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Abstract

The aim of the article. The article is devoted to a comparative analysis of the strategic
approaches of the United States and the European Union towards conflict resolution in Syria and
Ukraine. The principles of objectivity, historicism and systematicity, using general scientific
methods of analysis, synthesis, generalization and comparative have become the methodological
foundation of the research.

Scientific novelty of the publication. The research focuses on the main parameters that
define the nature of foreign policy: the level of involvement, the legal status of partnerships,
military and economic assistance, the energy and geopolitical dimensions, as well as the
conditionality of support. Special attention is paid to the ways in which global actors adapt their
strategies depending on the international recognition of the state, the scope of security threats, and
the strategic significance of the region for their national interests. The findings demonstrate that
the United States approach towards Ukraine is systemic and long-term, combining military,
economic, energy, and political support aimed at integration into the Euro-Atlantic community and
strengthening institutional resilience. In the case of Syria, the United States strategy is tactical and
situational, focusing on counterterrorism, containing Russian and Iranian influence, and providing
limited humanitarian assistance. Similarly, the European Union follows a differentiated strategy:
Ukraine receives comprehensive political, economic, and institutional support, including macro-
financial aid, energy diversification programs, and conditional reforms, while Syria remains the
target of humanitarian assistance, diplomatic mediation, and limited stabilization initiatives
without direct military engagement. It was concluded that the European Union’s approach to
Ukraine and Syria differs significantly depending on the legal status, strategic importance and
security priorities of each country.

Conclusions. The overall conclusion is that both the United States and the EU pursue
context-driven, differentiated approaches: long-term and systemic in strategically important
regions, and limited, situational involvement where the stakes are lower. The practical significance
of the study lies in its contribution to forecasting future scenarios of international support for crisis
regions, as well as in assessing the adaptability of United States and EU foreign policies under
conditions of increasing global instability.
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CHLIBHI TA BUIMIHHI PUCH CTPATEITYHIX MIJIXO/IB CIIA 10 CUPIT TA YRPATHU

CpiT/rara Moag”
Irop Yeprec™

AHoTamisg

Mera crarrti. CTaTTd NOpUCBSYEHA TIOPIBHAILHOMY aHAMIBY CTpaTeridyHuX ITiaXO0iB
CroiydeHux MITaTiB AMEPUKA Ta EBporielicbKoro Cow3y 10 BperymoBanusa KoH@nkTis y Cupii ta
VKpaini. MeTo0I0TiYH0I0 OCHOBOIO JTOCTITKEHHA CTAIN MPUHIIUIIN 00’ €KTUBHOCTI, iCTOPU3MY
Ta CUCTEMHOCTI i3 3aCTOCYBAHHAM 3araJbHOHAYKOBUX METOJIB aHATI3Y, CMHTERY, y3araJlbHeHHS,
IIOPiBHSIHHSL.

