move away from the Russian orbit
toward Western security and economic structures (Ina¢ & Aydin, 2025). Rather than a simple
geopolitical reorientation, their “Return to the West” constituted a multidimensional project aimed
at institutional anchoring, identity reconstruction, and long-term security maximization (Berg &
Ehin, 2009). For these states, proximity to the Russian Federation and the perceived existential threat
necessitated an urgent pursuit of the NATO Article 5 guarantee as an "ultimate shield" (ICDS, 2012).
This process culminated in accession to both NATO and the European Union in 2004, effectively
moving the Baltic states from a "geopolitical grey zone" into the core of Western military and
political architectures (Méannik, 2013). The integration process was driven by an external incentive
model, where the benefits of membership were weighed against the political costs of compliance
with Western norms (Béhmelt & Freyburg, 2014). As argued in broader integration literature, such
alignment is not merely instrumental but also normative, reflecting a conscious effort to consolidate
democratic governance and reconstitute state identity in opposition to the Soviet legacy
(Schimmelfennig, 2003; Vachudova, 2005). Furthermore, this realignment extended to critical
infrastructure, with the states prioritizing the synchronization of energy networks with Europe to
mitigate historical dependencies on Russian systems (Ina¢ & Aydin, 2025).

In the post-Soviet era, while Russia initially adopted a respectful stance toward Baltic
sovereignty under Boris Yeltsin’s leadership, it shifted toward a revisionist foreign policy line
beginning in the mid-1990s (Kramer, 2002; Deniz, 2014). This shift reflects Russia’s desire to
reestablish its influence across the former Soviet space through its “near abroad” doctrine. In this
context, the 2008 intervention in Georgia, the 2014 annexation of Crimea, and the 2022 large-scale
invasion of Ukraine demonstrate that Russia has once again prioritized the use of military force
within its foreign policy toolkit (Allison, 2008; Mearsheimer, 2014), which for the Baltic states
constitutes not only a military threat but also an ontological risk to state existence (Jakniiinaité, 2016).

A structurally embedded characteristic of the Baltic security environment is the continued
presence of sizable Russian-speaking populations, a demographic legacy of Soviet-era population
engineering and migration policies (Brubaker, 1996; Kolstoe, 1995; Laitin, 1998; Petsinis, 2026). A
growing body of empirical research identifies a nuanced “minority effect” in defense mobilization
attitudes, particularly evident in Latvia and Estonia (Muiznieks et al., 2013; Cheskin, 2015). This
variation is mediated by competing historical narratives and identity constructions, especially
divergent interpretations of the Soviet past (Wertsch, 2010; Onken, 2007; Mailksoo, 2010).
Individuals holding more favorable evaluations of the Soviet period tend to exhibit lower threat
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perceptions toward Russia and a diminished propensity to engage in national defense (Bérzina &
Zupa, 2025; Cheskin & Kachuyevski, 2019). An examination of the literature reveals that the issue
generally revolves around two main axes: a “security-focused” approach that views Russian
minorities as a component of hybrid warfare strategies, and a “domestic policy-focused” approach
that interprets these communities through democratic rights, citizenship status, and socio-economic
integration (Smith, 2002; Budryte, 2005). However, this dichotomy fails to explain how threat
perception takes root socially and is transformed into a “security issue,” as threat is inherently shaped
by historical traumas, identity narratives, and institutional policies (Milksoo, 2015; Yal¢in, 2008).

This article addresses the identified gap by conceptualizing the Russian threat not as an
objective or static condition, but as a dynamically constructed phenomenon shaped by historical
legacies, social interactions, and political processes. Drawing on the analytical framework of
securitization theory as developed by the Copenhagen School, and grounded in constructivist
epistemology, the study investigates how Russian-speaking communities are discursively and
institutionally positioned within broader security narratives in the Baltic context. Accordingly, the
central research question guiding this inquiry is formulated as follows: Through which discursive
practices and institutional mechanisms are Russian-speaking communities in the Baltic states
securitized within the construction of perceived threats emanating from Russia?

Theoretical Framework

Within the discipline of International Relations, the concept of “threat” has historically been
inseparable from that of security. Yet the question of how threats are perceived—and, crucially, how
they come to be recognized as such—has prompted a significant rethinking of classical security
paradigms, particularly in the post—Cold War era. While traditional approaches privilege material
capabilities and systemic constraints, more recent theoretical developments emphasize the social,
historical, and discursive processes through which threats are constituted.

From a neorealist perspective, threat perception is rooted in the anarchic structure of the
international system and the distribution of material power. As articulated by Kenneth Waltz (1979),
the absence of a central authority compels states to prioritize survival, leading them to interpret the
capabilities of others as potential threats. Similarly, John Mearsheimer (2001) contends that great
powers are structurally inclined to view one another with suspicion and to maximize their relative
power in pursuit of security. While these frameworks offer important insights into strategic behavior,
they remain limited in accounting for the ideational and discursive dimensions through which threats
acquire meaning.

Neoliberal institutionalism, by contrast, situates threat within patterns of interdependence
and institutional cooperation. The work of Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye (1977) demonstrates
how dense networks of economic exchange and international institutions can mitigate conflict and
reduce perceptions of threat. In this light, the integration of the Baltic states into NATO and the
European Union is typically interpreted as a stabilizing development that enhances security through
collective defense commitments and institutional embeddedness. However, such approaches tend to
understate the persistence of antagonistic perceptions despite institutional integration.
Constructivism provides a more comprehensive account by foregrounding the role of identity, norms,
and social interaction in the formation of threat. As argued by Alexander Wendt (1999), threats are
not objectively given but are socially constructed through processes of identification and
interpretation. In the Baltic context, the historical experience of Soviet occupation has profoundly
shaped collective memory, contributing to the enduring construction of Russia as a constitutive
“other.” This insight aligns with broader constructivist scholarship emphasizing that historical
narratives and identity discourses are central to how states interpret external actors.

Moreover, constructivist approaches draw attention to the internal dimension of threat
construction. Ted Hopf (2002) highlights how domestic identity configurations directly influence
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foreign policy orientations and threat perception, while Iver Neumann (1999) underscores the
importance of “self/other” distinctions in the reproduction of political identities. In the Baltic states,
these dynamics are particularly salient, as memory politics and identity narratives play a decisive
role in shaping how Russia is perceived and positioned within national discourse. Building on these
insights, Barry Buzan, Ole Waver, and Jaap de Wilde (1998) expand the concept of security beyond
its traditional military focus by incorporating societal, cultural, and linguistic dimensions. Their
formulation of “societal security” is especially relevant in contexts where questions of identity and
belonging are politically salient. In such settings, Russian-speaking communities in the Baltic states
do not inherently constitute a material threat; rather, they become focal points in broader debates
over the boundaries of national identity and social cohesion (Commercio, 2007; Best, 2013).

Securitization theory further refines this perspective by conceptualizing security as a
performative and discursive process. According to Ole Waver (1995), issues become “security”
issues not because of their intrinsic qualities, but because political actors successfully frame them as
existential threats to a valued referent object. Once such framing is accepted by a relevant audience,
it legitimizes the adoption of extraordinary measures. This framework is particularly useful for
explaining how, under certain political and historical conditions, Russian-speaking communities can
be incorporated into security discourse and positioned as elements of concern. Taken together, these
theoretical perspectives suggest that Russian-speaking communities should not be understood as
objective or direct threats. Rather, they occupy a contingent position within a multilayered process
of threat construction shaped by structural conditions, institutional contexts, identity narratives, and
discursive practices. In this regard, constructivism and securitization theory offer the most
analytically robust framework for capturing both the social depth and the temporal continuity of
threat perception in the Baltic states.

Literature Review

Literature clusters into four strands: integration and citizenship, identity and belonging,
securitization, and public opinion. The first strand addresses integration and citizenship. Van
Elsuwege (2004) shows that Russian-speaking minorities in Estonia and Latvia played a central role
in state-building during EU accession. Giingdr (2013) links EU harmonization to improvements in
minority rights, albeit constrained by perceived Russian threats. Extending this view, Galbreath
(2005) emphasizes the interaction between EU norms and geopolitical pressures, while Solska (2011)
and Hiden and Smith (2007) demonstrate how citizenship regimes remain shaped by ethnonational
conceptions, historical memory, and identity.

The second strand focuses on identity and belonging. Cheskin (2013; 2015) shows that
Russian-speaking communities construct hybrid and context-dependent identities. Commercio
(2007) argues that governance frameworks position these groups as potential instruments of Russian
influence, producing restrictive policies.

A third strand examines securitization dynamics. Following the Annexation of Crimea and
the Russian invasion of Ukraine, minority policies in Estonia and Latvia have been increasingly
framed through national security. Schulze and Pupcenoks (2025) show how exclusionary practices
are justified within security discourse. Alijeva (2026) links this to Russia’s compatriot policy, while
Andzans (2023) conceptualizes the post-2022 period as “hyper-securitization.”

Finally, public opinion studies highlight heterogeneity. Ekman (2024) finds variation across
identity, language, and political orientation, while Cherson & Estes (2023) confirm context-
dependent political attitudes. Despite this breadth, a gap persists: existing research either securitizes
minorities directly or treats them through integration frameworks, leaving the discursive and
institutional construction of the minority—threat nexus underexplored. This study addresses this gap.
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This study examines how Russian-speaking communities shape threat perceptions of Russia
through discursive and institutional mechanisms. The central question is: Through which
mechanisms are Russian-speaking communities securitized in the construction of Russia-related
threat perceptions? Two hypotheses guide the analysis: (1) Russian-speaking populations do not
directly determine threat perception; the relationship is mediated by discourse, historical context, and
institutional structures. (2) This linkage is stronger in Estonia and Latvia than in Lithuania due to
higher visibility and demographic concentration.

The study employs a qualitative, comparative, document-based design, focusing on how
minorities are discursively positioned rather than treated as inherent threats. The dataset is twofold:

* Demographic data from Statistics Estonia(Estonian Government, 2023), Latvian Central
Statistical Bureau (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2023), and Statistics Lithuania (State
Security Department of Lithuania, 2025), used as contextual background.

* Documentary data, including security strategies, threat assessments, and policy texts, where
Russia is constructed as a threat and minorities occasionally appear as channels of influence.

The 2004-2026 timeframe captures post-EU and NATO accession, marking the
consolidation of Baltic security discourse within Western structures.

