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Abstract

The Russo-Ukrainian war, which escalated into a full-scale Russian invasion in February 2022
following the 2014 annexation of Crimea, represents a critical case study in modern warfare and
great-power competition. This study investigates the impact of United States military assistance
on the conflict, addressing a key gap in understanding how external aid shapes the strategic and
operational dynamics of asymmetric wars. The research problem centres on evaluating whether
American support has decisively bolstered Ukraine's defence or inadvertently prolonged the
conflict without a clear resolution, a question with significant implications for future military aid
policies and conflict management. Adopting a qualitative, analytical methodology, the study
employs documentary analysis as its primary framework. Through thematic analysis, it identifies
recurring strategic themes in United States defence policies, such as deterrence and escalation
management, while content analysis deciphers the language and priorities in government reports
and congressional aid allocations. Case studies of pivotal battles, including the Kharkiv
counteroffensive and Bakhmut defence, are examined to correlate weaponry provision with
tactical outcomes. Findings reveal that United States military aid, particularly advanced artillery,
air defence systems, and real-time intelligence, significantly enhanced Ukraine's capacity to
exploit Russian logistical weaknesses, stalling Moscow's operational gains. However, the
research also highlights systemic challenges: Ukraine's growing dependency on Western
supplies, fluctuating United States political commitments, and the absence of a clear pathway to
victory. Diplomatically, the conflict has elevated Ukraine's global stature while testing the limits

of United States-led coalition cohesion.
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General Introduction

Background of the Study

The Russo-Ukrainian War, which escalated into a full-scale invasion in February 2022, has
become one of the most significant geopolitical conflicts of the 21st century. Since the
annexation of Crimea in 2014, Ukraine has relied heavily on Western military and financial
assistance to counter Russian aggression. The United States, as Ukraine’s largest military aid
provider, has played a pivotal role in shaping the conflict’s trajectory. American military aid—
ranging from advanced weaponry to intelligence sharing—has not only influenced battlefield
dynamics but also altered diplomatic relations, global security structures, and the broader
balance of power in Europe. Understanding the extent of this impact is crucial for assessing the
efficacy of military assistance in contemporary warfare and its long-term geopolitical

consequences.

Statement of the Problem

While U.S. military aid has been instrumental in bolstering Ukraine’s defence capabilities,
its overall impact remains a subject of debate. Some argue that American assistance has been
decisive in preventing a Russian victory, while others contend that it has prolonged the conflict
without guaranteeing a clear resolution. Additionally, the aid has triggered significant
geopolitical repercussions, including heightened tensions between NATO and Russia, shifts in
global alliances, and debates over the sustainability of Western support. This study seeks to
critically examine the multifaceted effects of U.S. military aid on the Russo-Ukrainian War,

considering both its immediate battlefield implications and broader strategic consequences.

Research Questions



This study seeks to answer the following main questions:

1. How does the military aid impact the Russo-Ukrainian War

2. How has U.S. military aid influenced Ukraine’s military performance against
Russian forces?
3. What are the political and diplomatic ramifications of American military
assistance on the conflict?
4. What are the potential long-term effects of U.S. military aid on global security
and the future of the war?
Aims of the Study
This dissertation aims to comprehensively examine the multifaceted role of U.S. military
assistance in the Russo-Ukrainian conflict through four key objectives: first, to analyze the
historical evolution of American military aid to Ukraine both before and after the 2022 Russian
invasion, tracing policy shifts and strategic decision-making processes; second, to assess the
tangible military and strategic effectiveness of this assistance in shaping battlefield outcomes,
with particular focus on pivotal engagements and overall campaign dynamics; third, to evaluate
the broader political and diplomatic consequences of U.S. involvement, including its impact on
international alliances, Ukrainian sovereignty, and global power relations; and fourth, to explore
potential future scenarios for conflict resolution or escalation based on evolving U.S. foreign
policy positions and changing international responses. By addressing these interconnected aims,
the study seeks to provide a holistic understanding of how external military assistance influences
modern asymmetric conflicts at operational, strategic, and geopolitical levels.
Significance of the Study
This research contributes to the broader discourse on military aid efficacy, great-power
competition, and modern warfare dynamics. By examining the case of U.S. assistance to

Ukraine, the study provides insights into how external military support influences protracted



conflicts. Policymakers, military strategists, and international relations scholars can benefit from

its findings in shaping future aid strategies and conflict resolution approaches.

