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ABD, Ingiltere ve Avusturalya tarafindan
imzalanmis olan AUKUS antlasmasi Hint-
Pasifik jeopolitigi icerisinde yeni bir ittifak
dinamigini  harekete gecirmistir.  Strprizle
karsilanan ve bolgeyle ilgili olan pek ¢ok

aktorin  tepkisini  ¢eken antlasma  yapisi
itibariyle  bilinen ittifak antlasmalarindan
ayrilmaktadir. Antlasma  Avusturalya’ya

herhangi bir glvenlik garantisi vermekten
ziyade tlke donanmasina Amerikan dretimi
niikleer giic ile ¢alisan deniz altilarin verilmesini
garanti etmektedir. Bu yoniyle séz konusu
antlagmanin  ABD ve Ingiltere’nin bolgesel
politikasint  destekleyecek bir acik  deniz
dengeleme stratejisi oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
Avusturalya donanmasinin bu kazanimi bir
yandan bolgesel giic dengesi dinamiklerini
etkilerken Canberra’nin Fransa ile yapmis
oldugu silah satis antlasmasinin da iptaline yol
acmustir. Hicbir imzact devletin Cin’e karst bir
ifade kullanmamasina ragmen antlasma Cin
tarafindan  da  tepkiyle  karsilanmustir.
Dolayisiyla  kazanimlart  oldugu  kadar
maliyetleri de olabilecek bir antlasma olarak
imzalanan AUKUSun ortaya ¢ikmasindaki
yonetici elitlerin mevcut uluslararasi sistemdeki
kirllma ve firsatlar ile bolgesel tehdit ortamina
iliskin algilamalart 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu
calismada AUKUS ittifaki neoklasik realizmin
analitik yontemleri etrafinda degerlendirilmis
ve imzaci tlkeleri AUKUS antlasmasina taraf
olmaya iten gerekgeler yonetici elitlerin algilart
cercevesinde incelenmistir.

ABSTRACT
The AUKUS deal, signed by the USA, the UK and
Australia has revealed a new alliance dynamic
within the Indo-Pacific geopolitics. The deal,
which was met with surprise and attracted the
reaction of many actors concerning the region,
differs from the known alliance treaties in terms of
its structure. Rather than giving any security
guarantees to Australia, the treaty provides the
delivery nuclear-powered
submarines to Australian navy. In this respect, it is

of American-made

understood that the agreement in question is an
offshore balancing strategy which will expected to
support the regional policies of the USA and the
UK.

This acquisition of the Australian navy, while
affecting the regional balance of power, also led to
the cancellation of the arms trade agreement
between Canberra and France. Although none of
the signatory states used a statement against China,
the treaty was also met with a reaction by China.
Therefore, the AUKUS may have costs besides its
gains and it is thus important to understand the
perceptions of the ruling elites regarding the
constraints and opportunities in the current
international system and the regional threat
environment. In this paper, the AUKUS deal was
evaluated through the analytical methods of
neoclassical realism which allows analyzing the
perceptions of the ruling elites.
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Introduction

Announced by Australia, the USA, and the United Kingdom on 15 September 2021, the AUKUS deal has
revealed a new partnership layout which defines the emerging balance of power in the Indo-Pacific region. The
deal made a tremendous impact on all around the wotld as it provides Australia nuclear-powered submarines
with American technology. It would obviously strengthen Australian Navy against the growing influence of P.R.
China in the region. This will help restore the balance of power and counterbalance China, which is the untold
propose of the agreement. The deal brought three like-minded, democratic states with a long alliance
background. But it also surprised and even deteriorated the relations with some other European actors. The
AUKUS infuriated the French, who made an historical arms sale agreement with the Canberra in 2016 for the
construction of diesel-electric powered submarines, as Canberra terminated the contract following the new
agreement with the US and the UK. The AUKUS deal is also widely criticized on the acquisition of nuclear
technology by Australia as a non-nuclear power and the possibility of a possible nuclear armament in the future.
The US president Biden and Australian government declared this submarine acquisition is not an intention to
obtain nuclear weapons and all three signatory states are “deeply committed to leadership on global non-
proliferation” (Media Statement, 2021). It is reminded that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT) permits countries to run nuclear-powered submarine without nuclear weapons. Beyond that,
one of the actors most disturbed by the deal was undoubtedly China. The Beijing government accused the US
of acting with a Cold War mentality. Actually, stated by realist thinkers like John Mearsheimer, a new Cold War
is emerging between China and the USA, and this Cold War is more likely to turn into a hot conflict than the
former one (Mearsheimer, 2021).

Neoclassical realism differs from common structural theories in the way it analyses systemic constraints along
with states’ internal factors. The imposed constraints and possibilities of the international system are refined
through unit level variables and turn out to foreign and security policies (Rahman, 2021: 26). The internal factors
vary from national makeup to political and economic sentiment of a state; from political regimes to strategic
culture (Rose, 1998: 147-148). Furthermore, as the foreign policy decisions made by, mostly, a small group of
people, elite and leader perception of the threats and opportunities is crucial for policy outcomes. Sometimes
imperatives of the international system may not be perceived correctly by the leaders or the leaders cannot
respond to the systemic constraints in a certain rationale (Rispman, 2011). As Wohlforth (1993: 2-3) pointed
out, it is necessary to focus on the main factor, the perceptions of people, those who rule states and decides the
foreign policy behaviors. Thus, with the recent, AUKUS, agreement, a new generation arms sale or a new
alliance layout in the Indo-Pacific region is emerged as a result of perceptions of various leaders and decision
makers. The regional imperatives and systemic stimuli shape the conditions for the agreement. In the light of
above-mentioned considerations, the purpose of this paper is to unterstand the systemic and regional conditions
within a framework of elite perceptions of Australia, the USA and the United Kingdom which lead to AUKUS
deal.

Stephen Walt (2018) asserts that the US foreign policy understanding, which is shaped by experts, divides the
world between virtuous allies, mostly democracies, that Washington can cooperate with and hostiles, mostly
dictatorial regimes, that must be fought fiercely. So, the world is not absolute insecure as there are allies to fight
for virtuous aims. This very American worldview considers alliances as natural elements of US grand strategy.
While the Trump era can be considered as an exception, the above-mentioned statement can be confirmed by
political history of the USA. Even though Trump administration aimed to limit China, it was a game without
the consent of many US allies in the region. The Trump presidency was rude, inconsistent and oppressive
towards its allies despite the need. Because of this, Walt (2018) points out that this period was a time without
any rational or strategic approach. However, when Joe Biden took the office in January 2021 as the 46th US
president, this was very welcomed by most American allies. The first step of Biden’s policy on the field, which
supports the alliances with a discursive slogan he put forward as “America is back”, was the AUKUS agreement
signed with Australia and the United Kingdom.

Randall Schweller (2018: 26) pointed out that China, with an increased economy and military power, will
definitely seek hegemony in its region, like other examples in history, and that the USA should follow a strategy
known as “offshore balancing” based on strengthening its allies. Announced in September 2021, AUKUS can
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be considered as an obvious example of offshore balancing. It is thus possible to assume the AUKUS as a very
rational and strategically-traditional foreign policy move for the USA, as Schweller, Walt and Mearsheimer put
forward. The deal is obviously a power play that Washington has been accustomed to for many years. And it is
easier to understand the inner motivation, the elite perceptions to build this act, respectively. On the other hand,
the UK, along with the USA, is an actual off shore balancer (Mearsheimer, 2001). However, the motivation and
elite perceptions for a signature in the AUKUS deal can be found in different background. In this paper, it is
claimed that the will to lead a foreign policy differs from continental Europe in the post-Brexit period has been
the main drive for the AUKUS.

For the Australian case, the elite perceptions of threat, mostly caused by the aggressive foreign policy of Beijing,
seem to be the driving force behind the AUKUS deal. However, it is widely known that Australia has long been
a loyal ally of the USA and has significant political and historical bonds with the UK. On the other hand,
Australia has long been in a neutral position between China and the USA, while she enjoys economic leverage
of China. It is thus important to understand the elite and leader perceptions to take side with the USA, which
is a balancing act rather than a bandwagon with China. While the systemic stimuli shaping the US strategy are
perceived almost in the same way by the British and Australian decision makers, there are different motivations
that bring actors together for a controversial nuclear submarine sale deal.