The study applies qualitative content analysis combining manifest and latent coding, with
emphasis on latent coding to capture implicit securitization patterns. The coding proceeds in three
stages: classification of documents; development of a theory-driven coding scheme; and iterative
expansion through inductive theme identification. Four categories structure the analysis: Russia
threat, minority reference, security linkage, and integration discourse. A key analytical distinction
separates integration-related references from those linking minorities to security risks. This enables
a contextual analysis of securitization rather than an essentialist reading. Findings are assessed
through frequency, density (per thousand words), and co-occurrence analysis, particularly the
intersection of “minority reference,” “security linkage,” and “Russia threat.” The study does not
measure individual perceptions but analyzes state-level discourse—a deliberate design choice.
Relying on publicly available documents ensures transparency, traceability, and methodological
rigor.

Table 1. Pre-Encoding Table

Document Country Docume Period Main Codes Analytical Function
nt Type

National Estonia Security Post- Russia Threat, Ilustrates how security is
Security Strategy 2022 Identity linked to society, identity, and
Concept Security, state continuity in Estonia
2023 Resilience
Cohesive Estonia Integrati | Pre/Post- Integration Shows how Russian-speaking
Estonia on 2022 Discourse, populations are addressed
Strategy Strategy Minority within social integration and
2021-2030 Reference, language policy frameworks

Language

Cohesion
Integration Estonia Integrati Post- Regional Highlights how regional
Programme on 2022 Concentration, concentration of Russian-
2022-2025 Program Minority speaking populations is

me Reference, framed as a policy issue

Integration

Discourse
National Latvia Security Post- Russia Threat, Demonstrates how the
Security Strategy 2014 Information Russian threat is linked to
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Concept Pressure, internal stability and social
2015 Societal Unity cohesion
State Latvia Defence Post- Russia Threat, Reflects the intensification of
Defence Concept 2022 Resilience, security discourse after 2022
Concept Whole-of-
2023-2027 Society Defence
Cybersecurit | Latvia Cybersec Post- Information Shows the integration of cyber
y Strategy urity 2022 Security, Cyber | and information domains into
2023-2026 Strategy Threat, Security security discourse
Linkage
MFA Society | Latvia Integrati | Current Demographic Provides insight into the size
Integration in on/Demo Context, and status of the Russian
Latvia graphic Citizenship minority in Latvia
Report Status, Minority
Reference
Immigration | Latvia Legal / Post- Security Demonstrates how language
Law Replies State 2022 Linkage, and residency policies are
2024 Security Language linked to security concerns
Requirement,
Citizenship/Resi
dence
National Lithuania Threat Post- Russia Threat, Shows how Russia’s
Threat Assessm 2014 Compatriot “compatriot” discourse is
Assessment ent Policy, Security framed within security
2020 Report Linkage concerns
National Lithuania Threat Post- Russia Threat, Reflects updated threat
Threat Assessm 2022 Intelligence perceptions after 2022
Assessment ent Threat,
2025 Report Information
Security
Lithuania Lithuania Minority Post- Minority Indicates that minority issues
Minority Policy 2004 Reference, are primarily addressed within
Policy Integration legal and integration
Reports Discourse, frameworks
Legal
Framework
Lithuania Lithuania Official Current Demographic Demonstrates comparatively
Official Statistics Context, low Russian minority share in
Population Minority Size Lithuania
Composition
2023
Findings
Table 2. Sample Coding from Document Analysis
Country Document Excerpt Coding Interpretation
Estonia Security “language and Identity Security is defined through
Concept 2023 culture” Security identity and cultural continuity
Estonia Integration “Russian- Minority Minority groups are addressed
Programme speaking Reference within a social integration context
residents...”
Latvia Security “pose long-term | Russia Threat Russia is framed as an explicit
Concept 2015 challenges” security threat
Latvia Security “societal unity” Security Threat is linked to internal
Concept 2015 Linkage societal cohesion

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



1174 Rabia Yagmur Giileviz

Latvia Immigration | “protect national Security Minority-related policies are
Law 2024 security” Linkage justified through security
concerns
Lithuania Threat “compatriot Security Minorities are framed indirectly
Assessment communities” Linkage as instruments of influence
Lithuania Population 5.1% Russian Demographic Low minority presence in
Data Context demographic terms
Table 3. Comparative Securitization Patterns Across Baltic States
Main Code Sub- Coding Analytic Overall Interpretation
Indicator Logic al
s Function
Estonia High Medium— | Medium Indirect securitization through identity and
High language

Latvia Very High High Strongest securitization — linkage between

High internal stability and security
Lithuania High Low Low— Strong threat perception, but weak minority-

Medium security linkage

When Table 2 and Table 3 are considered together, it becomes evident that the discourse of
Russia as a threat is strongly present across all Baltic states. However, the way in which this threat
is linked to societal elements varies significantly between countries. In the case of Estonia, security
discourse is primarily constructed around identity, language, and societal cohesion. References to
Russian-speaking communities in the analyzed documents are mostly situated within the framework
of integration and social cohesion rather than being explicitly framed as security threats.
Nevertheless, indirect linkages to security emerge through themes such as linguistic division and
regional concentration. This suggests that securitization operates in a more subtle and context-
dependent manner rather than through direct threat construction.

Latvia presents a distinct pattern compared to the other two cases. In this context, not only
is the discourse of Russia as a threat more intense, but minority groups are also more frequently
associated with issues of internal stability and societal cohesion. The prominence of themes such as
information space, propaganda, and internal resilience indicates that minorities can be incorporated
into security discourse in a more direct way. In this sense, Latvia stands out as the case with the
highest level of securitization. In Lithuania, although the perception of Russia as a threat remains
strong, the role of minorities within this discourse is considerably more limited. Given the relatively
smaller size of the Russian minority population, security discourse tends to focus more on external
threats and geopolitical risks, with societal elements playing a less central role. This suggests that
there is no automatic or direct relationship between minority presence and securitization.

Overall, the findings indicate that while the perception of Russia as a threat is a shared feature
across the Baltic states, the extent to which this threat is linked to minority populations varies
depending on the national context. This variation demonstrates that security discourse is shaped not
only by demographic factors, but also by historical experiences, political choices, and institutional
frameworks.

Table 4. Latent Coding Scheme and Operationalization

Main Code Sub-Indicators Coding Logic Analytical Function
Russia Military threat, regional Statements in which Russia Measures the centrality
Threat instability, sovereignty risk, is positioned as a direct or of Russia in security

cyber/information threat, indirect threat were coded discourse
Russian foreign policy under this category
Minority Russian minority, Russian- | Direct or indirect references | Captures the visibility of
Reference speaking communities, non- to minority groups or minorities in official
discourse

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(O1)



Securitization of Russian-Speaking Minorities in the Baltic States...

1175

citizens, linguistic groups, Russian-speaking
Soviet legacy populations were coded
Security External influence, Instances where minority, Represents the level of
Linkage information space, societal language, citizenship, or securitization
vulnerability, national integration issues are
resilience, security risk articulated together with
security-related concepts
were coded
Integration Integration, citizenship, Statements referring to the Analyzes the tension
Discourse language education, social and institutional between securitization
belonging, social cohesion integration of minority and inclusiveness
groups were coded

The purpose of this table is to translate the claims advanced by the study on a conceptual
level into measurable and traceable units of analysis. In particular, the “Security linkage” category
is decisive in terms of the study’s main hypotheses. This is because H1 argues that the presence of
minorities influences the perception of threat not directly, but through discursive processes. To
support this hypothesis, it is not sufficient for the “Minority reference” code to be high; it is necessary
to examine the extent to which references to minorities are co-produced with security concepts.
Therefore, “Security linkage” and co-occurrence analyses form the evidential framework of the
study.

Three types of output were used in the data analysis. First, code frequencies were examined.
Frequency indicates how many times each code appears per country. This measure is useful for
determining the visibility of discourse; however, since document lengths vary, it is not sufficient on
its own. Therefore, density was calculated as a second measure. Density indicates the rate of each
code per 1,000 words and allows for comparison across documents of different lengths. Co-
occurrence analysis was used as the third metric. Co-occurrence indicates whether two codes appear
together within the same paragraph, section, or unit of meaning. The most significant co-occurrence
for this study is the relationship between the “Minority reference” and “Russia threat” or “Security
linkage” codes.

Table 5. Code Frequency and Density Values by Country

Code Category Estonia (f/d) Latvia (f/d) Lithuania (f/d)
Russia Threat 128 /3.4 121/3.2 139/3.6
Minority Reference 112/3.0 134/3.5 58/1.5
Security Linkage 86/2.3 103 /2.7 41/1.1
Integration Discourse 147/3.9 139/3.7 101/2.6

Note: /= frequency; d = density (number of coded instances per 1,000 words).

The reason Table 5 is presented in this way is to show both raw frequency and density
adjusted for document length simultaneously. If only frequency were given, a misleading comparison
could occur, as longer documents would naturally have more codes. Adding density values makes
the comparison between countries more balanced. Therefore, the table supports the quantitative
aspect of content analysis while also ensuring a more reliable qualitative interpretation. As can be
seen, the Russia threat code has a high density in all three countries. This indicates that Russia is
generally a central threat reference in the Baltic security discourse. However, minority reference and
security linkage codes are higher in Estonia and Latvia than in Lithuania. This difference shows that
the Russian threat is strong in each country; however, the link established between minorities and
security is not produced to the same extent in each country.

This finding is important for the study's central argument. If the presence of Russian
minorities directly determined the perception of the Russian threat, then minority reference and
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security linkage codes would be expected to be equally high in every instance where the Russian
threat is high. However, the Lithuanian example shows that this is not the case. Although the intensity
of the Russia threat is high in Lithuania, minority references and minority-security links are more
limited. This reveals that the threat perception can be generated independently of the presence of
minorities; and that minorities are only included in the security framework under specific
demographic, historical, and discursive conditions.

Table 6. Co-occurrence Analysis: Relationship Between Minority Reference and Security Linkage

Country Total Minority Co-occurrence with | Co-occurrence Rate
Reference Security Linkage
Estonia 112 54 48%
Latvia 134 67 50%
Lithuania 58 19 33%

Note: The co-occurrence rate indicates the proportion of minority reference codes that appear within
the same semantic units as security linkage codes.

Table 6 reveals one of the study's most important findings. The fact that approximately half
of the minority references in Estonia and Latvia are accompanied by semantic units related to security
indicates that in these countries, Russian/Russian-speaking communities are positioned in official
discourse not merely as a social or cultural category, but under certain conditions as a category
associated with the security sphere. In contrast, this rate is lower in Lithuania. This difference shows
that the securitization of minorities is not solely dependent on the overall level of the Russian threat;
it is also related to the social visibility of minorities within the country, their historical position, and
how they are framed in state discourse.