Research Methodology
This study employs a qualitative research approach, integrating both descriptive and analytical
techniques to assess the impact of U.S. military aid on the Russo-Ukrainian war. The research
relies on primary and secondary sources, including official U.S. Defense Department
procurement records, Congressional appropriation bills, Ukrainian battlefield reports, and expert
analyses from military research institutes. Data was collected through comprehensive
documentary analysis, ensuring accuracy by cross-referencing government records with
independent assessments. The analysis unfolds in two phases: first, a descriptive examination
categorizes the types, quantities, and timelines of military assistance to establish a factual
foundation; second, an analytical evaluation investigates how this aid influenced specific combat
operations and broader strategic outcomes. By applying comparative and thematic analysis, the
study identifies patterns in the effectiveness and limitations of U.S. military support, providing a
nuanced understanding of its role in the conflict. This methodology ensures a rigorous, evidence-
based assessment while maintaining clarity and coherence throughout the research process.
Structure of the Study

The dissertation is organized into two main chapters: the First chapter, Historical
Framework of American Military Aid to Ukraine, examines the evolution of U.S. assistance and
its comparative context. It is divided into three sections. The second chapter: The Impact of
American Military Aid on the Russo-Ukrainian War. It analyses military, political, and future
implications. This structure ensures a comprehensive assessment of the U.S. military aid’s role in
the conflict, from historical roots to prospective outcomes.

Limitations



We encountered these challenges during the search process since the issue is new and relevant,
and is continually occurring. First, our dissertation proposal was altered several times to focus on
current affairs and news, as well as the evolution of conflict on all fronts and levels in the
political, military, and other spheres. The second issue concerns the references. Since the subject
Is current, there aren't many books that discuss it; those that do exist only provide historical
details about the relationships and events between Russia and Ukraine. We made a concerted
effort to balance the references between books, articles, and websites to cover the topic from all

angles.
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Introduction

Based on the research question stated in the general introduction, we had to include these
headings and information to cover all the aspects and to make it easier for our readers to

understand our dissertation topic from all levels and sides.

This chapter is the theoretical basis of this dissertation; it examines the historical
framework of American military aid to Ukraine through three periods: pre-2014, post-2014, and
expansion after 2022. It then points to the types of American aid, including political, financial,
and military aid. It concludes with a comparison of international assistance to United States aid.
The second chapter will examine the significant impact of American military aid on the Russo-
Ukrainian war through its strategic consequences and political and diplomatic ramifications. It

then concludes with future expectations and possible outcomes.

1. Historical interference

The historical progression of U.S. military aid to Ukraine exemplifies the enduring nature
of foreign policy challenges, wherein strategic dilemmas persist rather than reach definitive
resolution. As Hastedt (2020) cogently observes, "Foreign policy problems are seldom ever
'solved'... [They involve] confronting the same damn thing over and over™ (p. 3). This paradigm
manifests clearly in three distinct phases of American engagement with Ukraine, each

characterised by escalating commitments in response to Russian aggression.

During the initial post-Soviet period (1991-2013), U.S. assistance focused primarily on
non-lethal support, including military training, institutional capacity building, and democratic
reform initiatives (Kuzio, 2017, pp. 45-48). This approach reflected Washington's broader post-
Cold War strategy of promoting Western integration through soft power mechanisms such as the
NATO Partnership for Peace program. The restrained nature of this assistance demonstrated both
optimism about peaceful transition and caution regarding Russian sensitivities in its self-declared

"near abroad."

Russia's 2014 annexation of Crimea precipitated a significant policy reassessment. The
Obama administration initiated the provision of lethal defensive weapons, including Javelin anti-
tank missiles, under the Ukraine Security Assistance Initiative, while imposing geographical
restrictions on their deployment (Rumer & Sokolsky, 2019, p. 12). This calibrated response
epitomised the fundamental tension in U.S. policy: the need to bolster Ukrainian defensive

capabilities while avoiding actions that might precipitate direct conflict with Russia. The



limitations placed on weapon usage underscored the persistent dilemma of balancing deterrence

with escalation management.

The February 2022 full-scale Russian invasion precipitated a transformative shift in
American policy. The Biden administration authorised unprecedented military assistance,
including advanced weapon systems such as HIMARS multiple launch rockets, real-time
intelligence sharing, and cumulative commitments exceeding $75 billion (CRS, 2023, p. 8). This
dramatic escalation in support reflected both the severity of the security threat and a fundamental
reevaluation of Ukraine's strategic importance. Where previous administrations had viewed
Ukraine through the prism of managing relations with Russia, the 2022 response positioned
Ukraine as a frontline state in the contest between democratic and authoritarian spheres of

influence.