This paper thus attempts to understand the reasons that push London and Canberra to join the US in its
geopolitical rivalry against China from neoclassical realist perspective, through a discussion on elite perceptions
and systemic constraints. Paper analyses the AUKUS deal, the independent variable of the study, through
intervening variables, those are elite perceptions of rise of China and security threats in the region, which form
the independent variables at the system level.

This paper is structured as follows. In the first part, the systemic rivalry between the USA and China is discussed
along with the term offshore balancing, which is also reviewed and detailed within the first part of the study. The
regional dynamics are becoming the main determinant of the international relations in the Indo-Pacific. To
clarify this, the second part of the paper, particularly focusing on the rise of China, emphasizes the emerging
geopolitical and geo-economical dynamics that shaped by global pandemic and the increasing importance of
trade routes and supply chain networks in the Indo-Pacific. In the third part, the process building AUKUS deal
is assessed through the elite perceptions of signatory states, the outcome of those above-mentioned systemic
power competition and regional dynamics. So, the case aims to illustrate how systemic imperatives affect the
perceptions of the ruling elites and have an impact on the foreign policy behavior.

Systemic Competition, Alliances and Offshore Balancing as a Part of the U.S. Great Power Politics

Alliances, crucial for the United States both historically and politically, formed among some friendly, like-
minded countries for security purposes (Bayezit, 2021: 95). Historically, the Americans signed a treaty of alliance
with France on February 6, 1778, albeit diplomatically at first, during the American Revolution. Thus, the
Americans, who were still in the establishment phase and were fighting for independence, entered into military
solidarity with a European power for the first time. The French made enormous military contributions to the
United States during its founding (Office of the Historian, 2021). However, after becoming independent, the
decision makers in Washington decided that the USA should stay away from the constant wars of the states,
especially in Europe. The Washington Doctrine, shaped by the phrases “it is our true policy to steer clear of
permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world” used by George Washington (1796: 27) in his farewell
speech, shaped American foreign policy for a long time. Throughout the 19th century, the primary purpose of
the USA was to establish hegemony in the Western hemisphere (Mearsheimer, 2001: 236). By achieving this,
the Americans gained a geopolitical advantage that can be considered unique in the world and created an
extremely secure region away from the possible threats of other great powers. On the other hand, the crises of
the 20th century proved that the USA can only be safe, despite its geopolitical advantages, when the balance of
power maintained in the Atlantic and Pacific regions. The United States has indeed enjoyed the advantages of a
stable balance of power in Asia and Europe for several hundred years.

According to Walt (2021), the USA is the world’s greatest power not because of its innovative and big economy
nor mighty army, although it is extremely important. It is not even a wide network of allies that makes it the
wotld's greatest powet. It is the regional hegemony, which is achieved and maintained only by the United States
in modern political history (Walt, 2021). As a the only regional hegemony in the world, the foreign and security
policy of the USA thus has been to prevent emergence of any regional hegemons in Europe and East Asia as
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well as keeping the balance of power unchanged in favor of any actor (Ross, 2013: 20). Throughout history,
such mentality of security prompted the US to enter into active international politics. Whenever the balance of
power is lost and a rising power began to dominate any of those regions, the USA, somehow, intervened in
cither by blood and iron or backing the countries of the region to restore the balance of power. T'wice in the
20th century, regional actors could not maintain the regional balance of power in Europe and Asia until
Washington intervenes in. In other words, by joining in both world wars, the USA itself prevented the overtake
of regional hegemony by any dominant actor. When the Second World War ended and the Soviet Union
emerged as a rival superpower, this time the US did not leave it to regional powers to maintain the balance of
power. Throughout the Cold War, American powers stationed in Europe and Asia as a part of complex network
of alliances and the US took the responsibility of regional peace. So, in this way, the US won three world wars
and prevented the tise of four regional hegemons in history (Mearsheimer, 2021; Zakaria, 1992: 21). Those are
the Imperial Germany in the First World War; Imperial Japan and Nazi Germany in the Second World War;
and the Soviet Union in the Cold War.

In the post-Cold War period, the main challenges to the world order as well as the US security has multiplied.
From globalization to global terrorism threat; from regional conflicts to civil wars and increasing ethnic clashes;
from economic and social problems to environmental and global health crises, the world seems to keep suffering
(Tao, 2016). Yet the main security issue for the USA recently, after several military campaigns and invasions in
the Middle East, is widely accepted as the rising China (Allison, 2017; Brands, 2021; Mearsheimer, 2001; 2021).
China has one-fifth of the world total and a population of more than four times that of the United States, and
is on track to become the world’s largest economy economically (The World Bank, 2022). In particular, the
economic growth has led to a more aggressive and expansionist China. China is thus seen as a challenge to US
traditional foreign policy to avoid any hegemonic power in any other part of the world and an ideological threat
to US values. President Biden organized Summit for Democracy and pointed out the battle between autocracies
and democracies will repeat in the 21st century (The White House, 2021). The emphasis on democracy versus
autocracy give a clue on the elite perceptions of threat in the US capital. Indeed, geopolitics in Asia after the
Cold War have affected the US foreign policy regarding its global position. Thus, along with several issues like
Taiwan, trade and technology, China and the USA now turned into rival powers of the region. And this has the
potential to be a real source of regional and global instability that can displace the regional balance of power

(Zhu, 2006: 90).

In this paper, thus, the rise of China is claimed as the most important challenge to foreign and security policy
of the USA within the elites’ perception after the Cold War. At the beginning of the 21st century, the general
opinion among American foreign policy experts was the possible consequences of Chinese economic
development, was focusing on Beijing's satisfaction with the system. The question aroused commonly was if
China would rise peacefully or would be more integrated with the world economy. If so, the USA would not
expect to have a problem with this country. However, John Mearsheimer (2001: 4) stated that China, let alone
integrating into the world economy, cannot escape the consequences of a great power competition, even if it
turns into a democracy. This has repeated several times throughout history. Democracies, also, prioritize their
security not less than autocracies. And in an insecure world where there is no supreme authority, no state can
be sure of the intentions of the other. At this point, states continue to rely on their armed forces. This argument
based on Mearsheimer’s historical analyzes seems to correspond to the situation after China’s accession to the
Wortld Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001. Because Beijing’s integration into the global economy accelerated
its growth and it reduced the competitiveness of western powers such as the USA. In 2008 the economic crisis
in western economies sparked a great recession. China, despite export-dependent economy, was one of the least
hurt major economies (Womack, 2017: 391). This heated up US-China rivalry in terms of economy. Graham
Allison (2017) thus pointed out that the USA and China cannot escape the trap of Thucydides, which is a
historical phenomenon, and that it is inevitable for those to be systematically rivals that pushes them to a war.

By contrast, Mahbubani (2020), Overholt (2007) and some other pro-China researchers think differently about
the future role of China in the global system and China-US relations. Overholt (2007: 229) pointed out that
contrary to realist views of Allison (2017) and Mearsheimer (2001; 2021), the USA has produced a pragmatic
policy against China since the presidency of Richard Nixon. This pragmatism has deterrent politics and some
tensions correspondingly, like the Taiwan crisis in 1996, on one hand. On the other hand, it encourages China
to play an active role in the international system both economically and politically. Although this strategy had
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different orientations, it was implemented along the Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush, Clinton and George W. Bush
administrations. However, the USA has kept its military assets, stationed and deployed its troops throughout
the region against possible security problems, despite the policy of mutual dependence and bilateral relations
with China. Additionally, the USA has alliance agreements in effect since the end of the Second World War. In
addition, Washington managed to maintain its relations with the allies even though there were problems
occasionally. In this respect, the US policy towards China and Asia-Pacific on a large scale has a tradition of
pragmatic balancing that is also followed by US presidents like Obama, Trump and Biden in the post-Cold War
era.