Table 7. Temporal Variation in Security Discourse Intensity

Period Russia Security Interpretation
Threat Linkage
Density Density
2004-2013 2.1 1.2 Post-EU/NATO institutionalization period; threat
discourse remains relatively limited
2014-2021 33 2.1 Following the annexation of Crimea, both Russia-related
threat perception and information security discourse
become more pronounced
2022-2024 4.2 3.0 After the Ukraine war, both threat perception and
minority—security linkage intensify significantly

The purpose of Table 7 is to show the temporal dimension of securitization processes. The
study's argument is based not only on inter-country differentiation but also on how security discourse
intensifies during periods of crisis. Therefore, the periods 2004-2013, 2014-2021, and 2022-2024
are analytically important. The findings show that the Russia threat code increased significantly after
2014, and the intensity of the Security linkage further increased after 2022. This increase
demonstrates that, as predicted by securitization theory, broader societal issues can be transferred to
the security sphere during periods of crisis. The purpose of the tables used in this section is not merely
to visualize the data. Each table answers a different analytical question of the study. Table 1 provides
methodological transparency by explaining the coding logic and how the categories were generated.
Table 2 compares country-based discourse intensities, showing which themes are more visible in
which country. Table 6 reveals the co-occurrence logic that tests the main hypothesis of the study.
Table 7 provides period-specific depth to the analysis by showing how the securitization process has
changed over time. Therefore, the tables are not merely helpful visuals, but fundamental tools that
carry the evidentiary structure of the study. As a result of this coding strategy, two hypotheses
become testable. The first hypothesis suggests that the presence of Russian/Russian-speaking
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minorities does not directly determine the perception of threat to Russia, but that this relationship is
shaped through political discourses and securitization processes. The second hypothesis predicts that
the link between minorities and security discourse will be stronger in Estonia and Latvia, where
Russian-speaking minorities are more concentrated, compared to Lithuania. The coding results allow
for the testing of these hypotheses, particularly through security linkage and co-occurrence rates.

Discussion

This study clearly demonstrates that the perception of threat in the Baltic countries is shaped
not only by who is present, but also by how they are described. A more systematic evaluation of the
findings shows that both hypotheses can be tested not only at the level of general trends, but also
through measurable indicators. The first hypothesis suggests that the presence of Russian-speaking
communities does not directly determine the perception of threat, but that this relationship is
established through discursive processes. This claim is more clearly confirmed, especially when
Tables 3 and 4 are considered together. In Table 3, the similar intensity of the Russia threat category
in all three countries reveals that the perception of external threat forms a common basis. In contrast,
the significant differences in the minority reference and security linkage categories between countries
show that this common threat is not linked to societal elements in the same way. This differentiation
is particularly evident in the Lithuanian example. The fact that the minority reference and security
linkage values remain low despite the high intensity of the Russia threat shows that the perception
of threat is not automatically linked to the presence of minorities. This directly supports the basic
assumption of the first hypothesis: the presence of minorities is not the sole determining factor; What
matters is the discursive framework within which this entity is understood. In other words, the
perception of threat is less a reality that exists and more a phenomenon dependent on how it is
described.

The co-occurrence rates presented in Table 6 further clarify the nature of this discursive
relationship. The fact that approximately half of the minority reference category in Estonia and Latvia
appears with security linkage shows that minorities are included in the security discourse in certain
contexts. However, it is equally important that these rates are not 100%. This situation reveals that
minorities are not always evaluated within the framework of security, but rather are included in this
category under specific discursive conditions. Therefore, securitization is not a continuous and
automatic process; it operates as a selective and context-sensitive mechanism.

The second hypothesis suggests that the level of securitization will be stronger in countries
with high minority density. This hypothesis is largely confirmed when the findings in Tables 5 and
6 are considered together. The fact that both minority reference and security linkage values are at the
highest levels in Latvia shows that minorities are most intensely associated with the security
discourse. This situation reveals that the numerical visibility of minorities can have an effect on
discursive production. However, this relationship is not deterministic; because although Estonia has
a similar demographic structure, securitization occurs in a more indirect way. The Estonian example
necessitates a more nuanced interpretation of the second hypothesis. In this country, minorities are
primarily considered within the framework of identity, language, and social cohesion; the connection
to security emerges indirectly, not directly. This demonstrates that minority density alone is not the
sole determining factor, but that the state's discursive preferences and historical experiences also
shape this process. Therefore, the second hypothesis involves not only a quantitative relationship but
also a contextual differentiation.

The trends presented in Table 7, in terms of temporal dimension, show that both hypotheses
should be evaluated within a dynamic framework. The lower intensity of both the Russia threat and
security linkage during the 2004—2013 period indicates that the security discourse remained within a
more limited framework. In contrast, the significant increase in threat discourse after 2014 reveals
that external crises directly affect discursive production. The further increase in the security linkage

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



1178 Rabia Yagmur Giileviz

category after 2022 shows that minorities are increasingly included in the security discourse. This
indicates that the scope of securitization expands during periods of crisis, and more social elements
can be included within this framework. These findings reveal that the securitization process is related
not only to the intensity of threat perception but also to the capacity of the discourse to expand. In
other words, periods of crisis not only increase threat perception but also determine the areas to which
this threat spreads. In this context, minorities emerge as flexible categories that can be more easily
included in the security discourse during times of crisis. However, the high score of the integration
discourse category in Table 1 indicates that this process is not one-sided. Minorities can
simultaneously be the subject of both integration policies and security discourse. This reveals a
constant tension between securitization and inclusivity. Therefore, minorities can be considered
neither entirely an object of security nor solely a subject of social policy; they emerge as a constantly
redefined category between these two areas. Overall, the findings show that both hypotheses are
supported, but this support is not based on a linear and simple relationship. The existence of
minorities may be a necessary condition for securitization, but it is not a sufficient one. Additional
factors such as discursive frameworks, historical experiences, and moments of crisis need to come
into play for this relationship to be established. This reveals that securitization is a processual, not a
structural, phenomenon.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study examines the position of Russian-speaking communities in the Baltic states within
the context of their perception of the threat posed by Russia, from a discursive and institutional
perspective. The findings clearly reveal that Russia is positioned as a central threat in all countries,
but the way this threat is associated with minorities varies from country to country. This demonstrates
that the perception of threat is shaped not only by external developments but also by internal political
and social dynamics.

One of the study's key contributions is demonstrating that there is no direct and linear
relationship between the presence of minorities and the perception of threat. Particularly in the case
of Lithuania, despite the strong discourse of threat against Russia, the limited role of minorities
within this discourse reveals that the perception of security can be produced independently of
demographic factors. In contrast, the more frequent inclusion of minorities in the security discourse
within specific contexts in Estonia and Latvia demonstrates the contextual nature of securitization
processes.

These findings question the often assumed objective understanding of threat in security
studies and support the idea that security is a discursively constructed phenomenon. In this context,
minorities emerge not as a direct threat, but as flexible and contextually dependent categories
included in security discussions under specific conditions. This demonstrates that securitization
processes are closely related not only to foreign policy dynamics but also to internal factors such as
identity, language, and social cohesion.

The study also has important implications from a policy perspective. First, the way minorities
are positioned within the security discourse can have critical consequences for social cohesion and
democratic stability. Therefore, it is important that security policies adopt an inclusive and
integration-supporting approach instead of an exclusionary or stigmatizing framework for minorities.
Furthermore, with the increasing discussions on the information space and external influence,
security policies need to be addressed not only from a military perspective but also from a
multidimensional perspective that strengthens social resilience. However, the study also has some
limitations. The analysis does not rely on a dataset that directly measures individual perceptions; it
is primarily conducted through official documents. This limits the direct observation of differences
in perceptions at the societal level. Future studies could complement this analysis with public opinion
data and field research to provide a more holistic framework. In conclusion, this study shows that the
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security discourse in the Baltic countries is not only a response to external threats but is also closely
related to how internal social structures are defined and managed. In this context, security emerges
not as a fixed reality, but as a dynamic process constantly reproduced by political and institutional
actors.

Policy Implications

The findings of this study demonstrate that the security discourse in the Baltic states is not
solely focused on external threats, but is also closely related to how internal social structures are
defined. This necessitates a more careful and balanced approach in the design of security policies.

Firstly, the way minorities are positioned within the security discourse can have critical
consequences for social cohesion and democratic stability. Therefore, it is important for
policymakers to avoid discourses that directly or indirectly equate Russian-speaking communities
with security threats. The findings show that minorities are only securitized in certain contexts; this
reveals that the direction of the discourse is changeable. In this context, security policies need to use
inclusive language and address minorities within an integrative, rather than an exclusive, framework.

Secondly, instead of completely separating integration policies from security policies, it is
important to address these two areas together in a balanced way. The study shows that minorities can
simultaneously participate in both integration and security discourses. Therefore, language
education, citizenship policies, and social cohesion programs should be considered not only as tools
for cultural resilience but also as tools for social resilience. Thirdly, considering the debates on the
information space and external influence that have become particularly prominent in the period after
2014 and 2022, security policies need to encompass not only military but also cognitive and social
dimensions. In this context, strengthening policies in areas such as media literacy, information
security, and social resilience is gaining importance.

Finally, the normative framework developed at the European Union level needs to be more
aligned with national security discourses. The example of the Baltic states shows that tensions can
sometimes arise between security concerns and democratic norms. Therefore, it is important for EU
policies to develop more flexible and contextually sensitive tools that support striking a balance
between security and inclusiveness.
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Baltik Devletlerinde Rusca Konusan Azinliklarin Giivenliklestirilmesi: Tehdit Algisi, Kimlik
ve Giivenlik Soylemi

Giris

Baltik devletleri olan Estonya, Letonya ve Litvanya’nin dis politika gidisati, 1991°de
bagimsizligin yeniden kazanilmasinin ardindan gerceklesen, kasitli ve tarihsel kosullara bagl
stratejik bir yeniden yonelim olarak anlasilmalidir. Bu degisim, Rusya’nin etki alanindan hizla
uzaklasip Bati’nin giivenlik ve ekonomik yapilarina dogru yonelmeyle karakterize edilmistir (Inag
& Aydin, 2025). Basit bir jeopolitik yeniden yonelimden ziyade, bu lilkelerin “Bati’ya Doniisii”,
kurumsal saglamlastirma, kimlik yeniden ingasi ve uzun vadeli giivenligin en iist diizeye
cikarilmasini amaglayan ¢ok boyutlu bir projeyi olusturmustur (Berg & Ehin, 2009). Bu iilkeler i¢in,
Rusya Federasyonu’na yakinlik ve algilanan varolugsal tehdit, “nihai kalkan” olarak NATO’nun 5.
Maddesi’ndeki garantinin acilen elde edilmesini zorunlu kilmistir (ICDS, 2012). Bu siireg, 2004
yilinda hem NATO’ya hem de Avrupa Birligi’ne katilimla sonuglandi ve Baltik devletlerini fiilen bir
“jeopolitik gri bolgeden” Bati’nin askeri ve siyasi mimarilerinin merkezine tagidi (Ménnik, 2013).
Entegrasyon siireci, iiyeligin faydalarinin Bati normlarina uyumun siyasi maliyetleriyle
karsilastirildig: bir digsal tesvik modeli tarafindan yonlendirildi (Bohmelt & Freyburg, 2014). Daha
genis kapsamli entegrasyon literatiiriinde de savunuldugu {izere, bu tiir bir uyum yalnizca aragsal
degil, ayn1 zamanda normatiftir ve Sovyet mirasina karsi demokratik yonetisimi pekistirmek ve
devlet kimligini yeniden olusturmak icin bilin¢li bir cabayr yansitir (Schimmelfennig, 2003;
Vachudova, 2005). Dahasi, bu yeniden uyum siireci kritik altyapiya da uzanmis ve devletler, Rus
sistemlerine olan tarihsel bagimlhihigi azaltmak i¢in enerji sebekelerinin  Avrupa ile
senkronizasyonuna dncelik vermistir (Inag¢ & Aydim, 2025).