Figure 1.1

The Evolution of U.S. Military Aid to Ukraine: From Soft Power to Strategic Commitment
(1991-2024)

BELARUS
== RUSSIA
- Kyiy
Oonbas
~ UKRAINE or. v

SLEVARIA

Note: A geopolitical snapshot of the Russo-Ukrainian War, highlighting key regional
actors and contested territories. U.S. military aid has flowed through neighboring NATO
states like Poland and Slovakia, while Russian forces operate from Belarus and occupied
regions like Luhansk. The map underscores the strategic stakes of American assistance in

shaping the conflict’s trajectory.

Adapted From https://almarsad.co/2022/03/04/%D8%AA%D8%B7%D9%88%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%AA-

%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D9%85%D9%84%D9%8A%D8%A9-
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The chronological analysis substantiates Hastedt's (2020) theoretical framework regarding
the iterative nature of foreign policy challenges. The Ukrainian case demonstrates how
geopolitical rivalries adapt and intensify rather than resolve, requiring policymakers to
continually reassess and adjust strategic approaches. The evolution from soft power engagement
to comprehensive military support illustrates both the persistence of Russian revisionist
ambitions and the corresponding need for sustained Western commitment to Ukrainian

sovereignty and territorial integrity.

1.1 Pre-2014 Period

The period preceding Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea was characterised by a U.S.
approach to Ukraine centred on non-lethal assistance and institutional capacity-building,
reflecting what Hastedt (2020) describes as NATO’s broader strategic challenge of reestablishing
deterrence against Russia’s expanding influence in Eastern Europe (p. 314). From 1991 to 2013,
U.S. policy prioritised military training programs and participation in the NATO Partnership for
Peace (PfP) initiative, which aimed to enhance interoperability between Ukrainian forces and
Western allies through joint exercises and defence modernisation efforts (U.S. Department of
State, 2013).

American security assistance during this era included limited provisions of defensive
equipment and counterterrorism support, particularly in the aftermath of Ukraine’s independence
in 1991—an event Kandiyoti (2015) identifies as a geopolitical turning point that "signaled the
definitive erosion of Moscow’s imperial dominance over the region" (p. 13). Beyond military
cooperation, Washington extended political backing for Ukrainian sovereignty, particularly
following the 2004 Orange Revolution, alongside economic aid packages designed to strengthen

democratic governance and anti-corruption measures (Yekelchyk, 2007, p. 196).

This phase of engagement was defined by cautious optimism, wherein U.S. policymakers
sought to reinforce Ukraine’s independence without provoking overt confrontation with Russia.
The emphasis on soft power mechanisms—training, institutional reforms, and political
solidarity—reflected an underlying assumption that gradual integration with Western structures

could stabilize Ukraine while mitigating security dilemmas in Europe’s contested periphery.



Figure 1.2
Geographic Spread of 2014 Pro-Russian

A map of the 2014 pro-Russian protests and unrest in Ukraine, by oblast. Severity of the unrest,
at its peak, is indicated by the colouring. 'RSA' indicates 'Regional State Administration', the

name for the governments of the oblasts (regions) of Ukraine.

( ; X _‘)X_Jx'ﬁ'-v\\
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Note. Adapted from Wikipedia contributors. (n.d.). 2014 pro-Russian unrest in Ukraine.

The geopolitical significance of this assistance became clear in retrospect. The strategic
importance of U.S. engagement during this period became fully apparent only in subsequent
years. As Hastedt (2020) notes, Ukraine had effectively transformed into "a critical theater for
great power competition over regional influence™ (p. 5). The 1994 Budapest Memorandum,
while symbolically significant in demonstrating Western support for Ukrainian sovereignty,
ultimately provided what Yekelchyk (2007) characterises as "largely indeterminate assurances
regarding territorial protection” (p. 196).

U.S.-led advisory missions and defence institutional reform programs during this era

established important foundations for military modernisation, though their constrained scope
1V



proved inadequate when confronted with Russian aggression. This Western outreach was
perceived by Moscow as a direct challenge to its sphere of influence, a dynamic that scholars
such as Hastedt (2020) identify as a contributing factor to the eventual 2014 crisis (p. 31).

The deliberately restrained nature of this cooperation phase - consciously avoiding
substantial militarization while promoting democratic governance and defense sector reform -
nonetheless created the institutional and strategic framework that would enable the transition to
lethal assistance following what Petersson (2015) describes as the "systemic international
security crisis” precipitated by Russia's annexation of Crimea (p. 114). This period thus
represents a crucial transitional phase in U.S.-Ukraine relations, where the foundations for
subsequent military cooperation were laid while simultaneously demonstrating the limitations of
non-lethal engagement in the face of determined revisionist aggression.