Hillary Clinton, former Secretary of the State, highlighted that the USA should get away from the turmoil in
Iraq and Afghanistan as soon as possible, and seck its interests in Asia-Pacific region, in a 2011 article she wrote
for Foreign Policy magazine. Clinton stated that the USA has an inevitable place in the architecture of Asia-
Pacific, which is determined by security and economic parameters (Clinton, 2011). The economic opening and
reform process initiated by China in the late 1970s under the leadership of Deng Xiaoping has enabled China
to become an increasingly powerful military-political actor as well as being a developing economy. Since 2009,
China is has come a more aggressive actor, giving unprecedented diplomatic reactions. Beijing, for instance,
canceled the China-US security dialogue for the first time in 2009. Moreover, China imposed sanctions on
American companies that sell weapons to Taiwan, and on Norway, after a Chinese activist awarded the Nobel
Peace Prize. And also, Beijing had disputes on maritime regions with Japan and harshly criticized South Korea’s
naval drill with the USA in the Yellow Sea (Ross, 2012: 70). Therefore, the Obama administration announced a
new regional strategy focusing more on Asia-Pacific, namely “Asia Pivot”, in 2012.

Obama’s foreign policy didn’t satisfy many people (Kolmas & Kolmasova, 2019: 61-62). Donald Trump, before
he took the office as Obama’s successor, was one of those dissatisfied people. Trump’s mentality was to overturn
the economic supremacy of China and Japan which he perceived as a main threat to US interests. Moreover,
Trump considered American military assets and bases in Japan and South Korea as an economic burden for the
US economy (Nakamura, 2016). This was just the contrary of Obama’s policy of strong relation with the allies.
However, Joe Biden’s inauguration, the political perspective of Obama administration revived in Asia-Pacific.
When Biden took the office, China has already taken more attraction than ten years ago. The US foreign policy
turned to China more than before as Beijing has become more aggressive since 2013 under Xi Jinping’s
leadership. The COVID-19 pandemic was also considered by the Trump administration as a problem related to
Chinese rule. So, the US foreign and security policy recently has and will have and inevitable Chinese dimension.
And one can expect this policy would emerge as a part of long tradition.

The foreign and security policy of the USA has been affected by a kind of great power competition that is
analyzed at the systemic level. In the last systemic competition against the Soviet Union, the USA strategically
built alliance networks and supported the allies with unmatched American power. However, the US alliances
after Soviet dissolution are thought to be in decline, as the common threat of communist expansionism is
disappeared and threats to national securities vary (Casey, 2011: 2). But, in contrast, the alliances didn’t dissolve
as expected and Washington still trust its strong alliance networks all around the world. As stated above,
historically, the US foreign and security policy is based on the its regional hegemony and prevent any other
regional hegemon to emerge (Mearsheimer, 2001: 236; Ross, 2013: 20). The balance of power in Asia-Pacific
and Europe thus helped US to stay safe from 1776 to 21st century. After the Second World War the US,; itself,
engaged in world politics actively to prevent any geopolitical rival to dominate its region (Layne, 1997: 89). And
alliances played a vital role in both regions supporting American engagement and balance of power.

Balance of power, through many International Relation (IR) theories, compel states to follow two types of
balancing act. States, especially the ones under threat, first tend to increase the own military firepower to deter
the others to attack. This is called internal balancing. If this doesn’t satisfy the state, then building alliances is
the second option to increase the national power. This is strategy generally accepted as external balancing. As
John Mearsheimer (2001: 156) pointed out, recruiting allies increases the quantity of firepower, thus increases
the usefulness of deterrence. The alliances are formed to restore the balance of power, or as a result balance of
threat or balance of interests (Waltz, 1979; Walt, 1985; Schweller, 1994). Within the traditional policy of the
USA, each has its own justification in various cases. However, the balancing model, one of the dominant
strategies in the post-Cold War period, which was built on the basis of the US strategy to strengthen the allied
states, is defined as offshore balancing (Layne, 1997).
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Offshore balancing, as a concept, is part of the realist theory of international relations. This strategy is supported
by balance of power approaches and highlights the geographical advantages it has for the USA. Layne (1997)
stated that the USA can support the dynamics in the current alliance relations with an offshore balancing
strategy. Since power transitions in various parts of the world continue to constitute a vital security concern for
the USA, offshore balancing has a wide range of advantages by supporting the alliance networks in ensuring the
power balance. Realists like Mearsheimer and Layne consider this strategy to be part of the traditional foreign
policy of the United Kingdom and the USA. This strategy based on supporting the allies distantly by providing
them arms or other resources instead of backing them with ones’ own army. Both the British and the Americans
tend to have relatively fewer military forces in areas where potential hegemons are located (Mearsheimer, 2001:
141).

Offshore balancing, for instance, was used by the USA against USSR in its competition regarding the Asian
geopolitics. Particularly in the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, the USA preferred to support pro-Afghan
powers. Besides local fighters, Washington supported neighboring countries like Pakistan. Thus, until Soviets
leave Afghanistan in 1989, offshore balancing was the distinctive feature of US-Pakistan relations (Rudolph and
Rudolph, 2006: 705-707). This was an effective and cheaper way for the U.S. as well as keeping the American
forces away from conflict zones. Considering the expenses of the primary goal of the U.S. foreign policy both
for economic and human resources, preventing emergence of regional hegemons in different corners of the
world, the offshore balancing is one of the most useful. It helps keeping the balance of power without engaging
directly. Besides, supporting allies has many things in return. That’s why the balancing offshore alliances is seen
a very American, and suitable for American interests. Layne (1997: 87) stated that such a strategy has two
purposes: The first is to keep the U.S. forces distant from a dispute, which may have nuclear threats. And the
second is to increase the relative power of the USA in the international system. This strategy, the offshore
balancing, help USA to achieve its ultimate foreign policy goal just as John Mearsheimer (2001: 42) pointed out,
the USA played the primary role to prevent rise of any hegemons four times in a century. This balancing act can
thus be very optimal choice for the U.S. in its policies against Chinese domination in the Indo-Pacific region.

Layne (1997: 93) stated that followers of offensive realism believe the necessity of American hegemony for
global stability. Nevertheless, decrease in U.S. power and hegemony has become more likely in a multipolar
international system. Offshore balancing can thus be seen as a more appropriate strategy for the new multipolar
world order (Layne, 1997: 112). Layne’s anticipation was that the United States would avoid costs, reduce the
number of soldiers and support allied countries in the Asia-Pacific, such as Japan and South Korea, those played
crucial roles during the Cold War. However, the USA largely preserved its forces in these countries despite the
costs and discussions about the high costs in American domestic politics. At this point, it can be understood
that it is not easy for the U.S. to leave the region and it is sensible to preservation of the balance of power in
the Asia-Pacific. On the other hand, the AUKUS agreement is likely to support current U.S. forces and allies
by, besides controlling the balance of power, supporting Australian Navy with U.S. made nuclear-powered
submarines. In this case, the offshore balancing strategy plays an assistive role for USA’s overall Indo-Pacific
strategy.

According to Walt (2020: 71), the USA maintained its relations with the allies, albeit the end of Cold War and
they were the victorious side. This was a part of the worldview of liberal hegemony adopted by the American
leaders. According to this approach, the spread of liberal values by the USA constitutes one of the basic elements
of national security. This provides a convenient basis for the implementation of American foreign policy, and
also makes it easy to convince American public and politicians in the domestic policy. It is more likely to get
public support in this way. However, the liberal hegemony pursuit of the USA is not enough to solve the
problems in the world, and it is not enough for American interests in terms of costs and consequences
(Mearsherimer & Walt, 2016: 70-71). Within the framework of the Bush doctrine, it can be well seen that the
USA attempted to promote democracy all over the world, but it has been successful neither in Iraq nor in
Afghanistan in its consequences. For American leaders, the ideal of liberal hegemony constitutes an important
portion of the American perception of security. Because the USA has not hesitated to implement its world view
based on this for over 60 years and therefore built its foreign policy around liberal hegemony (Walt, 2020: 71-
73). However, it is believed that offshore balancing, which has also a traditional position among the grand
strategies of the USA, has features far superior to the liberal hegemony approach (Mearsheimer & Walt, 2016).
Because this strategy can be considered as a cheaper, less risky and more efficient approach.
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By definition, offshore balancing is a proactive strategy in terms of supporting the balance of power, not
isolationism that suggests stepping aside and watching developments. It makes relations with America’s allies
and regional partners possible, both economically and diplomatically. Rather, it ensures the safety of the United
States without the loss of its soldiers and big financial loss. In addition, it stops U.S. allies being free-riders who
make unlimited use of the American security umbrella, making them the actor that takes the initiative in regional
security problems (Walt, 2020: 79). As a result, it is obvious that the offshore balancing approach is seen as a
great strategy that paves the way for the USA to take advantage of its unique position in the world. At this point,
by signing AUKUS deal, it is seen that the USA aimed to strengthen its military presence in Northeast Asian
countries such as Japan and South Korea with a second assistive offshore balancing strategy in the Indo-Pacific
region.