HaykoBa HOBI3HA MyO0.TiKaIii. Y poO0Ti PO3TJIAHYTO KJII0YOBI MapaMeTpH, 10 BU3HAYAIOTH
XapakTep 30BHIIIHBOT IOJITHKI 000X aKTOPIB: piBeHb 3a1y4eHHs, IPABOBUI CTaTyC IMAPTHEPCTBA,
BiIICBKOBY Ta €KOHOMIUHY JIOIIOMOT'Y, €HEPreTUYHUIL TA F€OIO I THYHII BUMIp, 4 TAKOK YMOBHICTh
maTpuMKd. Oco0JMBa yBara B JIOCTKEHHI TPHUILISETHCI TOMY, SK MIKHADOAHI TpaBIl
aTanTyIOTh BJACHI CTpaTeril 3aJeKHO BiJ MPaBOBOTO CTATyCy JAep;KaBH, MACIITA0IB 3arpo3 Ta
cTpaTeriyHol Baru perioHy Aad IXHIX HaIiOHATHHUX IHTepeciB. Pe3yIbTaTH HaBeIeHOTO
JOCTITKEHH TIOKa3yloTh, Imo miaxix CIIA 10 VKpalHM € CHCTEMHUM i JOBFOCTPOKOBUM,
MMOETHYIOUN BilICBKOBY, €KOHOMIUHY, €HEpPreTHYHy Ta IOJITHYHY IITPUMKY, CIPSIMOBAHY Ha
inTerpaiiio KpaiHu 10 €BpPOATIAHTUYHOIO IPOCTOPY Ta 3MilHEHHs 1i jJep;KaBHOI CTilKocTi. V
punagky Cupii crparerist CIIIA HOCUTH TAKTUYHUE 1 CUTYaTUBHUAM XapaKTep, 30CEPEKYIOUNCh Ha
60p0oTHOI 3 TEPOPU3MOM, MMPOTUIT BILMBY Pocii Ta IpaHy, a TAaKO3K Ha TYMaHiTapHUX acrekTax. €C,
CBOEI0 YEProl0, JEMOHCTPYE CXO:KY JOTIKY Audepentiarii: 11 YKpaiH 3aCTOCOBYETHCA MOJIEND
JOBFOCTPOKOBOI  IOJITUYHOI, €KOHOMIUHOI Ta IHCTUTYIIMHOI IHATPUMKHU, IO BK/IIOYAE
MaKpo(MIHAHCOBY JOIOMOIY, €HEPreTUYHy IHTErpaiiio Ta IPUB’A3KY JOIOMOIH 0 Pe(OpPM.
Bomnouac piaga  Cupii  migrpmmka  €C 0OMeKyeTbc  TYMAHITADHUMH — IPOTpaMaMU,
JTUTLTIOMATHYHUMHM iHII[IaTUBAMU Ta KOHTPOJbOBAHUM 3aJyYeHHIM Y BPEry.IIOBaHHA KpU3H 0e3
MPSMOI BilICBKOBOI y4acTi.

BucHOBKM. 3arajbHUI BHCHOBOK JIOCHLKeHHsT mousirae B Tomy, mo CIHIA ta €C
peanisyioTh audepeHIiioBanuil iAXig, SKUH HOEIHye KOMILIEKCHICTh 1 JOBIOCTPOKOBICTH Y
BUIIQJIKY CTPATETiYHO Ba;KIMBUX JepKaB Ta CUTYATHBHICTH i JOKATbHICTH V BiTHOCHHAX i3
perioHamm, M0 MalOTh OOMes;KeHe 3HAYeHHS /I IXHbOI OeslmeKn. [IpakThuHa 3HAUyIIicTh POOOTH
10JIATAE Y MOK/IMBOCTI 3aCTOCYBAHHSA PE3YJbTATIB JOC/K/KEHHS /IS TPOTHO3YBAHHS MaliOyTHIX
CIleHapilB  Mi;KHApOAHOI IJATPUMKH KPH30BUX PETiOHIB, a TaKOK I OIHKN THYYKOCTI
3oBHimHbonoTiTHYHNX crpareriii CIIA Ta €C B yMOBaxX 3p0OCTaindoi I7106a16bH0T HeCTa0LIbHOCTI.
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Formulation of the problem. In the 21* century, the international system is
undergoing constant transformation due to the emergence of new challenges and threats
to global and regional security. Among them, the protracted conflicts in Syria and the war
in Ukraine occupy a special place, as they have become decisive factors in contemporary
international politics. Both cases have served as a kind of ‘test’ for the United States and
the European Union in terms of their ability to develop flexible yet consistent strategic
approaches to crisis management. Despite their common features - the geopolitical
dimension, confrontation with Russia, humanitarian disasters and the need to involve a
wide range of international instruments - the nature of strategic support in the cases of
Ukraine and Syria differs significantly. For Ukraine, the United States and the EU are
applying a comprehensive and long-term model of support that includes military,
economic, energy, and political-diplomatic components. In contrast, the approach to
Syria is limited and situational, which can be explained by both the lack of a legitimate
partnership and the different strategic importance of these countries for transatlantic
security.