Figure 1.3

Archival photo of leaders (U.S., 1)

Budapest, Hungary, December 5, 1994: General view of the final signing of the agreements.
From left to right (at the table): Belarus leader Alexander Lukashenko, Kazakh President
Nursultan Nazarbayev, Russian President Boris Yeltsin, US

(United24 Media. (2023, December 5)

Budapest, Hungary, December 5, 1994: General view of the final signing of the agreements.
From left to right (at the table): Belarus leader Alexander Lukashenko, Kazakh President
Nursultan Nazarbayev, Russian President Boris Yeltsin, US
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(United24 Media. (2023, December 5)

Note. Adapted from United24 Media. (2023, December 5). The day the Budapest
https://united24media.com/world/the-day-the-budapest-memorandum-was-signed-in-photos-
4164

1.2 Post-2014 Developments

Strategic Escalation and Operational Constraints

The U.S. response to Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea marked a deliberate pivot
toward military assistance, albeit with carefully calibrated restrictions to manage escalation risks.
As Grant (2015) documents, this crisis "reoriented U.S. policy towards strengthening NATO and
providing support to Ukraine" (p. 199)

Operational Details of Select U.S. Aid Programs (2014-2021)

Table 1.1: U.S. Military Assistance Programs to Ukraine (2014-2018)

Program Year Key Provisions Restrictions
o o Banned in Donbas; W.
Javelin Missiles 2018 | 210 missiles + 37 launchers )
Ukraine storage
Operation Fearless 900 troops trained _ o
) 2015 ] ) No offensive warfare training

Guardian (defensive tactics)

AN/TPQ-36 Radars 2015 Counter-artillery detection Limited to rear positions

Note. Data reflects calibrated U.S. assistance during Russia's hybrid warfare phase (2014-
2018), demonstrating the tension between capability-building and escalation management
(Rumer & Sokolsky, 2019). Adapted from Congressional Research Service reports (2023).

The provision of Javelin anti-tank missile systems in 8 marked a significant, yet
deliberately limited, escalation in U.S. military support. While the transfer of 210 missiles and
37 launchers (U.S. DSCA, 2018) demonstrated symbolic commitment to Ukraine's defense,

12
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operational restrictions confined their deployment to western regions, explicitly prohibiting use
in the Donbas conflict zone to mitigate escalation risks with Russia (Herszenhorn, 2018). This
cautious approach paralleled the Obama administration's reliance on economic sanctions, which
specifically targeted key figures in Putin's inner circle before expanding to cripple strategic
sectors of the Russian economy, including finance, energy, and defense industries (Hastedt,
2020, p. 286).

Military training programs during this period similarly reflected measured engagement.
Operation Fearless Guardian (2015), conducted by U.S. Army Europe, focused exclusively on
defensive tactics for Ukrainian National Guard units, deliberately omitting instruction in
offensive operations (U.S. Army Europe, 2015). Non-lethal assistance prioritized capabilities
like AN/TPQ-36 counter-artillery radar systems and secure communications equipment -
systems designed to counter Russian-backed separatists while maintaining plausible deniability
(Rogin, 2018). Intelligence sharing remained deliberately constrained, limited to satellite
imagery and signals intelligence summaries rather than real-time targeting data that could be
construed as direct NATO involvement (Kofman et al., 2017).

This period of calibrated assistance, which Kandiyoti (2015) identifies as marking a critical
juncture in the conflict's escalation (p. 4), was further complicated by the Trump administration's
contradictory posture. While President Trump publicly expressed admiration for Putin and
reportedly considered lifting Crimea sanctions as leverage in nuclear arms control negotiations
(Hastedt, 2020, p. 286), Congressional mandates through legislation like the 2017 Countering
America's Adversaries Through Sanctions Act maintained consistent pressure on Russia.
Military aid continued to expand incrementally, with the 2019 transfer of Mark VI patrol boats

representing a measured enhancement of Ukraine's Black Sea capabilities (CRS, 2023).