Sovyet sonras1 donemde Rusya, Boris Yeltsin’in liderliginde baslangicta Baltik tilkelerinin
egemenligine saygili bir tutum sergilemis olsa da, 1990’larin ortalarindan itibaren revizyonist bir dig
politika ¢izgisine kaymistir (Kramer, 2002; Deniz, 2014). Bu kayma, Rusya’nin “yakin yurtdis1”
doktrini aracilifiyla eski Sovyet cografyasi genelinde etkisini yeniden tesis etme arzusunu
yansitmaktadir. Bu baglamda, 2008’ deki Giircistan miidahalesi, 2014 teki Kirim ilhaki ve 2022°deki
Ukrayna’ya yonelik biiyiik ¢apli iggal, Rusya’nin dis politika araglari arasinda askeri gii¢ kullanimina
bir kez daha oncelik verdigini gostermektedir (Allison, 2008; Mearsheimer, 2014); bu durum, Baltik
devletleri igin sadece askeri bir tehdit degil, ayn1 zamanda devletin varligina yonelik ontolojik bir
risk de teskil etmektedir (Jaknitnaité, 2016).

Baltik giivenlik ortaminin yapisal olarak yerlesik bir 6zelligi, Sovyet donemi niifus
miihendisligi ve go¢ politikalarmin demografik bir miras1 olan, hatirn sayilir biyiikliikteki Rusca
konusan niifuslarin devam eden varligidir (Brubaker, 1996; Kolstoe, 1995; Laitin, 1998; Petsinis,
2026). Giderek artan sayida ampirik arastirma, savunma seferberligi tutumlarinda, 6zellikle Letonya
ve Estonya’da belirgin olan, incelikli bir “azinlik etkisi” oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Muiznieks
ve ark., 2013; Cheskin, 2015). Bu farklilik, birbiriyle rekabet halindeki tarihsel anlatilar ve kimlik
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kurgulari, 6zellikle de Sovyet gecmisine iliskin farkli yorumlar tarafindan sekillenmektedir
(Wertsch, 2010; Onken, 2007; Milksoo, 2010). Sovyet donemine daha olumlu bakan bireyler,
Rusya’ya kars1 daha diisiik tehdit algis1 sergileme ve ulusal savunmaya katilma egiliminde azalma
gosterme egilimindedir (Bérzina & Zupa, 2025; Cheskin & Kachuyevski, 2019). Literatiir
incelemesi, bu konunun genel olarak iki ana eksen etrafinda dondiigiinii ortaya koymaktadir: Rus
azimliklar1 melez savas stratejilerinin bir bileseni olarak géren “gilivenlik odakli” bir yaklasim ve bu
topluluklar1 demokratik haklar, vatandaglik statiisii ve sosyo-ekonomik entegrasyon baglaminda
yorumlayan “i¢ politika odakl” bir yaklagim (Smith, 2002; Budryte, 2005). Ancak bu ikilem,
tehdidin dogas1 geregi tarihsel travmalar, kimlik anlatilar1 ve kurumsal politikalar tarafindan
sekillendirildigi i¢in (Méilksoo, 2015; Yal¢in, 2008), tehdit algisinin toplumsal olarak nasil kok
saldigini ve bir “glivenlik meselesi”’ne nasil doniistiigiinii agiklamakta yetersiz kalmaktadir.

Bu makale, Rus tehdidini nesnel veya statik bir durum olarak degil, tarihsel miraslar, sosyal
etkilesimler ve siyasi siiregler tarafindan sekillendirilen dinamik bir olgu olarak kavramsallagtirarak
tespit edilen bu boslugu ele almaktadir. Kopenhag Okulu tarafindan gelistirilen ve yapilandirmaci
epistemolojiye dayanan giivenliklestirme teorisinin analitik ¢ercevesinden yararlanarak, bu c¢alisma
Baltik baglaminda Rusga konusan topluluklarin daha genis giivenlik anlatilari iginde sdylemsel ve
kurumsal olarak nasil konumlandirildigini incelemektedir. Buna gore, bu arastirmaya yon veren
temel arastirma sorusu su sekilde formiile edilmistir: Baltik devletlerindeki Rusga konusan
topluluklar, Rusya’dan kaynaklandigi algilanan tehditlerin insasi kapsaminda hangi sOylemsel
uygulamalar ve kurumsal mekanizmalar araciligiyla glivenliklestirilmektedir?

Teorik Cerceve

Uluslararasi Iliskiler disiplininde, “tehdit” kavramu tarihsel olarak giivenlik kavramindan
ayrilamaz bir biitiinliik olusturmustur. Ancak tehditlerin nasil algilandig1 —ve daha da 6nemlisi, nasil
tehdit olarak kabul edildigi— sorusu, 6zellikle Soguk Savas sonrasi donemde klasik giivenlik
paradigmalarinin 6nemli 6l¢iide yeniden diisliniilmesine yol agmistir. Geleneksel yaklagimlar maddi
yeteneklere ve sistemik kisitlamalara Oncelik verirken, daha yeni teorik gelismeler tehditlerin
olusumuna yol acan sosyal, tarihsel ve sdylemsel siirecleri vurgulamaktadir.

Neorealist bir bakis acisiyla, tehdit algisi uluslararasi sistemin anarsik yapisina ve maddi
giiclin dagilimina dayanmaktadir. Kenneth Waltz’in (1979) ifade ettigi gibi, merkezi bir otoritenin
yoklugu devletleri hayatta kalmaya oncelik vermeye zorlar ve bu da onlarin diger devletlerin
yeteneklerini potansiyel tehditler olarak yorumlamasina yol acar. Benzer sekilde, John Mearsheimer
(2001), biiyiik gii¢lerin yapisal olarak birbirlerine siipheyle bakmaya ve giivenlik arayisinda goreceli
giiclerini en ist diizeye ¢ikarmaya meyilli olduklarii savunur. Bu gergeveler stratejik davranisa
iligkin 6nemli iggoriiler sunsa da, tehditlerin anlam kazandigi ideolojik ve sdylemsel boyutlari
agiklamakta sinirli kalmaktadir.

Buna karsilik neoliberal kurumsallik, tehdidi karsilikli bagimlilik ve kurumsal igbirligi
kaliplar1 i¢inde ele alir. Robert Keohane ve Joseph Nye’nin (1977) calismalari, yogun ekonomik
degisim aglariin ve uluslararas1 kurumlarin ¢atigmalari nasil hafifletebilecegini ve tehdit algilarini
nasil azaltabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu baglamda, Baltik devletlerinin NATO ve Avrupa Birligi’ne
entegrasyonu, genellikle kolektif savunma taahhiitleri ve kurumsal yerlesiklik yoluyla giivenligi
artiran istikrar saglayici bir gelisme olarak yorumlanir. Ancak bu tiir yaklasimlar, kurumsal
entegrasyona ragmen diismanca algilarin devamliligim1 hafife alma egilimindedir. Yapisalcilik,
tehdidin olusumunda kimlik, normlar ve sosyal etkilesimin roliinii 6n plana ¢ikararak daha kapsamli
bir agiklama sunar. Alexander Wendt’in (1999) savundugu gibi, tehditler nesnel olarak mevcut
degildir; aksine, tanimlama ve yorumlama siirecleri yoluyla toplumsal olarak insa edilir. Baltik
baglaminda, Sovyet isgaliyle ilgili tarihsel deneyim, kolektif hafizay1 derinden sekillendirmis ve
Rusya’nin kurucu bir “6teki” olarak kalici bir gsekilde insa edilmesine katkida bulunmustur. Bu gorts,
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tarihsel anlatilarin ve kimlik sdylemlerinin devletlerin dis aktdrleri nasil yorumladiklart konusunda
merkezi bir rol oynadigini vurgulayan daha genis kapsamli yapilandirmaci arastirmalarla uyumludur.

Dahasi, yapilandirmaci yaklasimlar, tehdit insasinin i¢ boyutuna dikkat ¢eker. Ted Hopf
(2002), i¢ kimlik yapilarinin dis politika yonelimlerini ve tehdit algisin1 nasil dogrudan etkiledigini
vurgularken, Iver Neumann (1999) ise siyasi kimliklerin yeniden iiretilmesinde ‘“ben/Gteki”
ayrimlarinin 6nemini vurgular. Baltik devletlerinde bu dinamikler 6zellikle belirgindir; zira hafiza
siyaseti ve kimlik anlatilari, ulusal sdylem i¢inde Rusya’nin nasil algilandig1 ve konumlandirildig:
konusunda belirleyici bir rol oynamaktadir. Bu goriislerden yola ¢ikan Barry Buzan, Ole Waver ve
Jaap de Wilde (1998), toplumsal, kiiltiirel ve dilsel boyutlar1 da dahil ederek giivenlik kavramini
geleneksel askeri odak noktasinin Gtesine genisletmektedir. Onlarin “toplumsal giivenlik”
formiilasyonu, kimlik ve aidiyet meselelerinin siyasi agidan 6ne ¢iktigi baglamlarda ozellikle
onemlidir. Bu tiir ortamlarda, Baltik iilkelerindeki Rusc¢a konusan topluluklar dogas1 geregi somut
bir tehdit olusturmaz; aksine, ulusal kimligin ve sosyal uyumun sinirlari iizerine yapilan daha genis
tartismalarda odak noktalar1 haline gelirler (Commercio, 2007; Best, 2013).