The relevance of the issue stems from the fact that scientific discourse is dominated
by studies that analyse the foreign policy of the US and the EU towards Ukraine and Syria
separately, without systematic comparison. At the same time, a comparative study of these
two cases allows for a deeper understanding of the logic of differentiated adaptation of
international strategies to specific regional conditions, identifies patterns in the priorities
of global actors, and outlines the limits of their effectiveness.

Analysis of recent achievements and publications. Recent academic publications
indicate a growing interest in comparing the strategic approaches of leading
international actors in regions of crisis instability. In particular, Lepeu' analyses the
evolution of EU sanctions policy in the context of the war in Ukraine and highlights the
growing role of the European Commission as the architect of foreign policy decisions.
Other authors explore how the war has significantly transformed the EU’s defence
priorities, raising the issue of strategic autonomy and the creation of new security
mechanisms?®. In this context, it is also important to study informal groups and networks,
which are increasingly playing a role in the development of the European security
architecture’. At the same time, the Atlantic Council* emphasises the growing
importance of energy policy in the Black Sea region and the need for closer transatlantic

'Lepeu J. Ukraine, the de-targetization of EU sanctions, and the rise of the European Commission as architect
of EU foreign policy. International Politics. 2025. https://d0i.org/10.1057/541311-024-00649-7

% International Politics. Navigating the storm: The impact of the Russia-Ukraine war reshaped the European
Union’s defence priorities and its pursuit of strategic autonomy. International Politics. 2025.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2025.2517031

3 International Politics. Organizing European security through informal groups. International Politics. 2025.
https://doi.org/10.1057/541311-024-000657-7

*+ Atlantic Council. Reinforcing the EU’s Black Sea energy strategy through transatlantic collaboration. Atlantic
Council. 2025. https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/energysource/eu-black-sea-energy-strategy-
collaboration/
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cooperation in the field of energy security. In addition, there is active public discussion of
the Readiness 2030 strategic initiative, which envisages the mobilisation of significant
financial and military-technological resources to strengthen the European Union’s
defence capabilities by 2030. Taken together, these studies form a multidimensional
context in which the need to compare the US and EU approaches to conflict resolution in
Syria and Ukraine becomes clear.

The purpose of this article is to conduct a comparative analysis of the strategic
approaches of the United States and the European Union to conflict resolution in Syria
and Ukraine, with an emphasis on identifying the commonalities and differences in their
policies. To this end, key parameters of external support are considered, including the
level of political and military involvement, the legal status of partnerships, economic and
humanitarian aid, energy and geopolitical dimensions, and the conditions for providing
support. The results obtained make it possible to explain the logic of the differentiated
adaptation of US and EU foreign policy to crisis regions and to identify the factors that
influence the effectiveness of international strategies.

Presentation of the main material. Studying strategic approaches to conflict
resolution in Syria and Ukraine is important for understanding contemporary
international relations and security mechanisms. Both countries have found themselves
at the centre of geopolitical confrontations, which has led to the active involvement of
external actors and the formation of various models of influence. A comparative analysis
allows us not only to identify common features in the approaches of world powers and
international organisations, but also to outline the differences that are determined by the
historical, political and socio-cultural characteristics of each region. This approach
contributes to a deeper understanding of the effectiveness of international strategies and
the possibilities for their adaptation to different conditions.

In our opinion, it would be most logical to divide this issue into two blocks’:

1. US strategic approaches to Syria and Ukraine (Table 1)

2. EU strategic approaches to Syria and Ukraine

An analysis of the table shows that the US strategic approach to Ukraine and Syria is
based on the principle of differentiated adaptation of foreign policy to a specific context.
The key factors determining the nature of support are®:

1. The strategic importance of the country for US national interests.

Ukraine is seen as a critical element of European security and deterrence against
Russia, so assistance is systematic and long-term. It includes not only military means, but
also economic injections, macro-financial stabilisation, support for reforms, energy
diversification and integration into Euro-Atlantic structures.