As Hastedt (2020) observes, this phase solidified Ukraine's position as "a primary theater
for great power competition” (p. 5), with U.S. policy carefully navigating between supporting
Ukrainian sovereignty and avoiding direct confrontation with Russia. The strategic foundations
laid during this period - in both military assistance and economic pressure - would prove crucial

when the 2022 invasion necessitated a dramatic escalation in support.
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Figure 1.4

Control Zones in Eastern and Southern Ukraine — 2015 Overview
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Note. This AFP map illustrates the territorial divisions in Ukraine as of 2015, highlighting
Crimea as annexed by Russia and parts of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions under separatist
control. The image contextualizes key geopolitical tensions following Russia’s 2014 annexation
of Crimea and the outbreak of conflict in eastern Ukraine.

(https://english.ahram.org.eg/WorldCup/News/461682.aspx) .

1.3 Post-2022 Expansion

The full-scale invasion of Ukraine by Russia in February 2022 led to unprecedented levels

of U.S. and international assistance:

« Ukraine Defense Contact Group: A multinational coalition of over 50 countries
coordinated aid delivery.

e Record-High U.S. Commitments: American contributions outpaced those of European
allies.

« Advanced Weapons Systems: Included air defense, precision artillery, and armored
vehicles.

o Multiyear Contracts: Ensured sustainable procurement and supply lines.

« Enhanced Logistics: Infrastructure improvements facilitated rapid aid deployment.
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« Modern Warfare Training: Prepared Ukraine for high-intensity, tech-driven conflict.
« Support for European Industry: Reinforced defense production in allied nations.

« Strategic NATO Presence: Strengthened the alliance’s eastern flank.

« Flexible Response Models: U.S. aid evolved to meet battlefield realities.

« Sustained Bipartisan Support: Continued across multiple U.S. administrations.

1.4  Post-2022

The Transformation of U.S. Military Aid Following Russia's Full-Scale Invasion. The
2022 Russian invasion triggered an unprecedented escalation in U.S. military assistance to
Ukraine, fundamentally transforming both the scale and nature of American involvement. As
Hastedt (2020) presciently noted, NATO's pre-positioning of U.S. equipment in Poland and
additional troop deployments (p. 314) laid crucial groundwork for the rapid response that
followed February 2022. This expansion manifested in three key dimensions: First, the provision
of advanced weaponry like HIMARS rocket systems and Switchblade drones represented a
dramatic shift from the restricted pre-2022 aid, reflecting what Kofman and colleagues (2023)
term "a calculated abandonment of escalation management™ (p. 47). Second, the drone warfare
landscape evolved significantly, with Turkey's Bayraktar TB2s and later U.S.-supplied systems
demonstrating how, as Hastedt warned, "the drone genie is out of the bottle" (2020, p. 351),
creating new battlefield dynamics but also escalation risks. Third, the Biden administration's
$113 billion aid packages (CRS, 2023) institutionalized what had been ad hoc support into a
sustained strategic commitment, despite lingering questions about reciprocity that Hastedt (2020)
identified in Trump's frequent queries about "what the United States is getting in return” (p. 297).
This phase also saw the erosion of previous geographic and capability restrictions, with the 2023
approval of ATACMS missiles and F-16 training programs marking a decisive break from the
cautious approach of the post-2014 period (Schmitt & Barnes, 2023).

Table 1.2

Comparative Analysis of U.S. Military Aid to Ukraine: Pre- vs. Post-2022 Invasion

Category Pre-2022 Post-2022
Aid Scale Limited, conditional Massive, institutionalized
Weapons Provided Defensive only Offensive systems (HIMARS, ATACMS)
Training Minimal Advanced combined-arms training
Geographic Limits Strict (no deep strikes) Eased (missiles, F-16s allowed)
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Logistics Ad hoc Modernized, multinational networks

Note. Data demonstrates the paradigm shift in U.S. policy following Russia's 2022 invasion,
transitioning from restrained deterrence to comprehensive capability-building (CRS, 2023). The
removal of geographic restrictions reflects strategic acceptance of Ukraine's need for deep-strike
capacity against Russian rear areas (Rumer & Sokolsky, 2022).

2 Types of American Assistance

Since Ukraine’s independence in 1991, the U.S. has provided a blend of political,

financial, and military aid, with support peaking after the 2022 invasion.
2.1 Political Aid

After Ukraine's independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, it was successively ruled by
several presidents, leading to President Yanukovych. His period witnessed protests from
opposition parties.

On February 19, 2014, during a conference in Mexico, President Obama warned
Yanukovych not to use violence against peaceful demonstrators. He said, “not to resort to
violence in dealing with peaceful protesters.” He also stressed: “Our approach as the United
States is not to see Ukraine as some Cold War chessboard in which we compete with Russia. Our
goal is to make sure that the people of Ukraine can make decisions for themselves about their
future.” (Obama remarks on Ukraine at press conference in Mexico).