In American politics, the increasing tendency to prevent China to establish a regional hegemony emerged during
the Obama administraion. The first step was moving the U.S. forces away from the endless conflicts in the
Middle East and turning towards Asia. The U.S. thus implemented QUAD with India and Japan, and then to
declare AUKUS with its allies like Australia and Britain after leaving Iraq and Afghanistan largely (Alagoz, 2021:
499; Khan, 2021). The plan to deliver American high-tech nuclear-powered submarines to Australia through
the AUKUS treaty particularly demonstrates that Washington has adopted an offshore balancing approach, by
which the U.S. administration support and strengthen the allied state rather than directly deploying American
military assets.

Structural Strains of the Indo-Pacific Region: Assertive China as a Rising Power and the U.S.
Strategy to Balace

With the economic reforms it put into practice about 40 years ago, China has become industrial center of the
world. Its economic development and economic opening policy has enabled China to grow by an average of
ten percent each year, reaching the status of an upper middle-income country and lifting 800 million people out
of poverty each year (The World Bank in China, 2021). China’s growing economy has become a strategic tool
after the election of Xi Jinping as Chinese president in 2013. China’s efforts to build multinational and China-
centered global economic system, with the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) and the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB), and the estimates that its increasing economic capacity will surpass the USA which
make them the world’s largest economy in a short time have required special attention of American politicians
and IR researchers.

The economic development of China has turned the Asia-Pacific into a global trade zone, thus creating an
extremely important geo-economic area. Besides China, the region also includes Japan, the world’s third largest
economy, and India, the sixth (The World Bank, 2022). According to estimates, these actors, which are the
engines of economic growth in Asia, will host 90 percent of the 2.4 billion new middle-class people by 2030
(Yendamuri & Englishian, 2019). However, with its economic development, China started to purse an offensive
policy towards its neighbors and this jeopardize its relations with major U.S. allies in the region such as Australia,
India and Japan. In addition, the increase in military expenditures and disputed territorial claims in the South
China Sea strengthen the sense that China is increasingly pursuing a regional hegemony. Many scholars thus
resemble 21st century China to 20th century Germany, the rise of which resulted in a great war.

In this respect, China is perceived as a systemic rival and threat to American interest as the balance of power is
shifting to China. This completely contradicts the in the USA’s understanding of foreign policy that the balance
of power in different regions does not deteriorate in favor of a certain actor has caused the American politicians
and security experts to perceive China as a systemic rival and threat. As a result, it is possible to associate the
current Indo-Pacific strategy of the USA with the increasing influence of China and the increasing economic
importance of the region. Therefore, American policy regarding this region has geo-strategic and geo-economic
dimensions.

Indo-Pacific term conceptually defines the commercial and strategic international relations in the region, which
includes the Indian Ocean, outstretches from east of the African coasts to the western coasts of the Pacific
Ocean (Roy-Chaudhury & Estrada, 2018: 181). Here, the main factor that distinguishes the concept from Asia-
Pacific is its focus on the South and Southeast Asia, and the importance of regional security, which is basically
the security of maritime zones at its center (Alagoz, 2021: 794). The Indo-Pacific also is perceived differently by
different countries. For example, for India, the Indo-Pacific stretches from eastern Africa to the western coast
of the Americas. French perception of the region is limited to the extent of French-speaking communities in
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the region; on the other hand, Japan champions the idea of Open and Free Indo-Pacific based on their offshore
perspective (Pascal, 2021: 6-7). For the Netherlands, which announced its Indo-Pacific strategy in November
2020, the region stretches from Pakistan to the Pacific islands (Okano-Heijmans, 2021). For the United States,
besides being a new geopolitical competition area, Indo-Pacific can be limited geographically within American
Indo-Pacific Command’s (USINDOPACOM) area of operation. But beyond that, for the United States, the
Indo-Pacific seems to be perceived as a region to prevent the influence of China and its like-minded countries.
In this region, the perception that China poses a threat to both the USA and its democratic allies is increasing
day by day. In this respect, it can be understood that the USA urges to strengthen its solidarity with its allies in
order to prevent China from being the dominant power in the Indo-Pacific. The tensions between the USA and
China build the regional political background and thus create systemic constraints in the international relations
within the region.

Therefore, recently, strategic transformation in the Indo-Pacific region has been the centerpiece of modern
international politics. In particular, China’s economic and military expansion and the USA’s focus on approaches
that emphasize hard power methods show the two ends of the strategic tension in the region. The perception
of threat to current position of the USA in terms of the international system and the values it represents by the
rise of China and the reality that it offers an alternative form of governance may unfold events between these
two actors. China’s filling and arming of disputed islands and reefs in the South China Sea, moreover, is an
important security concern that creates pressure on the neighboring states. In addition, China established a
military base in 2015 in Djibouti, a former French colony located at the important transit point of Africa,
overlooking the Bab-el Mandeb Strait and the Red Sea. This is in an important strategic position between the
Middle East and Indian Ocean (Cabestan, 2020: 731). China has also territorial disputes with India, and maritime
disputes with South Korea and Japan. Apart from that, China has a major disagreement on Taiwan’s
international status. Beyond, China gives impression as an expansionist state to protect its national interests. As
in the example of Djibouti, it is thought that China sees some places as commercially and strategically important
for the projects like BRI (Pascal, 2021: 3).

It is possible to trace the increasing attention of the USA in this region to Obama’s rebalance strategy, aka Asia
Pivot (Davidson, 2014; The White House, 2015). The 2000s started with the military intervention in Afghanistan
and Iraq and occupation of those countries by the USA. Barrack Obama, taking the office in 2008, laid the
groundwork for a U.S. withdrawal from the Middle East, and for America’s security and economic interests,
focused more on China-centered politics in the Indo-Pacific. Although the USA could not always maintain
favorable relations with its allies during the Donald Trump era, the USA focused too much on China. In 2021,
Joe Biden, the vice president of Obama administration replaced Trump. With the inauguration of Biden, it has
been seen that the USA has adopted the approaches reminiscent of Obama’s, as the importance given to bilateral
relations with the allies increased and the USA demonstrated that it would be show more presence in the Indo-
Pacific.

Roy-Chaudhury and Sullivan (2018: 182) stated that although it is claimed that Washington’s policy is not directly
against China, it may be well understood that many American attempts in the Indo-Pacific aim to restrict
Beijing’s infrastructure and investment-oriented moves in the region. To achieve this purpose, the USA picks
its regional partners from those with democratic identity and care about Western-style society and economy
management. The solidarity of these democratic nations against China’s alternative social rule can be understood
as an effort of justification. This makes it very meaningful that why USA works with states like Australia, India,
Japan and South Korea. Tow and Stuart (2014) pointed out that there’s no way for the USA to achieve its goals
without any support of allied states. Thus, the current U.S. strategy of Indo-Pacific form an internal part of its
traditional foreign policy based on historical facts, those are which the American power economically
corresponding to the growing power of Asia, the security of democratic nations in the region, and the key
importance of democracy for the liberal order.