Syria is important in terms of the fight against terrorism and regional stability, but it

5Furopean Commission. Readiness 2030: European strategic defense initiative. European Commission /
Wikipedia summary. 2025. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Readiness_2030

% International Politics. Organizing European security through informal groups. International Politics. 2025.
https://doi.org/10.1057/541311-024-00657-7
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is not a critical element of US strategic security. Therefore, the approach to Syria is tactical
and situational, focused on controlling local threats (ISIS, extremist groups) and deterring
the influence of Russia and Iran.

2. International status and legal recognition.

Table 1

Comparative characteristics of US strategic approaches to Syria and Ukraine

[developed by the author]

Criterion Ukraine Syria
Level of US | Systemic, long-term support; | Limited intervention; focus on
involvement strategic partnership fighting ISIS
Legal status Recognised state, partner of the | Assad regime not recognised as
United States; support for | a legitimate partner; support
sovereignty and territorial | only for selected opposition
integrity groups
Military aid Lethal weapons, training of the | Support for Kurds and the
Armed Forces of Ukraine, | ‘moderate opposition’, special
defence programmes (Javelin, | operations against ISIS, no
HIMARS, JMTG-U) systematic rearmament
programme
Economic/financial | Billions of dollars in macro- | Mainly humanitarian aid; no
support financial assistance, reforms, | large-scale economic recovery

USAID, loan guarantees

programmes

Energy dimension

Opposition to Nord Stream 2,
support for energy reforms and
energy independence

Energy factor less significant,
mainly control over Kurdish oil
fields

Geopolitical
dimension

Main front of opposition to
Russia in Europe; integration
into the Euro-Atlantic space

Arena for the fight against
terrorism, field of rivalry
between the US, Russia and
Iran

Political framework

Minsk agreements, Normandy
format, Charter of Strategic
Partnership (2021)

Geneva process, Astana track
(where the US had limited
influence)

Conditional support

Aid was tied to reforms,
transparency, and the rule of
law

Support was provided to
‘moderate’ groups that met US
criteria
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Ukraine is a recognised state and a partner of the US under international agreements
(Association Agreement, Charter of Strategic Partnership), which allows for the provision of
full-fledged systemic assistance, including lethal weapons and institutional support.

Syria is a state with a legitimate government that the US does not recognise as a full
partner, so assistance is limited to support for ‘moderate’ groups and humanitarian
initiatives, without direct military intervention or large-scale economic support.

3. Level of military and financial-economic assistance.

In Ukraine, assistance is comprehensive: lethal weapons, training of the Armed
Forces, logistics, macro-financial stabilisation, reforms, which ensure not only short-term
strengthening of defence capabilities, but also long-term stability of state institutions.

In Syria, military assistance is selective and limited, while financial and economic
assistance is mainly humanitarian, without any strategic prospects for restoring statehood
or structural reform.

4. Geopolitical and energy dimensions.

For Ukraine, the US actively uses political, diplomatic and economic instruments to
contain Russia, integrate Ukraine into Euro-Atlantic structures and reduce its energy
dependence.

For Syria, geopolitics manifests itself in local power balancing, while energy aspects
are secondary - the main focus is on controlled territories and the regional influence of
other states.

5. Conditional support and control over results.

In UKkraine, assistance is directly linked to reforms, transparency standards and the
rule of law, demonstrating a systematic and strategic approach’.

In Syria, assistance is more flexible and situational, focused on compliance with
humanitarian norms and control over the ‘moderation’ of opposition actors.

Conclusion: The US applies a differentiated approach that combines long-term
strategic support and tactical situational intervention depending on the region, the
international status of the partner, strategic importance and the local situation. Ukraine
has been the subject of systematic, comprehensive and consistent support covering
security, the economy, political reforms and energy independence. Syria, on the other
hand, remains the subject of tactical intervention, with the main focus on
counterterrorism, humanitarian support, and regional balancing, without large-scale
systemic integration into structures important to US security.