The goal of US President Obama'’s statement was to reduce Russian suspicions about US
motives in Ukraine. After America insisted on agreeing to the opposition parties and the
government, the agreement failed the next day and was dissolved. President Yanukovych fled
after opposition parties attacked state institutions.

A new Ukrainian president, Alexander Turchynov, was appointed, with Arseniy Yatsenyuk
as prime minister. The elite Berkut police unit was dissolved due to accusations of killing
protesters. The US position on the fall of Yanukovych’s government was positive but cautious.

Based on the above, on February 22, the US role in supporting Ukraine began to appear, as
the White House declared its commitment to assisting Ukraine in the face of Russian aggression
(particularly with regards to the annexation of Crimea) and announced its full support for
preserving Ukraine's independence and sovereignty. The White House announced the following:

The United States pledged to collaborate with allies, Russia, and relevant European and
international organisations to "support a strong, prosperous, unified, and democratic Ukraine"
(The White House, 2014, para. 1).
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The United States provided various forms of assistance to the new Ukrainian government.
This included technical assistance to conduct free, fair, and inclusive elections. The US also
worked to combat corruption in Ukraine by sending a team of experts from Washington to
collaborate with Ukrainians to restore stolen money and determine its location.

The US provided assistance to guarantee Ukraine's rights under the WTO and its trade with
Russia. Additionally, the US provided financial support to help Ukrainian companies find new
export markets and cope with new trade pressures. It also enforced measures to reduce
dependence on imported gas.

On various occasions, US officials provided support to Ukraine. One such instance was
when President Obama met with Prime Minister Yatsenyuk of Ukraine's interim government at
the White House on March 12, where President Obama declared his strong support for the
democratic transformation in Ukraine and pledged to provide political and economic assistance.

After Petro Poroshenko won the presidential election on May 25, 2014, Obama reiterated
his assurance to Ukraine and rejected the annexation of Crimea during his meeting with the
newly elected president on July 4 in Poland.

According to the White House, President Joe Biden declared his full diplomatic support for
Ukraine to prevent a Russian invasion. This declaration came at the earliest moment when
Russia signaled intentions to invade Ukraine. Biden emphasized that the United States would
pursue diplomatic solutions to avoid military conflict and warned that Russia would face
“powerful sanctions” if it proceeded with an invasion (Naylor, 2022).

President Biden began diplomatic conversations with world leaders, including French
President Emmanuel Macron. A secure video conference lasting approximately 50 minutes was
held to discuss peaceful solutions, coordinate allied responses, and address the presence of
Russian troops near the Ukrainian border. The leaders agreed on the importance of imposing
sanctions in the event of escalation and strengthening NATO’s defensive posture. Both
presidents reaffirmed their commitment to diplomacy while preparing for strict measures if
necessary (Naylor, 2022).

Biden also clarified that neither the United States nor NATO posed a threat to Russia. He
stressed that Ukraine itself is not a threat, and that the presence of NATO or U.S. missiles in
Ukraine is not intended to provoke conflict. Biden reiterated that the United States and NATO
have no military intentions against Russia, and that their goal is not to destabilize Russia or harm
its citizens (Naylor, 2022).
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2.2 Congressional Sanctions Efforts

The U.S. Congress played an active role in supporting diplomatic efforts and countering
threats to Ukraine. A bipartisan group of senators, including Senate Majority Leader Chuck
Schumer (D-N.Y.) and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.), warned President
Vladimir Putin. They stated that if Russia proceeded with an invasion, Congress would impose
severe sanctions. These included export restrictions and global coordination with allies and

partners to take unified action against Russia (Naylor, 2022).

In the article titled “Biden’s Update About Ukraine Underscores Best Practices For
Communicating About A Crisis” (Segal, 2022), Edward Segal discusses President Joe Biden’s
national address in February 2022 regarding the escalating situation surrounding Russia's
potential invasion of Ukraine. In the address, Biden emphasised that the United States, along
with its allies and partners, was ready to engage in diplomatic talks with Russia to enhance
stability and security across Europe. He mentioned that ongoing discussions were being held
with President Putin to reach a written understanding between the United States, Russia, and
European countries concerning legitimate security concerns. Both Biden and Putin agreed that
their respective diplomatic teams, alongside European allies, would continue working toward

this goal.