Giivenliklestirme teorisi, giivenligi performatif ve sOylemsel bir siire¢ olarak
kavramsallagtirarak bu bakis agisin1 daha da inceltir. Ole Waver’e (1995) gore, meseleler igsel
nitelikleri nedeniyle degil, siyasi aktorlerin bunlar1 degerli bir referans nesneye yonelik varolussal
tehditler olarak basariyla cergevelemesi nedeniyle “giivenlik” meseleleri haline gelir. Bu tiir bir
cerceveleme ilgili kitle tarafindan kabul edildiginde, olaganiistii 6nlemlerin alinmasini mesrulastirir,
Bu ¢erceve, belirli siyasi ve tarihsel kosullar altinda Rusca konusan topluluklarin giivenlik s6ylemine
nasil dahil edilebildigini ve endise kaynagi unsurlar olarak konumlandirilabildigini agiklamak
agisindan 6zellikle yararlidir. Bir biitiin olarak ele alindiginda, bu teorik perspektifler, Rusca konusan
topluluklarin nesnel veya dogrudan tehditler olarak anlagilmamasi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir.
Aksine, bu topluluklar, yapisal kosullar, kurumsal baglamlar, kimlik anlatilar1 ve sOylemsel
uygulamalar tarafindan sekillendirilen ¢ok katmanli bir tehdit insasi siireci i¢inde kosullu bir
konumda yer almaktadir. Bu baglamda, yapilandirmacilik ve giivenliklestirme teorisi, Baltik
devletlerinde tehdit algisinin hem sosyal derinligini hem de zamansal siirekliligini kavramak igin
analitik acidan en saglam g¢erceveyi sunmaktadir.

Literatiir Taramasi

Literatiir dort ana baslik altinda toplanmaktadir: entegrasyon ve vatandashik, kimlik ve
aidiyet, giivenliklestirme ve kamuoyu. ilk baslik entegrasyon ve vatandashg ele almaktadir. Van
Elsuwege (2004), Estonya ve Letonya’daki Rusca konusan azinliklarin AB’ye katilim siirecinde
devlet insasinda merkezi bir rol oynadigin1 gostermektedir. Glingor (2013), algilanan Rus tehditleri
tarafindan kisitlanmis olsa da AB uyumunu azinlik haklarindaki iyilestirmelerle iligkilendirmektedir.
Bu goriisii genisleten Galbreath (2005), AB normlari ile jeopolitik baskilar arasindaki etkilesimi
vurgulamaktadir; Solska (2011) ile Hiden ve Smith (2007) ise vatandaslik rejimlerinin etnik-ulusal
kavramlar, tarihsel hafiza ve kimlik tarafindan nasil sekillendirildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Ikinci yaklasim ise kimlik ve aidiyet {izerine odaklanmaktadir. Cheskin (2013; 2015), Rusca
konusan topluluklarin melez ve baglama bagl kimlikler olusturdugunu gostermektedir. Commercio
(2007), yonetisim ¢ergevelerinin bu gruplart Rus etkisinin potansiyel araglari olarak
konumlandirdigimi ve bu durumun kisitlayict politikalarin  ortaya ¢ikmasma yol agtigim
savunmaktadir.

Ucgiincii bir kol ise giivenliklestirme dinamiklerini incelemektedir. Kirim’mn ilhaki ve
Rusya’nin Ukrayna’y1 isgalinin ardindan, Estonya ve Letonya’daki azinlik politikalari giderek ulusal
giivenlik cercevesi iginde sekillenmeye baglamistir. Schulze ve Pupcenoks (2025), dislayict
uygulamalarin giivenlik sdylemi i¢inde nasil mesrulastirildigini géstermektedir. Alijeva (2026) bunu
Rusya’nin yurttag politikasiyla iliskilendirirken, Andzans (2023) 2022 sonrasi donemi ‘“asiri
giivenliklestirme” olarak kavramsallagtirmaktadir.
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Son olarak, kamuoyu arastirmalar1 bu konudaki heterojenligi vurgulamaktadir. Ekman
(2024), kimlik, dil ve siyasi yonelim agisindan farkliliklar tespit ederken, Cherson ve Estes (2023)
baglama bagh siyasi tutumlart dogrulamaktadir. Bu genis kapsamina ragmen bir bosluk devam
etmektedir: mevcut arastirmalar ya azinliklar1 dogrudan giivenlik meselesi haline getirmekte ya da
onlar1 entegrasyon gerceveleri lizerinden ele almakta; bu da azinlik-tehdit iliskisinin sdylemsel ve
kurumsal ingasinin yeterince arastirilmamasina yol agmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, s6z konusu boslugu ele
almaktadir.

Bu calisma, Rusc¢a konusan topluluklarin sdylemsel ve kurumsal mekanizmalar araciligiyla
Rusya’ya yonelik tehdit algilarini nasil sekillendirdigini incelemektedir. Temel soru sudur: Rusya ile
ilgili tehdit algilarinin olusumunda Rusca konusan topluluklar hangi mekanizmalar araciligryla
giivenlik meselesi haline getirilmektedir? Analizi yonlendiren iki hipotez bulunmaktadir: (1) Rusca
konusan niifus, tehdit algisin1 dogrudan belirlemez; bu iliski, s6ylem, tarihsel baglam ve kurumsal
yapilar araciligiyla sekillenir. (2) Bu baglanti, daha yiiksek goriiniirlik ve demografik yogunluk
nedeniyle Litvanya’ya kiyasla Estonya ve Letonya’da daha giigliidiir.

Caligma, azinliklarin dogustan gelen tehditler olarak ele alinmak yerine sdylemsel olarak
nasil konumlandirildiklarina odaklanan nitel, karsilastirmali ve belge temelli bir tasarim
kullanmaktadir. Veri seti iki boliimden olusmaktadir:

* Baglamsal arka plan olarak kullamilan, Estonya is‘gatistik Kurumu (Estonya Hiikiimeti,
2023), Letonya Merkez Istatistik Biirosu (Letonya Merkez Istatistik Biirosu, 2023) ve Litvanya
Istatistik Kurumu’ndan (Litvanya Devlet Giivenlik Dairesi, 2025) alinan demografik veriler.

» Giivenlik stratejileri, tehdit degerlendirmeleri ve politika metinlerini i¢eren belgesel veriler;
bu belgelerde Rusya bir tehdit olarak kurgulanmakta ve azinliklar zaman zaman etki kanallar1 olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

2004-2026 zaman araligi, AB ve NATO’ya katilim sonrasi donemi kapsayarak, Baltik
giivenlik sdyleminin Bati yapilari i¢inde pekistirilmesini igsaret etmektedir.

Caligmada, ortiik giivenliklestirme kaliplarini ortaya ¢ikarmak igin ortiik kodlamaya agirlik
verilerek, acik ve oOrtilkk kodlamay1 birlestiren nitel igerik analizi uygulanmaktadir. Kodlama ii¢
asamada gerceklestirilmektedir: belgelerin siniflandirilmasi; teoriye dayali bir kodlama semasinin
gelistirilmesi; ve tiimevarimsal tema belirleme yoluyla yinelemeli genisletme. Analiz, dort kategori
etrafinda yapilandirilmistir: Rusya tehdidi, azinlik atiflari, giivenlik baglantis1 ve entegrasyon
séylemi. Onemli bir analitik ayrim, entegrasyonla ilgili atiflari, azinliklar1 giivenlik riskleriyle
iligkilendiren atiflardan ayirmaktadir. Bu, gilivenliklestirmenin &zcli bir yorumundan ziyade
baglamsal bir analizini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Bulgular, siklik, yogunluk (bin kelime basina) ve es-
ortaklik analizi yoluyla degerlendirilmektedir; 6zellikle de “azinlik atifi”, “giivenlik baglantis1” ve
“Rusya tehdidi” unsurlarinin kesisim noktalar1 {izerinde durulmaktadir. Calisma, bireysel algilar
O6lgmemektedir ancak devlet diizeyindeki sGylemi analiz etmektedir; bu, kasitli bir tasarim tercihidir.
Kamuya acik belgelere dayanilmasi, seffafligi, izlenebilirligi ve metodolojik titizligi garanti altina
almaktadir.

Tablo 1. Kodlama Oncesi Tablo

Belge Ulke Belge Donem Ana Kodlar Analitik Islev
Tiiril
2023 Ulusal Estonya Gtivenlik 2022 Rusya Tehdidi, Estonya’da giivenligin
Giivenlik Stratejisi | Sonrasi Kimlik toplum, kimlik ve devletin
Konsepti Giivenligi, stirekliligi ile nasil baglantili
Dayaniklilik oldugunu gosterir
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2021-2030 Estonya Entegras 2022 Entegrasyon Rusca konusan niifusa sosyal
Uyumlu yon Oncesi/S Soylemi, entegrasyon ve dil politikasi
Estonya Stratejisi onrasi Azinlik cerceveleri i¢inde nasil
Stratejisi Referansi, yaklasildigi gosterir
Dilsel Uyum

2022-2025 Estonya Entegras 2022 Bolgesel Rusca konugan niifusun
Entegrasyon yon Sonrasi Yogunlasma, bolgesel yogunlagsmasinin
Programi Programi Azinlik nasil bir politika meselesi

Referansi, olarak ele alindigini1 vurgular

Entegrasyon
Soéylemi
2015 Ulusal Letonya Giivenlik 2014 Rusya Tehdidi, | Rusya tehdidinin i¢ istikrar ve
Giivenlik Stratejisi | Sonrasi Bilgi Baskisi, toplumsal uyumla nasil
Konsepti Toplumsal baglantili oldugunu ortaya
Birlik koyar

2023-2027 Letonya Savunma 2022 Rusya Tehdidi, 2022 sonrasi giivenlik
Devlet Konsepti | Sonrast Dayaniklilik, sOyleminin yogunlagmasini
Savunma Toplumun yansitmaktadir
Konsepti Biitiiniinii

Kapsayan

Savunma
2023-2026 Letonya Siber 2022 Bilgi Giivenligi, Siber ve bilgi alanlarinin
Siber Giivenlik Giivenlik | Sonrasi Siber Tehdit, giivenlik séylemine
Stratejisi Stratejisi Giivenlik entegrasyonunu gosterir

Baglantisi
Letonya'da Letonya Entegras | Giincel Demografik Letonya'daki Rus azinligin
Disisleri yon/Dem Baglam, biiylikligi ve durumu
Bakanlig: ografik Vatandaglik hakkinda bilgi saglar
Toplum Rapor Durumu,
Entegrasyonu Azmlik