Now let us turn our attention to the similarities and differences between the EU
and the US on this issue (Table 2).

"International Politics. Navigating the storm: The impact of the Russia-Ukraine war reshaped the European
Union’s defence priorities and its pursuit of strategic autonomy. International Politics. 2025.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2025.2517031
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Criterion Ukraine Syria

Level of EU | Systematic, long-term political, | Limited  intervention;  mainly

involvement | economic and humanitarian | humanitarian aid and diplomatic
support; strategic partnership | influence, without direct military
through the European Commission | involvement
and the EU-Ukraine Association
Agreement

Legal status | Recognised state; partnership | The Assad regime was not
through  association,  political | recognised as a legitimate partner;
support for sovereignty and | support for selected humanitarian
territorial integrity initiatives of the opposition and

civilian population

Military Relatively limited, mostly non- | Virtually non-existent; the EU does

assistance conflictual  (training, logistical | not provide lethal weapons,
assistance,  partial armament | limiting itself to humanitarian
through CSDP and EUBAM) logistics and training civilians

Economic/fi | Billions of euros through macro- | Mainly humanitarian aid (food,

nancial financial assistance, reform | medicine, refugees), without large-

support programmes (energy efficiency, | scale investment in the country’s
decentralisation, anti-corruption) economy

Energy Support  for energy supply | Virtually non-existent; energy

dimension diversification, integration into the | issues are not a priority in EU
EU energy market, countering | policy towards Syria
energy dependence on Russia

Geopolitical | Support for FEuropean security; | Crisis management, control of

dimension deterrence of Russia, integration of | humanitarian flows, diplomatic
Ukraine into the European political | containment of Russia and Iran
and economic space

Political Association Agreement, Deep and | Diplomatic initiatives through the

framework | Comprehensive Free Trade Area | UN and the Geneva process;
(DCFTA) Agreement, Minsk | participation in peace talks as a
agreements, support for the | humanitarian and political
Normandy format mediator

Conditional | Linking financial and political | Support limited to compliance with

support assistance to reforms, the rule of | international humanitarian norms;
law, and anti-corruption standards | assistance to the civilian

population and ‘moderate’ actors
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Table 2 shows that the European Union’s approach to Ukraine and Syria differs
significantly depending on the legal status, strategic importance and security priorities of
each country. For Ukraine, the EU applies a systematic and long-term approach,
combining political, economic and humanitarian support through an associated
partnership and the implementation of strategic reform programmes. As a recognised
state and partner of the EU, Ukraine receives comprehensive assistance aimed at
strengthening its sovereignty, territorial integrity and integration into European political
and economic structures. The military component of support is limited to participation
in training, logistical assistance and partial armament within the framework of the CSDP
and EUBAM, which makes it non-conflictual, while economic and financial support
includes macro-financial stabilisation and reform programmes in the areas of energy
efficiency, decentralisation and the fight against corruption. In addition, the EU actively
promotes the diversification of energy supplies and Ukraine’s integration into the EU
energy market, and the provision of assistance is linked to compliance with the rule of
law and the implementation of reforms.

In the case of Syria, EU support is much more limited and situational. Due to the
lack of a legitimate partnership with the Assad regime, assistance is mainly directed at
the civilian population and «moderate» opposition groups, without large-scale economic
recovery or military integration. Military assistance is almost non-existent, and energy
issues are practically not on the EU’s agenda. The main focus is on humanitarian
stabilisation and regional balance of power, with assistance limited to compliance with
international humanitarian norms®.

Overall, the EU demonstrates a differentiated and adaptive approach to crisis
regions: UKraine receives systematic and strategically important support aimed at
integration and reform, while Syria is the subject of limited humanitarian and diplomatic
intervention focused on risk minimisation and local stabilisation.