Biden reiterated the hope of resolving the crisis peacefully through diplomacy to avoid
humanitarian suffering. He affirmed that the U.S. would continue working to achieve a peaceful
resolution. While Russia’s Ministry of Defence announced the withdrawal of some military units
from the Ukrainian border, U.S. intelligence assessments indicated that a significant threat
remained. Initially, the U.S. focused on political and diplomatic aid to prevent escalation.
However, following the failure of these efforts and Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the U.S. began
providing military support to Ukraine. Biden clarified that the purpose of U.S. actions was not to
threaten Russia, but to enable Ukraine to defend itself. This support included military equipment,

training, advisory services, and intelligence sharing.
2.3 Financial Aid

US financial support to Ukraine started from 1991 and extended through the years 2022—
2024. The financial assistance is represented in many forms, such as military, economic, and
humanitarian aid. These assistants need money to apply in the real battlefield. This part delves

deeper to examine the funds that the U.S. spends on Ukraine.
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The temporary Ukrainian government of Yanukovych showed many aspects of American
assistance. The US provided financial aid to Ukraine to help achieve stability and sustain growth.
Additionally, the US committed to financing Ukraine’s emergency needs. US government
officials announced that the IMF would provide approximately $15 billion from a rescue

package for Ukraine.

The US allocated approximately $182.8 billion in financial assistance to Ukraine.
Following Russia’s invasion from February 2022 to December 2024, this amount was earmarked
but not fully utilized. To date, the US has spent approximately $83.4 billion in funding and
equipment, part of which will be reimbursed with interest. The assistance was delivered through
an agency called Operation Atlantic Resolve (OAR).

The assistance allocated to Ukraine and American allies affected by the war goes through
several steps. First, Congress decides on the funding. Then, financial assistance is distributed

based on the responsibilities of each agency.
Congress allocated emergency aid to Ukraine since 2022 as follows:

e 68% ($123.9 billion) to the Department of Defense (DOD)

e 22% ($39.9 billion) to the US Agency for International Development (USAID)

e 6% ($11.6 billion) to the State Department

e 4% ($7.4 billion) to other agencies, including the International Development
Finance Corporation, Department of Health and Human Services, Treasury,

and Department of Energy

According to the Kiel Institution declared that the US has spent aid to Ukraine valued at
approximately \$119.7 billion (£94.3bn) between January 2022 and December 2024. And also,
around \$18.8 billion in military assistance covers training the military in Europe and

replenishment of the US defence stockpile

Biden's government provided Ukraine with financial assistance throughout the conflict, as

more in the following figure :

Figure 1.5. How Much Money has the United States Provided to Ukraine
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Source: Master, Jonathan, and Will Merrow. “How Much U.S. Aid Is Going to Ukraine?”
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Note. The bar chart illustrates information about the expenditure of the U.S  to Ukraine in the

war between January 2022 and April 2024, according to projections by the Congressional Budget
Office.

Overall, at the beginning, the funds were downward, then they started to increase. The U.S
financial assistance had some inflation throughout the war.

At the beginning, the U.S fund was about $13,6 billion in April 2022. It then increased to
reach $40,9 billion. In January of the same year, it notable decrease in spending on financial
assistance of about $47,4 billion. The highest spending bill that Ukraine received was in April
2024 its reaching about $61,3 billion. This bar chart provides information and amounts of U.S

spending financial assistance bro to Ukraine due to Russia Invision on it.

Figure 1.6. Top aid donors to Ukraine
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Note. This bar chart shows the main contributors to support Ukraine by financial aid during the
Russian invasion between January 2022 and December 2024, the information sourced from the
Kiel Institute. The financial aid to Ukraine is measured in billions, as illustrated in the figure
above. The U.S is the highest and largest contributor to Ukraine about $ 119,7 billion, it then
followed by the EU institutions, valued at $51,3 billion, in addition to European countries such
as Germany, Japan, Canada, and Denmark, and other countries, as shown in the figure. This
graph represents the international response to conflict, with essential assistance from European

continent (Western) nations and allies.
2.4 Military Aid:

The U.S. military assistance to Ukraine did not start in 2022 but began much earlier. From
Ukraine's independence in 1991 to the 2014 annexation of Crimea and until 2022, this assistance
initially was not based on a specific desire or strategic goal. However, over time, it started to
take on more purpose, as seen in the unlimited increase in the amount of aid, as well as its
advanced quality and characteristics. The following paragraphs will explain the U.S. military aid

to Ukraine.