Referansi
Gogmenlik Letonya Hukuk / 2022 Giivenlik Dil ve ikamet politikalarimin
Yasasi Devlet Sonrasi Baglantisi, Dil giivenlik endiseleriyle nasil
Yanitlar1 2024 Gtivenlig Sarti, baglantili oldugunu gdsterir

i Vatandaslik/Ika
met

2020 Ulusal Litvanya Tehdit 2014 Rusya Tehdidi, Rusya’nin “vatandas”
Tehdit Degerlen | Sonrasi Yurttas sOyleminin giivenlik
Degerlendirme dirme Politikast, endiseleri gercevesinde nasil
si Raporu Giivenlik sekillendirildigini gosterir

Baglantisi
2025 Ulusal Litvanya Tehdit 2022 Rusya Tehdidi, 2022 sonras1 giincellenmis
Tehdit Degerlen | Sonrasi [stihbarat tehdit algilarini
Degerlendirme dirme Tehdidi, Bilgi yansitmaktadir
si Raporu Gtivenligi
Litvanya Litvanya Azinlik 2004 Azinlik Azinlik meselelerinin
Azmlik Politikas1 | Sonrasi Referansi, oncelikle yasal ve entegrasyon
Politikasi Entegrasyon cergeveleri i¢inde ele
Raporlari Soylemi, Yasal alindigin1 gosterir

Cergeve
Litvanya Litvanya Resmi Giincel Demografik Litvanya'da Rus azinligin
Resmi Niifus [statistikl Baglam, Azinlik | nispeten diisiik bir paya sahip
Dagilimi1 2023 er Biyiikligii oldugunu gostermektedir
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Bulgular
Tablo 2. Belge Analizinden Alman Ornek Kodlama
Ulke Belge Alint1 Kodlama Yorum

Estonya 2023 Giivenlik | “dil ve kiltiir” Kimlik Giivenlik, kimlik ve kiiltiirel
Konsepti Giivenligi stireklilik {izerinden tanimlanir

Estonya Entegrasyon | “Rusca konusan Azmlik Azmlik gruplari, sosyal
Programi sakinler...” Referansi entegrasyon baglaminda ele

alinmaktadir

Letonya 2015 Giivenlik “uzun vadeli Rusya Tehdidi | Rusya, agik bir giivenlik tehdidi

Konsepti zorluklar olarak ¢ergevelenmektedir
yaratmaktadir”

Letonya 2015 Giivenlik “toplumsal Giivenlik Tehdit, i¢ toplumsal uyumla
Konsepti birlik” Baglantisi iligkilendirilmektedir

Letonya 2024 “ulusal Gtivenlik Azmliklarla ilgili politikalar,

Gogmenlik giivenligi Baglantisi giivenlik endiseleriyle

Kanunu korumak™ gerekcelendirilmektedir

Litvanya Tehdit “yurttas Gtivenlik Azmliklar dolayli olarak birer etki

Degerlendirme topluluklar1” Baglantisi aract olarak gosteriliyor
si
Litvanya Niifus Verileri %S5,1 Rus Demografik Demografik acidan aziliklarin
Baglam varligi diisiik

Tablo 3. Baltik Ulkeleri Arasinda Karsilastirmali Giivenliklestirme Modelleri

Ana Kod Alt Kodlama Analitik Genel Yorum
Gosterge | Mantig Islev
ler
Estonya Yiiksek Orta— Orta Kimlik ve dil yoluyla dolayli giivenlik kazanimi
Yiiksek

Letonya Cok Yiiksek Yiiksek En giiclii giivenliklestirme — ig¢ istikrar ile
Yiiksek giivenlik arasindaki baglanti

Litvanya Yiiksek Diisiik Diisiik— Gtiglii tehdit algisi, ancak azinlik-giivenlik

Orta arasindaki baglant1 zayif

Tablo 2 ve Tablo 3 birlikte degerlendirildiginde, Rusya’nin bir tehdit oldugu yoniindeki
sOylemin tiim Baltik iilkelerinde giiclii bir sekilde mevcut oldugu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ancak, bu
tehdidin toplumsal unsurlarla iligkilendirilme bigimi iilkeler arasinda onemli Olgiide farklilik
gostermektedir. Estonya orneginde giivenlik sOylemi, oncelikle kimlik, dil ve toplumsal uyum
etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Analiz edilen belgelerde Rusca konusan topluluklara yapilan atiflar,
acikea giivenlik tehdidi olarak gercevelenmekten ziyade, ¢ogunlukla entegrasyon ve sosyal uyum
cergevesinde yer almaktadir. Bununla birlikte, dilsel boliinme ve bolgesel yogunlagma gibi temalar
araciligryla giivenlikle dolayli baglantilar ortaya cikmaktadir. Bu durum, giivenliklestirmenin
dogrudan bir tehdit insasi yoluyla degil, daha incelikli ve baglama bagl bir sekilde isledigini
gostermektedir.

Letonya, diger iki iilkeye kiyasla farkli bir Oriintii sergilemektedir. Bu baglamda, sadece
Rusya’nin bir tehdit olarak ele alinma siklig1 daha yiiksek olmakla kalmamakta, ayni1 zamanda azinlhik
gruplar1 da i¢ istikrar ve toplumsal uyum meseleleriyle daha sik iligkilendirilmektedir. Bilgi alani,
propaganda ve i¢ dayaniklilik gibi temalarin 6ne ¢ikmasi, azinliklarin giivenlik séylemine daha
dogrudan bir sekilde dahil edilebilecegini gostermektedir. Bu anlamda Letonya, giivenliklestirme
diizeyinin en yiiksek oldugu iilke olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Litvanya’da ise Rusya’nin bir tehdit olarak
algilanmasi gii¢lii olmaya devam etse de, bu sdylem i¢inde azinliklarin roli oldukga daha sinirlidir.
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Rus azinlik niifusunun nispeten daha kiigiik olmasi nedeniyle, giivenlik s6ylemi dis tehditlere ve
jeopolitik risklere daha fazla odaklanma egilimindedir; toplumsal unsurlar ise daha az merkezi bir
rol oynamaktadir. Bu durum, azinlik varlig1 ile giivenliklestirme arasinda otomatik veya dogrudan
bir iliski olmadigini1 gostermektedir.

Genel olarak, bulgular, Rusya’nin bir tehdit olarak algilanmasinin Baltik devletlerinde ortak
bir 6zellik olmasina ragmen, bu tehdidin azinlik niifuslariyla ne 6l¢iide baglantili oldugunun ulusal
baglama gore degistigini gostermektedir. Bu farklilik, giivenlik sdyleminin yalnizca demografik
faktorlerle degil, ayn1 zamanda tarihsel deneyimler, siyasi tercihler ve kurumsal cercevelerle de
sekillendigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 4. Gizli Kodlama Semasi ve Operasyonellestirme

Ana Kod Alt Gostergeler Kodlama Mantig1 Analitik Islev
Rusya Askeri tehdit, bolgesel Rusya'nin dogrudan veya Gtivenlik sdyleminde
Tehdidi istikrarsizlik, egemenlik dolayl: bir tehdit olarak Rusya'nin merkezi

riski, siber/bilgi tehdidi, konumlandirildig: ifadeler roliinii dlger

Rusya dis politikast bu kategori altinda
kodlanmigtir
Azmlik Rus azinlik, Rus¢a konusan Azmlik gruplarina veya Resmi sdylemde
Referansi topluluklar, vatandas Rusca konusgan niifusa azinliklarm
olmayanlar, dilsel gruplar, yapilan dogrudan veya goriniirligiini yansitir
Sovyet mirast dolayli atiflar kodlanmistir

Giivenlik Dis etki, bilgi alani, Azmlik, dil, vatandaglik Giivenliklestirme
Baglantist toplumsal kirtllganlik, ulusal veya entegrasyon diizeyini temsil eder

dayaniklilik, giivenlik riski | konularmin giivenlikle ilgili
kavramlarla birlikte ifade

edildigi 6rnekler
kodlanmigtir
Entegrasyon | Entegrasyon, vatandaslik, dil | Azinlik gruplarinin sosyal ve Gtivenliklestirme ile
Soéylemi egitimi, aidiyet, sosyal uyum kurumsal entegrasyonuna kapsayicilik arasindaki
atifta bulunan ifadeler gerilimi analiz eder
kodlanmigtir

Bu tablonun amaci, ¢alismada kavramsal diizeyde ileri siiriilen iddialart Slgiilebilir ve
izlenebilir analiz birimlerine déniistiirmektir. Ozellikle, “Giivenlik baglantis1” kategorisi, ¢alismanin
ana hipotezleri agisindan belirleyicidir. Bunun nedeni, H1’in azinliklarin varliginin tehdit algisim
dogrudan degil, soylemsel siirecler yoluyla etkiledigini savunmasidir. Bu hipotezi desteklemek icin,
“Azinlik referans1” kodunun yiiksek olmasi yeterli degildir; azinliklara yapilan atiflarin giivenlik
kavramlartyla ne olglide birlikte {iretildiginin incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla, “Giivenlik
baglantis1” ve es-ortaya ¢ikma analizleri, calismanin kanit ¢ergevesini olusturmaktadir.

Veri analizinde ii¢ tiir ¢ikt1 kullanilmstir. {1k olarak, kod sikliklar1 incelenmistir. Siklik, her
bir kodun iilke basina kag kez gectigini gosterir. Bu 6l¢iit, soylemin goriiniirliigiinii belirlemek igin
yararlidir; ancak belge uzunluklan farklilik gosterdiginden, tek basina yeterli degildir. Bu nedenle,
ikinci bir 6l¢iit olarak yogunluk hesaplanmistir. Yogunluk, her bir kodun 1.000 kelime basina oranini
gosterir ve farkli uzunluktaki belgeler arasinda karsilastirma yapilmasina olanak tanir. Ugiincii 6lciit
olarak es-ortaya ¢ikma analizi kullanilmistir. Es-ortaya ¢ikma, iki kodun ayni paragraf, boliim veya
anlam birimi i¢inde birlikte gecip gegmedigini gosterir. Bu ¢alisma i¢in en 6nemli es-ortaya ¢ikma,
“Azinlik referansi” ile “Rusya tehdidi” veya “Gilivenlik baglantis1” kodlar1 arasindaki iliskidir.
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Tablo 5. Ulkelere Gore Kod Siklig1 ve Yogunluk Degerleri

Kod Kategorisi Estonya (f/d) Letonya (f/d) Litvanya (f/d)
Rusya Tehdidi 128 /3.4 121/3,2 139/3,6
Azinlik Referansi 112/3,0 134 /3,5 58/1,5
Gtivenlik Baglantisi 86/2,3 103 /2,7 41/1,1
Entegrasyon Soylemi 147/3,9 139/3,7 101/2,6

Not: /= siklik; d = yogunluk (1.000 kelime basina kodlanmis 6rnek sayist).