An analysis of the comparative approaches of the US and the European Union to
Ukraine and Syria shows that both international actors are implementing a
differentiated, context-dependent approach, which is based on a comprehensive
assessment of the strategic importance of the state, its international legal status, the level
of security risks and the geopolitical environment. In the case of Ukraine, both the US and
the EU provide systematic and long-term support that integrates political, economic,
military and energy instruments. The US strategy covers the supply of lethal weapons,
training and modernisation of the Armed Forces, macro-financial stabilisation, support
for anti-corruption and institutional reforms, as well as diplomatic efforts to ensure
sovereignty and territorial integrity. Similarly, the EU provides macro-financial support,
implementation of reform programmes in the areas of energy efficiency and

8 International Politics. Navigating the storm: The impact of the Russia-Ukraine war reshaped the European
Union’s defence priorities and its pursuit of strategic autonomy. International Politics. 2025.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2025.2517031
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decentralisation, technical assistance in anti-corruption and administrative initiatives,
and political support for Ukraine’s European integration. This comprehensive assistance
is aimed at strengthening state resilience, enhancing defence capabilities, integrating
into European and transatlantic structures, and ensuring macroeconomic stability,
reflecting Ukraine’s strategic priority for both actors.

In contrast, in the case of Syria, US and EU support is local and situational in
nature, focusing on limited tasks of stabilisation and containment of regional threats. For
the US, the key is to counter terrorist groups such as Islamic State and to contain the
influence of Russia and Iran in Syria, which is achieved through limited arming of
«moderate» opposition groups, special operations and logistical support. The EU focuses
primarily on humanitarian stabilisation, support for the civilian population, the provision
of food and medical aid, and mediation efforts within the framework of regional
diplomatic initiatives, without significant economic or military integration.

Thus, a common feature of the strategic approaches of both actors is the use of a
comprehensive set of tools, combining political, economic, military and diplomatic
mechanisms when there is a strategic interest. The main difference is the degree of
involvement and the nature of support: Ukraine receives systematic, long-term and
comprehensive assistance covering all critically important areas of state development
and security, while Syria is the subject of local, situational intervention limited to
humanitarian and stabilisation functions. This approach demonstrates the flexibility of
US and EU foreign policy and its ability to adapt to specific geopolitical, legal and security
conditions, while maintaining strategic priorities and international commitments.

Conclusions. The study proves that the strategic approaches of the United States
and the European Union to conflict resolution in Syria and Ukraine have both common
features and significant differences, determined by the strategic importance of these
states in the international system. What they have in common is the use of differentiated
instruments that combine political, economic, military and humanitarian means of
influence, but the intensity and focus of such support varies considerably.

For Ukraine, both international actors are taking a systematic and long-term
approach aimed at strengthening state stability, integration into European and Euro-
Atlantic structures, institutional reforms and countering Russian aggression. The US
provides comprehensive military assistance, macro-financial support and energy
security, while the EU focuses on the political and economic dimensions, macro-financial
programmes and regulatory reforms. This approach makes Ukraine one of the key
strategic partners of both actors. In the case of Syria, US and EU support is situational
and limited. The US is focusing its efforts on combating terrorism and containing the
influence of Russia and Iran, while the EU is limiting itself mainly to humanitarian and
diplomatic measures, without large-scale military or economic integration. This indicates
that Syria is viewed by both actors as a regional threat rather than a strategic partner.

Thus, a comparative analysis has shown that the effectiveness of international
strategies is determined not only by the set of instruments, but also by the level of
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strategic importance of a particular state for the US and the EU. The case of Ukraine
confirms the willingness of global actors to provide comprehensive, long-term support
when there are common security and political interests, while the case of Syria
demonstrates the preference for tactical responses and humanitarian aid in conditions of
limited international legitimacy. Further research may focus on studying the dynamics of
strategic approaches in the context of new challenges to global security and forecasting
models of international support for crisis regions.
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