The Motivation of the U.S. for an Indo-Pacific Approach
The relationship between the economy and security has been central to international relations in East Asia and
the Asia-Pacific after the Cold War. Economy plays a crucial role is United States’ foreign policy as well. This
provides the maintenance of economic prosperity and encourages the spread of the liberal economic order, and

helps the creation of a democratic peace order through the globalization of democratic government forms. Duc
Cuong (2018) stated that the strategic approach of the USA here is based on two basic elements, one is internal
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and the other is external. Accordingly, this article focuses more on the internal factors of the U.S. foreign policy
regarding the Indo-Pacific region. These internal elements can be listed as follows: The policy of maintaining
its global leadership position; maintaining commercial superiority based on the freedom and security of the
oceans, and thus maintaining its profits in the markets; strengthening the American-style notion of democracy,
democratic institutions and culture, and human rights understanding; supporting the stability of the region
through balance of power (Hasan, 2021). On the other hand, the external motivation is the increasing threat
perception of the rise of China among American elites.

Returning to the internal motivations, the motto echoing the U.S. political approach towards this region has
been “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” since Obama administration. This short phrase, obviously, means a lot to
the USA. While the emphasis on freedom and openness evokes democracy, it also describes the basis of liberal
economy. Therefore, with this statement, both the economic and political expectations of the USA in the region
are revealed. Rapp-Hooper (2018: 7) stated that the “Free and Open Indo-Pacific” approach put forward during
the Trump era is actually not much different from Obama’s policy of Asia Pivot, alias Rebalance. Essentially,
Obama’s policy was based on three key elements. These were an active military, which was built on economic
and political pillars, to be more visible in the region; to strengthen the integration between the countries of the
region and the USA by the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TTP), and to strengthen the democratic ties with the allies
in the region. Secretary of the State Hillary Clinton (2011) noted the importance of the security and economic
architecture of the region at an eatly stage, emphasizing that America’s future cannot be separated from the
future of the region. When Trump took office, he declared Obama’s strategy dead and pulled Washington out
of the TTP. On the other hand, the motto “Free and Open Indo-Pacific”, which was used for the first time by
Rex Tillerson in 2017, was again stressed in the important strategy documents of the USA such as the National
Security Strategy (NSS, 2017) and positioned China at the very center of national security understanding.
According to the American security documents, while the interests of the USA in the region extend back to its
foundation years, China represents the evil side in a struggle between the free and oppressive world order
understandings in the region (NSS, 2017: 45-46). Although the importance of alliances in any America’s strategy
in the Indo-Pacific region was emphasized during the Trump era, there were problems in practice. On the other
hand, it is possible to say that Biden has turned to the strategy of cooperation with the allies. Secretary of the
State Anthony Blinken (2021) repeated the slogan "Free and Open Indo-Pacific” in his speech in Indonesia on
14 December 2021. According to Blinken, while freedom is an important key to the future, openness is in the
natural process of freedom (Blinken, 2021). In his speech, Blinken stated what this motto of the American
strategy means at three levels: First of all, at the individual level, the individuals living here should be free in
their daily lives; at the state level, it describes the existence of countries that can purse their own path, and at
the regional level, a system where problems can be resolved openly, rules are transparent and fairly applied, and
ideas, products and goods can move freely between countries.

As pointed out by realist thinkers, understanding of America’s role in the Middle East, Europe and the Indo-
Pacific for the maintenance of American primary in the world is also expressed in the American Security Strategy
document (NSS, 2017: 45). At this point, both the Democratic political wing, represented under the presidency
of Obama and Biden and the Republican political wing, represented under the presidency of Donald Trump
have consensus on America’s leading position an economic, military and political power. Hence, it can be
claimed that that the perceptions of the elite, as put forward by this study, have a common-sense despite being
in different political spectrums.

Therefore, it can be claimed that the Indo-Pacific approach of the USA is based on the spread of the American
wortldview, with principles like freedom and liberty, both in the economic and political context, and stopping
the rival ideology and its precursor China, and furthermore, strengthening the relations with the American allies
in the region. The main reason for this is the threat perception which is based on the prevention of any regional
hegemons to emerge in other parts of the world. In this respect, if it wasn’t for the China’s economic
development, the American Indo-Pacific policy would most likely have focused on completely different factors.
It makes thus sense, as a part of the traditional foreign policy, the USA tends to take a position against the
possible challenge by China. Strengthening the relationship with democratic allies and partners in the region,
which is one of the main elements of the U.S. approach in this region, is also meaningful in this respect. In other
words, the AUKUS deal is an expected maneuver while it is rational in terms of traditional foreign policy and
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offshore balancing acts of the United States. Nevertheless, the elite perceptions of the other singing parties have
different motives which is discussed in the next part of the article.

Great Britain’s Tilt to Indo-Pacific: Brexit’s First Blossom Forth

It may be very assertive to say that Great Britain has put forward a totally new foreign policy agenda with the
AUKUS agreement, but a significant number of people believe it that way (Major & von Ondarza, 2021).
However, the AUKUS functions as an offshore balancing act for the British just like the Americans. Britain and
the USA, which Mearsheimer (2001) considered as offshore balancers traditionally, have once again revealed
their identities. Because the primary aim of AUKUS is to ensure Australia a powerful navy in the region. For
this purpose, the deal promises the delivery of cutting-edge US-made nuclear-powered submarines. In this
respect, AUKUS is not an alliance agreement in terms of its widely accepted meaning (Perot, 2021: 2).
Nevertheless, this treaty brings the western democracies significant military power together and increases their
influence in the region, while shifting the balance of power to Australia. Canberra, London and Washington,
which have been allies for a long time, thus have increased the deterrence and succeed in placing nuclear
submarines that can serve with long-term and durable structures in the Indo-Pacific region with the help of
Australia. Thus, it helps to keep the USA and Britain away from threats caused by a sudden shift in the balance
of power in Asia. This proves that the issue is also an offshore balancing issue for the British.

The commercial, economic, military and security interests of the British, as well as of many nations in recent
times, lie in this vast Indo-Pacific region. One of the factors that pushed the British to purse an active policy
here is, undoubtedly, the history of the region which the British played an important role (Pant & Milford, 2021:
12). As several independent counties today, like India, one of the biggest actors in the region and supported by
the West against the expansion of China as an important partner, remained under the British colony for a long
time. However, British left the region gradually and London lost its effect on the regions’ politics. The most
important step in Britain’s return to the region recently is brought to public by the British government with a
document titled as“ Global Britain in a Competitive Age: The Integrated Review of Security, Defense,
Development and Foreign Policy” (Brooke-Holland, 2021).

The future plannings with an ambitious slogan like G/lobal Britain can be seen as the first important step in the
post-Brexit foreign policy of the UK. This hadn’t been possible so far for Britain as a part of the European
Union (EU). But soon after Brexit, it is thus possible for the British to plan a policy, which is not a part of
collective security of Europe nor NATO, and on a region miles away from their borders. It is clear that British
clites widely expressed their opinions in this point of view. British Prime Minister Boris Johnson, for instance,
has openly declared in the introduction pages of this document that the quit from the EU is a new historical
start and that the UK has now gained its freedom to deal with political and economic issues differently and
better than before (Cabinet Office, 2021: 3). In this respect, it is seen that the British attach importance to the
Indo-Pacific and AUKUS as a post-EU foreign policy step. At this point, it can be said that the British want to
separate themselves from the EU member countries and to position its security policies at a more global level.
Despite the increasing Russian threat perceptions of the EU member states, especially through the Ukraine
crisis, the British focused their security emphasis on the Indo-Pacific region rather than continental Europe. It
is cleatly seen in the “Global Britain” document as Elhefnawy (2021: 2) found that the term Indo-Pacific was
used in at least 22 of the total 69-page of the document. This points the outlines of the future security and
foreign policy of the British. Even this trend reveals that the UK wants to play a more global role in the post-
Brexit era.

Indeed, the UK was not restricted by the EU. But the areas of interest of the British are somewhat different
from the common EU policies (Pant & Milford, 2021: 18). Therefore, the main factor pushing the British to be
a part of AUKUS is the will of to become an economic and military actor on a global scale in the post-Brexit
process. While doing this, the British aimed to strengthen transatlantic ties with the USA. At this point, it can
be stated that London put forward a free will to further strengthen its unity with the Anglo-Saxon world (Major
and von Ondarza, 2021).