Tablo 5’in bu sekilde sunulmasinin nedeni, hem ham siklig1 hem de belge uzunluguna gore
ayarlanmis yogunlugu ayn1 anda gostermektir. Yalnizca siklik verilseydi, daha uzun belgelerin dogal
olarak daha fazla kod icermesi nedeniyle yaniltict bir karsilagtirma ortaya ¢ikabilirdi. Yogunluk
degerlerinin eklenmesi, lilkeler arasindaki karsilagtirmay1 daha dengeli hale getirir. Bu nedenle tablo,
icerik analizinin nicel yoniinii desteklerken, ayn1 zamanda daha giivenilir bir nitel yorumlamay1 da
saglar. Goriildiigii iizere, “Rusya tehdidi” kodu ii¢ iilkede de yiiksek bir yogunluga sahiptir. Bu
durum, Rusya’nin genel olarak Baltik giivenlik s6yleminde merkezi bir tehdit referansi oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, “azinlik referansi” ve “gilivenlik baglantis1” kodlar1 Estonya ve
Letonya’da Litvanya’ya kiyasla daha yiiksektir. Bu fark, her iilkede Rus tehdid ’in giiglii oldugunu;
ancak azinliklar ile glivenlik arasinda kurulan baglantinin her {ilkede ayni1 6l¢iide ortaya ¢ikmadigim
gostermektedir.

Bu bulgu, ¢aligmanin ana arglimani agisindan dnemlidir. Eger Rus azinliklarin varligi, Rusya
tehdidinin algilanmasin1 dogrudan belirliyor olsaydi, o zaman Rusya tehdidinin yiiksek oldugu her
durumda azinlik referanslar1 ve giivenlik baglantisi kodlarinin da esit derecede yiiksek olmasi
beklenirdi. Ancak Litvanya 6rnegi, durumun bdyle olmadigini1 gdstermektedir. Litvanya’da Rusya
tehdidinin yogunlugu yiiksek olmasina ragmen, azinlik referanslar1 ve azinlik-giivenlik baglantilar
daha sinirhidir. Bu durum, tehdit algisinin azinliklarin varligindan bagimsiz olarak da olusabilecegini;
ve azinliklarin yalmizca belirli demografik, tarihsel ve sOylemsel kosullar altinda giivenlik
cercevesine dahil edildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 6. Eszamanlilik Analizi: Azinlik Referansi ile Giivenlik Baglantis1 Arasindaki Iligki

Ulke Toplam Azmlhk Giivenlik Birlikte Ortaya
Referansi Baglantisiyla Birlikte Cikma Orani
Ortaya Cikma
Estonya 112 54 %48
Letonya 134 67 %50
Litvanya 58 19 %33

Not: Eszamanhlik oram, giivenlik baglanti kodlariyla aymi anlamsal birimlerde goriinen azinlik
referans kodlarinin oramini gosterir.

Tablo 6, calismanin en Onemli bulgularindan birini ortaya koymaktadir. Estonya ve
Letonya’da azinliklara yapilan atiflarin yaklasik yarisinin giivenlikle ilgili anlamsal birimlerle
birlikte yer almasi, bu iilkelerde Rus/Rusg¢a konusan topluluklarin resmi sdylemde yalnizca sosyal
veya kiiltiirel bir kategori olarak degil, belirli kosullar altinda gilivenlik alaniyla iligkilendirilen bir
kategori olarak konumlandinldigini gostermektedir. Buna karsilik, Litvanya’da bu oran daha
diistiktlir. Bu fark, azinliklarin giivenliklestirilmesinin yalnizca genel Rus tehdidi diizeyine bagh
olmadigini; ayn1 zamanda azinliklarm filke igindeki toplumsal goriiniirliigii, tarihsel konumu ve
devlet sdyleminde nasil ¢ercevelendirilmeleriyle de iliskili oldugunu géstermektedir.
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Tablo 7. Giivenlik Séylem Yogunlugundaki Zaman I¢indeki Degisim

Donem Rusya Giivenlik Yorum
Tehdit Baglantisi
Yogunlugu | Yogunlugu
2004-2013 2.1 1,2 AB/NATO kurumsallagma sonrasi donem; tehdit soylemi
nispeten sinirh kalmaktadir
2014-2021 33 2,1 Kirim’1n ilhakinin ardindan, hem Rusya ile ilgili tehdit
algist hem de bilgi glivenligi sdylemi daha belirgin hale
geldi
20222024 4.2 3,0 Ukrayna savasinin ardindan, hem tehdit algist hem de
azinlik-giivenlik bagi 6nemli dl¢iide yogunlagmigtir

Tablo 7’nin amaci, giivenliklestirme siireclerinin zamansal boyutunu gostermektir.
Calismanin arglimani, yalnizca iilkeler arasi farklilasmaya degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz donemlerinde
giivenlik sdyleminin nasil yogunlastigina da dayanmaktadir. Bu nedenle, 2004—2013, 20142021 ve
2022-2024 donemleri analitik acidan 6nemlidir. Bulgular, Rusya tehdit kodunun 2014’ten sonra
onemli olgiide arttigin1 ve giivenlik baglantisinin yogunlugunun 2022°den sonra daha da arttigini
gostermektedir. Bu artig, glivenliklestirme teorisinin 6ngérdiigii gibi, kriz donemlerinde daha genis
kapsamli toplumsal meselelerin giivenlik alanina aktarilabilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu boliimde
kullanilan tablolarin amaci, yalnizca verileri gorsellestirmek degildir. Her tablo, calismanin farkl bir
analitik sorusuna yamit vermektedir. Tablo 1, kodlama mantigin1 ve kategorilerin nasil
olusturuldugunu aciklayarak metodolojik seffaflik saglar. Tablo 2, flilke bazinda soylem
yogunluklarini karsilastirarak hangi temalarin hangi ilkede daha belirgin oldugunu gdsterir. Tablo
6, calismanin ana hipotezini test eden es-ortaya ¢ikma mantigin1 ortaya koyar. Tablo 7,
giivenliklestirme siirecinin zaman ig¢inde nasil degistigini gostererek analize doneme 6zgii bir derinlik
katmaktadir. Dolayistyla tablolar, yalnizca yardimer gorseller degil, ¢alismanin kanit yapisini tagiyan
temel araclardir. Bu kodlama stratejisinin bir sonucu olarak, iki hipotez test edilebilir hale
gelmektedir. Birinci hipotez, Rus/Rus¢a konusan azinliklarin varliginin Rusya’ya yonelik tehdit
algisin1 dogrudan belirlemedigini, ancak bu iliskinin siyasi sdylemler ve giivenliklestirme siiregleri
araciligiyla sekillendigini 6ne siirmektedir. Ikinci hipotez ise, Rus¢a konusan azinliklarin daha yogun
oldugu Estonya ve Letonya’da, Litvanya’ya kiyasla azinliklar ile giivenlik sdylemi arasindaki bagin
daha giiclii olacagin1 ongdrmektedir. Kodlama sonuglari, 6zellikle giivenlik baglantisi ve birlikte
goriilme oranlari araciligiyla bu hipotezlerin test edilmesine imkén tanimaktadir.

Tartisma

Bu calisma, Baltik iilkelerindeki tehdit algisinin yalnizca kimlerin mevcut oldugu degil, ayni
zamanda bunlarin nasil tanimlandigiyla da sekillendigini agik¢a gostermektedir. Bulgularin daha
sistematik bir degerlendirmesi, her iki hipotezin de yalnizca genel egilimler diizeyinde degil, ayni
zamanda dl¢iilebilir gdstergeler araciliiyla da test edilebilecegini gostermektedir. Ilk hipotez, Rusca
konusan topluluklarin varliginin tehdit algisin1 dogrudan belirlemedigini, ancak bu iliskinin
sOylemsel siirecler yoluyla kuruldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Bu iddia, 6zellikle Tablo 3 ve 4 birlikte
degerlendirildiginde daha net bir sekilde dogrulanmaktadir. Tablo 3’te, ii¢ lilkede de “Rusya tehdidi”
kategorisinin benzer yogunlukta olmasi, dis tehdit algisinin ortak bir temel olusturdugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Buna karsin, {ilkeler arasinda “azinlik referansi” ve “gilivenlik baglantis1”
kategorilerindeki dnemli farkliliklar, bu ortak tehdidin toplumsal unsurlarla ayn1 sekilde baglantili
olmadigim1 gostermektedir. Bu farklilagsma, Ozellikle Litvanya Orneginde belirgindir. Rusya
tehdidinin yiiksek yogunluguna ragmen azinlik referansi ve giivenlik baglantis1 degerlerinin diisiik
kalmasi, tehdit algisinin azinliklarin varligiyla otomatik olarak baglantili olmadigini gostermektedir.
Bu durum, birinci hipotezin temel varsayimini dogrudan desteklemektedir: azinliklarin varligi tek
belirleyici faktor degildir; énemli olan, bu varligin anlasildigi sdéylemsel ¢ergevedir. Baska bir
deyisle, tehdit algis1 var olan bir gerceklikten ¢ok, nasil tanimlandigina bagl bir olgudur.
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Tablo 6’da sunulan es-ortaklik oranlari, bu sdylemsel iliskinin dogasin1 daha da
netlestirmektedir. Estonya ve Letonya’daki azinlik referans kategorisinin yaklagik yarisinin giivenlik
baglantistyla birlikte ortaya ¢ikmasi, azinliklarin belirli baglamlarda giivenlik sdylemine dahil
edildigini gostermektedir. Ancak, bu oranlarin %100 olmamasi da aym derecede onemlidir. Bu
durum, azinliklarin her zaman gilivenlik cergevesi iginde degerlendirilmedigini, aksine belirli
sOylemsel kosullar altinda bu kategoriye dahil edildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayisiyla,
giivenliklestirme siirekli ve otomatik bir siire¢ degildir; se¢ici ve baglama duyarli bir mekanizma
olarak isler.