In terms of elite perceptions and government policies, it is seen that the British wanted to display their position
along with Washington to support democratic international order, and prove the UK can play more globally in
contrast to the EU member states. Just like American politicians, the British also emphasized the principle of
openness and freedom of the international order and announced that liberal democracies had an obligation to
prove this (Cabinet Office, 2021: 11-12). At this point, it is more courageous than the EU member states in
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supporting the anti-Chinese policies of the USA. Making a strategic difference with Brussels, London had
previously supported the U.S. sanctions on Huawei and did not hesitate to criticize the EU-China
Comprehensive Investment Agreement (Major & von Ondarza, 2021). The sudden announcement of AUKUS
to everyone’s surprise, moreover, overshadowed the EU’s own Indo-Pacific strategy, which was declared the
same day with the AUKUS. With an emphasis on Global Britain, it is possible to say that the British, in a way,
reflects their desire to return to the pre-EU period. Indeed, Elhefnawy (2021: 6) pointed out that the aims of
the document are quite ambiguous. But as an impression it has a milder resemblance to the 1960s British stance.
As a result, it is seen that the UK wants to solve its security problems at a more global level along with the USA,
despite the increasing political problems in Europe and the aggressive attitudes of foreign actors such as Russia.
It is understood that the reason for this is the desire for a more global Britain regarding the post-Brexit world,
which is reflected in the policies and discourses of British decision makers.

Australia as a Balancer Against China

In the post-Cold War period, intra- and extra-regional trade, investment and other economic developments in
Asia expanded rapidly. In addition, the Asia-Pacific region has been away from important wars and intra-regional
conflicts for a long time. The conditions described as “Pax Asiatica” in the region, where a period of almost 70
years of peace was followed, started to be questioned more and more as a result of the recent tensions between
China and the USA (Solingen, 2021: 1). On the other hand, China’s growing economy has become an important
springboard in achieving foreign policy goals (Jain, 2019: 28). In the region where Australia is located, China
has gradually increased its influence economically and militarily. In addition, regional tensions have deepened
as the contflicts between South Korea and Japan have increased and North Korea has become an increasingly
aggressive actor. Furthermore, China’s activities in the South China Sea and the problems regarding the maritime
zones have created military tensions despite the growing and developing economic infrastructure in the region
(Solingen, 2021: 2).

In fact, there were tensions between the USA and China in the Taiwan Strait in the mid-90s, as well. Howevet,
the USA had a significant military advantage, especially with its aircraft carrier technologies (Sullivan, 2015).
This pushed Beijing to seek supremacy in the sea. With the allocation of its increasing economic capacity to
military resources, by the year 2000, China’s submarine power has become an important concern of security for
the American surface fleet, especially for the aircraft carriers (Ross, 2013: 25). At this point, factors such as
increasing Chinese naval power and the capture and arming of disputed areas in the South China Sea have raised
the issue of openness of maritime routes, which provides the flow of international trade. Therefore, these
security problems that emerged in the geo-economic area, where the world economy is highly dependent and
global supply chains form an important network, attracted not only the countries of the region but also other
important actors of the wotld to the region (Solingen, 2021: 1). These new regional dynamics thus plays an
inevitable role in Australia’s foreign policy.

China’s increasing share in world trade and its increasing influence in maritime power have affected the national
security and threat perceptions of Canberra governments and the Australian political elites. In particular, China’s
plans to have a new generation nuclear submarine fleet of Type 095 (09-V) has aroused concern in Canberra
while, then, China would become an under-balanced actor in the Pacific Ocean (Wieslander, 2021: 36). Indeed,
it is generally accepted by the realist IR theory, that states have two main strategic options such as balancing and
bandwagoning in case of a shift in the balance of power or a threat emerged to their national securities (Walt,
1985: 4). Apart from this, some Asian states (such as South Korea), which have adopted the economic benefits
of China but are also America’s ally, follow a third way, the hedging strategy. In this respect, it was expected
that Australia would follow a policy by avoiding a choice between the USA and China, and it was claimed that
a policy in this direction would serve Canberra’s economic and national interests more (Chan, 2019). However,
many incidents, especially since 2009, have led to deterioration in Canberra-Beijing relations (Bisley, 2013: 413).
Therefore, it is understood that the perception of rising China by the Australian political elites is closer to a
threat perception due to the increasing pressures of Beijing and the foreign policy it follows. In this case, it is
more likely to expect Canberra to balance or bandwagon (Schweller, 1994). Hence, Australia is impelled to
follow a balancing strategy.

Chinese attempts to increase its naval power with new generation submarines prompted Canberra, at first,
primarily to a strategy known as internal balancing. In this regard, Canberra made an arms-sale agreement with
France in 2016 for the purchase of submarines that run on conventional energy but with new generation
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features. In accordance with this agreement, that worth 55 billion USD and is seen as the contract of the century
by France, Paris would produce diesel-electric Barracuda class submarines for Australia (Fathi, 2021). This
agreement, which had many economic and geopolitical advantages for France, also responded to the search for
a balance of power in the face of increasing pressure from China. However, with the election of Joe Biden as
president, the US policy of forming a strong anti-China bloc became more concrete. With their long-standing
alliance relations, such as the Five Eyes Intelligence agreement and ANZUS, Washington considered it should
be the primary actor for Australia’s security, rather than France. At this point, the United States stepped in and
the understanding of “you ate cither with us or against us” introduced by the Bush doctrine was revived. Biden
administration provided more attractive and special offers than France and somehow draw Canberra to choose

a more prominent place in an anti-Chinese bloc rather than pursuing a policy in an ambiguous position between
the USA and China (Fathi, 2021).

As a state with deep-rooted democracy in the Asia-Pacific, Australia is also an important Western partner due
to especially its historical and political ties to the monarchy of the Great Britain. The role it played among the
Western powers in both world wars is well-known (Bisley, 2013). In this respect, the elites in Canberra have
chosen to sit at the table with their Western partners and to be on the balancing side, in terms of their long-
term relations with the West and being like-minded, against the rising China. At this point, it is obvious that the
AUKUS is seen as a win-win process for the Australian elite. Australian Prime Minister Scott Morrison stated
that with the AUKUS, Canberra has now access to a very important technology as Australia will be able to
purchase eight American nuclear-powered submarines in accordance with the treaty (Nicholson, 2021).
However, this situation would enable Australia to become an important actor in the Indo-Pacific axis, with
access to an extremely superior technology not only in terms of purchasing American technology, but also in
production and use. In this respect, Canberra’s main elite perception in signing AUKUS can be listed as follows:
First, China’s increasing pressure and its perception of a threat for Australian national security. Secondly, the
influence of the Anglo-Saxon state traditions and mentality as well as the long history of alliance with democratic
like-minded states. And lastly, the chance of ending up profitable in U.S.-China tensions by gaining technological
qualities and thus deterrence against possible future threats.

Conclusion

One of the most recent concerns in international politics is the future of the relations between the USA and
China. The AUKUS agreement, which was announced unexpectedly, was met with a sense of surprise and some
criticism in the Europe as well as in Asia. Of course, it has a clear purpose within the geopolitical lines that are
already becoming increasingly evident in the Indo-Pacific region. This paper thus aims to help understanding
the regional dynamics and the motives of states against this, through perceptions of the elite, as neoclassical
realism proposes an analytical perspective taking unit-level factors into account along with constrains and
opportunities in the international system. The way leaders perceive threats and opportunities is one of those
analytical elements. Hence, this study evaluated the process of the emergence of the AUKUS agreement by
taking advantage of neoclassical realism, focusing on the perceptions of the elite in Washington, London and
Canberra.

AUKUS, which can be considered as a part of offshore balancing strategy of the USA, is an example of
traditional American and British policies to ensure national security. In this respect, it’s been clear that both
London and Washington follow a well-known strategy regarding the Indo-Pacific region. After Joe Biden’s take
the office, the U.S. foreign policy on Asia and China turned the way it was in Obama administration. Biden
withdraw the American forces in Afghanistan and right after that declared the AUKUS with Britain and
Australia. This was one of the main policy agendas of the Obama presidency. For the British, AUKUS means
more than it does for Washington. The need for the UK to put forward an ambitious project in its foreign policy
and economic policies after Brexit, which has important crises in itself, came into being with the AUKUS deal.
The ambitious Global Britain document prepared by the British government shows British priorities until 2030.
This document contains an important message about where the British see their place in world politics. It can
be seen that this document focuses more on the Indo-Pacific region and the British are trying to leave the EU
countries behind with its ability to purse a global and flexible foreign policy agenda. At a time when Europe was
more local and reserved in security issues, the British tried to show that they would follow an ambitious and
global policy. At this point, the AUKUS seems to be a reflection of elite perceptions of the UK’s self-confidence
with a new foreign policy agenda in the post-Brexit period.
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For the Canberra administration, choosing a side in the China-U.S. tension has become a necessity as a result
of the geopolitical constraints. China’s naval capacity has become a threat to Australia over time. At this point,
Canberra management first made an important submarine agreement with the French defense industry in 2016.
However, the increasing influence of the USA in the region after Biden’s inauguration caused Canberra to
abandon its agreement with Paris. This was in favor of a more profitable one proposed by the Americans.
Australia can enjoy both the technological gains of the AUKUS deal as well as a significant deterrent against
China by purchasing Washington’s high-tech nuclear submarines. It is seen that the past experiences and the
idea of forming a strong democratic bloc in the region constitute the common ground that affects the elite
perceptions of the three states.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET
Amag ve Kapsam

15 Eylil 2021°de Avustralya, ABD ve Birlesik Krallik tarafindan aciklanan AUKUS anlasmasi, Hint-Pasifik
bélgesinde ortaya cikan giic dengesini tanimlayan yeni bir ortaklik diizeni ortaya koymustur. Anlasma, Avustralya
‘ya Amerikan ntikleer denizalti teknolojisini sagladigt icin tiim diinyada muazzam bir etki yaratmustir. Anlasma,
Cin Halk Cumhuriyeti’nin bdlgedeki artan etkisine karsi Avustralya donanmasini giglendirmeyi ve agtkea dile
getirilmemis olmasina ragmen bélgedeki Cin lehine degismekte olan giic dengesinin yeniden tesis edilmesine
yardimel olmayt amaglamaktadir. Anlasma, uzun bir ittifak gecmisine ve benzer yonetisim bicimine sahip tg
demokratik devleti bir araya getirmistir. Ancak anlasmanin gizliden yapilmis olmasit ve beklenmedik bir anda
duyurulmast bu ti¢ tlkenin bazi Avrupalt aktorlerle olan iligkileri de olumsuz etkilemistir. Canberra’nin ABD ve
Ingiltere ile yaptigi yeni anlasmanin ardindan 2016 yilinda Fransa ile yaptgi dizel ve elektrikle calisan
denizaltilarin insasina yonelik tarihi silah satis anlasmasint iptal etmesi Fransizlart oldukea kizdirmistir. Diger bir
yandan AUKUS anlagsmasi, Avustralya’nin niikleer olmayan bir gii¢ olarak ntkleer bir savunma teknolojisini
edinmesi ve gelecekte niikleer bir silah edinmeye yol acabilecegi gibi unsurlar tizerinden de elestirilmektedir.
Buna karsin ABD bagkant Joe Biden ve Avustralya hiikiimeti, bu denizaltt satisinda niikleer bir silah elde etme
niyeti olmadigini ve ti¢ imzact devletin de “kiiresel niikleer silahlarin yayilmasini 6nleme konusunda yurittikleri
liderlige derinden baglt oldugunu” dile getirmistir (Media statement, 16 Eylil 2021). Ancak antlasmanin yol agtig1
nitkleer tartismalar ve silah antlagmasinin iptalinin yol actigindan ¢ok daha fazla rahatsizlik kuskusuz Cin
yonetimi tarafindan duyulmustur. Zira antlasmanin duyurulmasinin hemen ardindan Pekin hikimeti ABD'yi
Soguk Savas zihniyetiyle hareket etmekle suglamistir. Bu noktada Soguk Savas ifadesi dikkat ¢ekici durmaktadir.
Aslinda John Mearsheimer gibi realist distintrlerin de ifade ettigi gibi, Cin ile ABD arasinda yeni bir Soguk
Savas yasandigindan bahsetmek miimkin gériinmektedir ve bu Soguk Savag’in bir 6ncekinden daha fazla sicak
bir catigmaya dontisme olasiligt bulunmaktadir (Mearsheimer, 2021).

Stephen Walt (2018) Amerikalt dis politika uzmanlarinin diinya gorislerine gére ABD’nin dis politikasina sekil
veren anlayisin diinyayt mutlak givensizligin oldugu bir yer olmaktan ziyade, is bitligi yapilabilecek ¢ogunlukla
demokrasilerden olusan erdemli mittefikler ile savagilmast gereken ¢ogunlukla diktatoryal rejimlerden olusan
kot diasmanlar arasinda boldiglnt ifade etmektedir. Dolayistyla, onlara gére erdemli amaglar icin savasacak
miittefikler oldugu miiddetce diinya mutlak giivensiz bir yer degildir. Bu Amerikan diinya goriist, ittifaklars
ABD'nin biytk stratejisinin dogal unsutlari olarak gérmektedir. Bu durum belki Trump dénemi icin bir istisna
olarak kabul edilebilir. Ancak tarihsel bakimdan ele alindiginda ittifaklarin ABD’nin siyasi tarihi 6nemi
anlasilmaktadir. Her ne kadar Trump yonetimi de Cin’i sinirlamayt amaglayan pek ¢ok politika izlemis olsa da
bu bélgedeki bircok ABD miittefikinin rizast olmadan oynanan bir oyunun pargast olmustur. Ayrica Trump
baskanlhg stirecince miittefiklere ihtiyag duymasina ragmen zaman zaman kaba, tutarsiz ve baskict bir tutum
sergilemistir. Bu nedenle Walt (2018), bu dénemin herhangi bir rasyonel veya stratejik yaklasimin olmadigt bir
zaman olarak ele alinmast gerektigini dile getirmistir. Gergekten de Joe Biden’in Ocak 2021°de ABD bagkani
olarak géreve gelmesi pek cok Amerikan miuttefiki tarafindan memnuniyetle karstlanmistir. Biden’in “Amerika
geri déndi” seklinde 6ne stirdiigi sdylemsel bir sloganla ittifaklart destekleyen yaklasiminin sahadaki ilk adimim
ise Avustralya ve Ingiltere ile imzalanan AUKUS anlagmast olusturmustur.