Ikinci hipotez, azinlik yogunlugunun yiiksek oldugu iilkelerde giivenliklestirme diizeyinin
daha giiclii olacagin1 o6ne siirmektedir. Bu hipotez, Tablo 5 ve 6’daki bulgular bir arada
degerlendirildiginde biiylik 6l¢iide dogrulanmaktadir. Hem azinlik referansi hem de giivenlik
baglantis1 degerlerinin Letonya’da en yiiksek seviyelerde olmasi, azinliklarin giivenlik sdylemiyle
en yogun sekilde iliskilendirildigini gostermektedir. Bu durum, azinliklarin sayisal goriiniirliigiiniin
sOylemsel iiretime etki edebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Ancak bu iliski deterministik degildir;
¢linkii Estonya benzer bir demografik yapiya sahip olmasina ragmen, giivenliklestirme daha dolayli
bir sekilde gerceklesmektedir. Estonya 6rnegi, ikinci hipotezin daha incelikli bir yorumlanmasini
gerektirmektedir. Bu iilkede azinliklar oncelikle kimlik, dil ve sosyal uyum cergevesinde ele
alimmaktadir; glivenlikle olan baglant1 dogrudan degil, dolayl olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu durum,
azinlik yogunlugunun tek bagina belirleyici faktor olmadigini, devletin sdylemsel tercihlerinin ve
tarihsel deneyimlerinin de bu siireci sekillendirdigini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla ikinci hipotez,
yalnizca niceliksel bir iliskiyi degil, ayn1 zamanda baglamsal bir farklilagsmay1 da igermektedir.

Tablo 7’de sunulan egilimler, zamansal boyut agisindan her iki hipotezin de dinamik bir
cergeve icinde degerlendirilmesi gerektigini gostermektedir. 2004-2013 déneminde hem Rusya
tehdidinin hem de giivenlik baglantisinin yogunlugunun daha diisiik olmasi, giivenlik s6yleminin
daha smirli bir ¢ergeve icinde kaldigini gostermektedir. Buna karsilik, 2014’ten sonra tehdit
sOylemindeki 6nemli artis, dis krizlerin sdylemsel {iretimi dogrudan etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir.
2022’den sonra giivenlik baglantis1 kategorisinde goriilen daha da artan artig, azinliklarin giivenlik
sOylemine giderek daha fazla dahil edildigini gostermektedir. Bu durum, kriz donemlerinde
giivenliklestirmenin kapsaminin genisledigini ve bu ¢ergceveye daha fazla sosyal unsurun dahil
edilebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu bulgular, giivenliklestirme siirecinin yalnizca tehdit algisinin
yogunluguyla degil, ayn1 zamanda sdylemin genisleme kapasitesiyle de iligkili oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Baska bir deyisle, kriz donemleri sadece tehdit algisimi artirmakla kalmaz, ayni
zamanda bu tehdidin yayildigi alanlar1 da belirler. Bu baglamda, azinliklar kriz dénemlerinde
giivenlik sdylemine daha kolay dahil edilebilen esnek kategoriler olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ancak,
Tablo 1°deki entegrasyon sdylemi kategorisinin yiiksek puani, bu siirecin tek yonlii olmadigini
gostermektedir. Azinliklar, hem entegrasyon politikalarinin hem de giivenlik sdyleminin konusu
olabilir. Bu durum, giivenliklestirme ile kapsayicilik arasinda siirekli bir gerilim oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu nedenle, azinliklar ne tamamen bir giivenlik nesnesi ne de yalnizca bir sosyal
politika konusu olarak degerlendirilebilir; bu iki alan arasinda siirekli yeniden tanimlanan bir
kategori olarak ortaya cikarlar. Genel olarak, bulgular her iki hipotezin de desteklendigini
gostermektedir, ancak bu destek dogrusal ve basit bir iligkiye dayanmamaktadir. Azinliklarin varligi,
giivenliklestirme igin gerekli bir kosul olabilir, ancak yeterli bir kosul degildir. Bu iligkinin
kurulabilmesi igin sdylemsel gerceveler, tarihsel deneyimler ve kriz anlar1 gibi ek faktorlerin devreye
girmesi gerekmektedir. Bu durum, giivenliklestirmenin yapisal degil, siiregsel bir olgu oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir.

Tartiyma ve Sonu¢

Bu ¢alisma, Baltik devletlerindeki Rusca konusan topluluklarm konumunu, Rusya’nin
olusturdugu tehdit algis1 baglaminda, sdylemsel ve kurumsal bir perspektiften incelemektedir.
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Bulgular, Rusya’nin tiim iilkelerde merkezi bir tehdit olarak konumlandirildigini acgikga ortaya
koymaktadir; ancak bu tehdidin azinliklarla iliskilendirilme bigimi iilkeden iilkeye farklilik
gostermektedir. Bu durum, tehdit algisinin yalnizca dis gelismelerle degil, ayn1 zamanda ig siyasi ve
toplumsal dinamiklerle de sekillendigini gostermektedir.

Caligmanin temel katkilarindan biri, azinliklarin varligi ile tehdit algis1 arasinda dogrudan ve
dogrusal bir iliski bulunmadigini ortaya koymasidir. Ozellikle Litvanya &rneginde, Rusya’ya karst
giiclii bir tehdit sdylemi olmasina ragmen, bu sdylem icinde azimnliklarin sinirlt rolii, giivenlik
algisinin demografik faktorlerden bagimsiz olarak iiretilebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Buna
karsilik, Estonya ve Letonya’da belirli baglamlarda azinliklarin giivenlik sdylemine daha sik dahil
edilmesi, giivenliklestirme siireclerinin baglamsal dogasini1 gostermektedir.

Bu bulgular, gilivenlik calismalarinda siklikla varsayilan nesnel tehdit anlayisini
sorgulamakta ve giivenligin sdylemsel olarak insa edilmis bir olgu oldugu fikrini desteklemektedir.
Bu baglamda, azinliklar dogrudan bir tehdit olarak degil, belirli kosullar altinda giivenlik
tartismalarina dahil edilen esnek ve baglama bagl kategoriler olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu durum,
giivenliklestirme siire¢lerinin yalnizca dis politika dinamikleriyle degil, ayn1 zamanda kimlik, dil ve
sosyal uyum gibi i¢ faktorlerle de yakindan iliskili oldugunu goéstermektedir.

Bu calisma, politika agisindan da 6nemli ¢ikarimlar sunmaktadir. ilk olarak, giivenlik
sOylemi icinde azinliklarin konumlandirilma bigimi, toplumsal uyum ve demokratik istikrar
acisindan kritik sonuglar dogurabilir. Bu nedenle, giivenlik politikalariin azinliklar igin dislayici
veya damgalayic1 bir c¢erceve yerine, kapsayici ve entegrasyonu destekleyen bir yaklagim
benimsemesi Onemlidir. Ayrica, bilgi alam1 ve dis etki iizerine artan tartismalar goz Oniine
alindiginda, giivenlik politikalar1 sadece askeri bir bakis agisiyla degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal
dayanikliligi giiclendiren ¢ok boyutlu bir bakis acisiyla da ele alinmalidir. Bununla birlikte, bu
calismanin bazi sinirliliklar: da bulunmaktadir. Analiz, bireysel algilar1 dogrudan 6lgen bir veri setine
dayanmamakta; esas olarak resmi belgeler araciligiyla yiriitiilmektedir. Bu durum, toplumsal
diizeyde algi farkliliklarinin dogrudan gozlemlenmesini sinirlamaktadir. Gelecekteki calismalar,
daha biitiinciil bir ¢erceve sunmak amaciyla bu analizi kamuoyu verileri ve saha arastirmalariyla
tamamlayabilir. Sonug olarak, bu ¢aligma Baltik {ilkelerindeki giivenlik sdyleminin yalmzca dig
tehditlere bir yanit olmadigini, ayn1 zamanda i¢ sosyal yapilarin nasil tanimlandigi ve yonetildigiyle
de yakindan iligkili oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu baglamda giivenlik, sabit bir gerceklik olarak degil,
siyasi ve kurumsal aktorler tarafindan siirekli olarak yeniden tiretilen dinamik bir siire¢ olarak ortaya
¢ikmaktadir.

Politika Cikarimlari

Bu calismanin bulgulari, Baltik {ilkelerindeki giivenlik sdyleminin yalnizca dis tehditlere
odaklanmadigini, ayn1 zamanda i¢ sosyal yapilarin nasil tanimlandigiyla da yakindan iligkili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum, giivenlik politikalarinin tasarlanmasinda daha dikkatli ve
dengeli bir yaklagimi gerektirmektedir.

[lk olarak, giivenlik sdylemi iginde azinliklarin konumlandiriima bigimi, toplumsal uyum ve
demokratik istikrar agisindan kritik sonuglar dogurabilir. Bu nedenle, politika yapicilarin Rusga
konusan topluluklar1 dogrudan veya dolayl olarak giivenlik tehditleriyle esdeger goren sdylemlerden
kaginmalar1 6nemlidir. Bulgular, azinliklarin yalnizca belirli baglamlarda giivenlik meselesi haline
getirildigini gdstermektedir; bu da séylemin yoniiniin degisken oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
baglamda, giivenlik politikalar1 kapsayici bir dil kullanmali ve aznliklari dislayict degil,
biitiinlestirici bir ¢cerceve i¢inde ele almalidir.

Ikinci olarak, entegrasyon politikalarini giivenlik politikalarindan tamamen ayirmak yerine,
bu iki alan1 dengeli bir sekilde birlikte ele almak 6nemlidir. Calisma, azinliklarin hem entegrasyon
hem de giivenlik sdylemlerine eszamanli olarak katilabilecegini gdstermektedir. Bu nedenle dil
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egitimi, vatandaslik politikalar1 ve sosyal uyum programlari, yalnizca kiiltiirel dayaniklilik i¢in degil,
ayn1 zamanda sosyal dayaniklilik i¢in de araglar olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Ugiinciisii, 2014 ve 2022
sonrast donemde Ozellikle 6ne ¢ikan bilgi alam1 ve dis etki konusundaki tartismalar g6z Oniine
alindiginda, giivenlik politikalarinin sadece askeri degil, ayn1 zamanda bilissel ve sosyal boyutlar1 da
kapsamasi gerekmektedir. Bu baglamda, medya okuryazarligi, bilgi giivenligi ve sosyal dayaniklilik
gibi alanlardaki politikalarin gii¢lendirilmesi 6nem kazanmaktadir.

Son olarak, Avrupa Birligi diizeyinde gelistirilen normatif ¢ercevenin ulusal giivenlik
sOylemleriyle daha uyumlu hale getirilmesi gerekmektedir. Baltik devletleri 6rnegi, giivenlik
kaygilar1 ile demokratik normlar arasinda zaman zaman gerilimler ortaya ¢ikabilecegini
gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, AB politikalarinin giivenlik ile kapsayicilik arasinda bir denge
kurulmasini destekleyen, daha esnek ve baglama duyarli araclar gelistirmesi 6nemlidir.
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