Bu yoniiyle AUKUS antlasmast hem Amerikan buyiik stratejisi icerisinde bir stireklilik, hem de ABD’nin Cin’e
karst yirtitmekte oldugu buyik glg stratejisi icerisinde muttefik devletlerle is birligine dayali bir dengeleme
yaklasimt olusturmaktadir. Offshore dengeleme ya da tam olarak acik deniz dengeleme stratejisi, bir kavram
olarak, realist uluslararasi iligkiler teorisinin bir parcasidir. Bu strateji, glcler dengesi yaklasimlariyla
desteklenmekte ve ABD i¢in sahip oldugu cografi avantajlart vurgulamaktadir. Layne (1997), ABD'nin mevcut
ittifak iliskilerindeki dinamikleri bir offshore dengeleme stratejisi ile destekleyebilecegini belirtmistir. Diinyanin
cesitli yerlerindeki gii¢ gegisleri ABD icin hayati bir giivenlik endisesi olusturmaya devam ettiginden, offshore
dengeleme, glic dengesinin saglanmasinda ittifak aglarini destekleyerek cok cesitli avantajlara sahiptir.
Mearsheimer ve Layne gibi realistler, bu stratejiyi Birlesik Krallik ve ABD'nin gelencksel dis politikasinin bir
pargasi olarak gérmektedirler. Bu strateji temel olarak, miittefikleri kendi ordusuyla desteklemek yerine onlara
silah veya baska kaynaklar saglayarak uzaktan desteklemeye dayanmaktadir. Hem Ingilizler hem de Amerikalilar,
potansiyel hegemonlarin bulundugu bolgelerde nispeten daha az askeri glice sahip olma egilimindedir
(Mearsheimer, 2001: 141). Bu bakimdan bu devletlerin geleneksel giivenlik politikalari agisindan tatihsel yeri olan
bir stratejik yaklasimdir.
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Offshore dengeleme daha 6nce ABD tarafindan Asya jeopolitigine iliskin rekabetinde SSCB'ye karst
kullanilmustir. Ozellikle 1979'da Sovyetlerin Afganistan't isgalinde ABD, Afgan yanlist giicleri desteklemeyi tercih
etmistir. Washington, yerel savascilarin yani sira Pakistan gibi komsu tlkeleri de desteklemistir. Boylece,
Sovyetler 1989'da Afganistan'dan ayrilana kadar, ABD-Pakistan iliskilerinin ayirt edici 6zelligi acik deniz
dengelemesi olmustur (Rudolph & Rudolph, 2006: 705-707). Bu, ABD i¢in hem etkili hem de daha ucuz bir yol
olmus hem de Amerikan gliclerini catisma bélgelerinden uzak tutarak olast kayiplatin ve beklenmedik savaglarin
ontine geemistir. ABD dis politikasinin birincil hedefinin hem ekonomik hem de insan kaynaklarina yonelik
maliyetleri g6z Onlne alindiginda, dinyann farkli koselerinde bolgesel hegemonlarin ortaya c¢tkmasinin
onlenmesi, offshore dengelemenin en faydali olanlarindan biri olarak gérilmektedir. Dogrudan devreye
girmeden gii¢ dengesini korumaya yardimct olmaktadir. Ayrica miuttefikleri desteklemenin karsiliginda ¢ok sey
mevcuttur. Bu nedenle dengeleyici offshore ittifaklart olduk¢a Amerikan ve Amerikan ctkarlarina uygun bir
strateji olarak gorilmektedir. Layne (1997: 87), béyle bir stratejinin iki amact oldugunu belirtmistir: Birincisi,
ABD giilerini niikleer tehditler icerebilecek bir anlasmazliktan uzak tutmaktir. Tkincisi ise ABD'nin uluslararast
sistemdeki goreli gliciinii artirmaktir. Bu strateji, yani offshore dengeleme, ABD'nin nihai dis politika hedefine
ulasmasina yardimet olmaktadir. John Mearsheimer'in (2001: 42) belirttigi gibi, ABD bit yuzyilda dort kez
herhangi bir hegemonyanin yiikselmesini 6nlemede 6ncelikli bir rol oynamistir. Dolayistyla bu dengeleme eylemi,
ABD icin Hint-Pasifik bolgesindeki Cin egemenligine karst politikalarinda ¢ok optimal bir se¢im olarak
gorilebilmektedir.

Bu makalede offshore dengeleme kavramsal olarak AUKUS antlagmasini tanumlayict bir Szellikte kabul
edilmistir. Ancak AUKUS antlasmasinin ortaya ¢ikmasini saglayan etmenlerin farkl iilkelerde nasil algllandig:
astl arastirma konusunu olusturmaktadir. Bu bakimdan ABD icin geleneksel buyiik gili¢ siyasetinin bir pargasi
olan bolgesel hegemonlarin ortaya ¢itkmasint 6nleme yaklasimi mevecut ABD-Cin gerilimi igerisinde kendisine
yer bulmustur. Dolayistyla ABD icin Cin’e komsu bir miittefikin giiclendirilmesi Cin’e karst hem bir offshore
dengeleme olusturmakta hem de yillardir izledigi buyiik glic stratejisini destcklemektedir. Bu noktada Amerikali
yéneticilerin algilarint bu ikisi olusturmustur. Ote yandan Ingilizlerin elit algilamalart Brexit sonrast Ingilteresinin
iddial bir dis politika araysst ile ilgili olmustur. Avusturalyal elitleri ABD-Cin arasinda se¢im yapmaya zorlayan
kosullarin olusmasi sonrast caydiricilik arayist ile yitksek teknoloji elde edecek olmanin getirdigi kazang duygusu
olmustur. Yukarida belirtilen degerlendirmeler 11¢inda bu makalenin amact Avustralya, ABD ve Birlesik Krallik
htkiimetlerindeki lider ve elitlerin AUKUS anlagsmasina zemin hazirlayan algilart cercevesinde sistemsel ve
bélgesel kosullart anlamaktir.

Yontem

Neoklasik realizm diger sistemsel analiz yapan teorilerden sistem diizeyindeki baskilarin devletlerin igsel
faktorleriyle bir arada degerlendirmesi yoniiyle ayrilmaktadir. Uluslararast sistemin dayattigr kisitlamalar ve
olanaklar, birim diizeyindeki degiskenler araciligiyla rafine edilmekte ve dis ve giivenlik politikalarina
doéniismektedir (Rahman, 2021: 26). Bu i¢ etmenler, bir devletin ulusal yapisindan siyasi ve ekonomik
duyarliligina; siyasal rejimin yapisindan stratejik kiiltiiriine kadar farkldiklar géstermektedir (Rose, 1998: 147-
148). Ayrica, dis politika kararlart cogunlukla kiiciik bir grup insan tarafindan verildiginden, elit ve liderin tehdit
ve firsatlari algilamasi politika sonuglart icin ¢cok 6nemlidir. Zira uluslararasi sistemin zorunluluklart kimi zaman
liderler tarafindan dogru algilanamayabilmekte veya liderler sistemsel kisitlamalara belitli bir mantiksal isleyis
icerisinde cevap veremeyebilmektedir (Rispman, 2011). Bu noktada William Wohlforth’un (1993: 2-3) belirttigi
gibi, devletleri yonetenlerin temel Gzellikleri olan insani yapilarina ve dolayisiyla dis politika davraniglarim
belirleyenlerin algilarina odaklanmak gerekmektedir. Bu galismada ele alinmakta olan AUKUS anlagmastyla,
Hint-Pasifik bolgesinde yeni nesil bir silah satist veya yeni bir ittifak diizeni ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayistyla, bu
stireci ortaya ¢ikaran rasyonalitenin ¢esitli liderlerin ve karar vericilerin algilarinin bir sonucu oldugu gerceginden
hareketle bu algilamalarin dikkate alinmasi gerekliligi ortaya konulmaktadir.

Sonug

Bu makalede offshore dengeleme kavramsal olarak AUKUS antlasmasini tanumlayict bir Szellikte kabul
edilmistir. Ancak AUKUS antlasmasinin ortaya ¢tkmasini saglayan etmenlerin farkli tlkelerde nasil algilandigi
asil aragtirma konusunu olusturmaktadir. Bu bakimdan ABD icin geleneksel biyiik gii¢ siyasetinin bir pargast
olan bolgesel hegemonlarin ortaya ¢itkmasint 6nleme yaklagimi mevecut ABD-Cin gerilimi igerisinde kendisine
yer bulmustur. Dolayistyla ABD icin Cin’e komsu bir mittefikin giiclendirilmesi Cin’e karst hem bir offshore
dengeleme olusturmakta hem de yillardir izledigi buyiik glic stratejisini desteklemektedir. Bu noktada Amerikali
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yoneticilerin algtlarini bu ikisi olusturmustur. Ote yandan Ingilizlerin elit algilamalart Brexit sonrast Ingilteresinin
iddialt bir dis politika arayisi ile ilgili olmustur. Avusturalyali elitleri ABD-Cin arasinda se¢im yapmaya zotlayan
kosullarin olusmasi sonrast caydiricilik arayist ile yitksek teknoloji elde edecek olmanin getirdigi kazang duygusu
olmustur. Yukarida belirtilen degetlendirmeler 1s1ginda bu calismada Avustralya, ABD ve Bitlesik Krallik
htkiimetlerindeki lider ve elitlerin AUKUS anlagsmasina zemin hazirlayan algilar cercevesinde sistemsel ve
bélgesel kosullatt irdelenmistir.
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