After the Russian invasion of Ukraine in early January 2022, the U.S., in coordination with
its allies, decided to increase military aid to Ukraine. The Biden administration approved an
agenda of support that included providing advanced shoulder-launched anti-aircraft missiles to
enable Ukraine to defend its territory. This objective was discussed with NATO allies, and later,
the UK was also included in the agenda of providing military assistance to Ukraine.
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In February 2022, the U.S. made it its mission to supply Ukraine with military aid,
particularly after Russia officially invaded Ukraine on February 24 (Charap & Boston, 2022).
President Joe Biden's administration declared an additional $800 million in military assistance.
This package was approved as part of the U.S. security assistance to help Ukrainians protect
themselves from Russian aggression. The equipment included: Stinger anti-aircraft systems, anti-
tank systems, tactical unarmed aerial systems, grenade launchers, rifles, machine guns, and over

20 million rounds of ammunition (White House, 2022a).

On April 21, 2022, following the March 16 aid package, the White House announced
another round of support to Ukraine. This included U.S. weapons, training programs for
Ukrainian forces to use new systems, and the addition of two new items—an increase in the

overall rate of support and a custom-designed aerial vehicle (White House, 2022b).

The U.S. is the leading country supporting Ukraine with security assistance. Between 2014
and 2022, the White House allocated more than $15.5 billion in aid to help Ukraine safeguard its
territorial integrity, secure its borders, and improve interoperability with NATO (Arabia &
Bower, 2022). This figure rose to approximately $17.5 billion by comparison with the period
from 2014 to 2021, during which the U.S. provided about $2.5 billion in response to Russia's
annexation of Crimea (Charap & Boston, 2022). With time, and after five months, on August 24,
2022, these equipment packages became more advanced than earlier ones in both quality and

quantity.

Security assistance also included the following: 8 National Advanced Surface-to-Air
Missile Systems (NASAMS); 16 High Mobility Artillery Rocket Systems (HIMARS) and
ammunition; over 1,400 Stinger anti-aircraft systems; over 8,500 Javelin anti-armour systems
and 27,000 other anti-armour systems; 700+ Phoenix Ghost Tactical UAS, 700+ Switchblade
Tactical UAS, and other drones; 126 155 mm and 16 105 mm Howitzers with over 900,000
artillery rounds; 20 120 mm mortar systems and 85,000 mortar rounds; 1,500 Tube-Launched,
Optically-Tracked, Wire-Guided (TOW) missiles; high-speed anti-radiation missiles and laser-
guided rocket systems; 20 Mi-17 helicopters; hundreds of armoured Humvee vehicles and 40
mine-resistant vehicles; 200 M113 Armoured Personnel Carriers; 10,000+ grenade launchers and

small arms; and communications and intelligence equipment (Arabia & Bower, 2022).

Logically, after reviewing all this equipment and weapons aid from the U.S. to Ukraine,
and according to Stohl and Yousif (2022), supporting Ukraine with unlimited weapons can result

in risk-laden consequences, despite the belief that “the ends justify the means.” Before taking
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such actions, there are numerous strategies, potential repercussions, and national security
considerations the U.S. must take into account. Still, this does not diminish the advantages of
U.S. weapons systems. The war has become a testing ground for American and Russian
capabilities, with systems like HIMARS providing significant success for Ukraine on the
battlefield.

Figure 1.7. The M142 HIMARS (High Mobility Artillery Rocket System)

RUSSIA-UKRAINE WAR

HIMARS

A High Mobility Artillery Rocket Systerm (HIMARS) is a high-tech lightweight rocket launchaer,
provided to Ukraine by the US.

Pod of 6x 227mm gulded
missiles or one pod
loaded with a tactical

». Missile

M142 HIMARS range
80km (50 miles)

Length: 7 metres
Width: 2.4 metres
Height: 3.2 metres

Spent pod can be
removed and a new one
loaded by a small crew
within minutes

I Source: Us Dopartment of Defoneo, news agencios | June 2, 2022 GOAILabs DODIITEDY

Note. This photo represents the HIMARS.

Note: A lightweight, high-precision rocket launcher provided by the US to Ukraine during
the Russia-Ukraine war. Capable of firing six 227mm guided missiles or one tactical missile pod,
it has a range of 80 km (50 miles). The system's modular design allows for rapid reloading in the

field. Source: US Department of Defense (2022).

HIMARS played a core role in this war, due to its characteristics. Volodymyr Zelensky
asked the governments that are interested in Ukraine surviving in this war to support Ukraine
with longer-range weapons, so the US was not late to respond to his request and sent HIMARS
systems. This kind of military equipment helped Ukraine to shift the momentum of the Russia-
Ukraine war, and it is like a survival signal to Ukraine.
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HIMARS systems it is an acronym that stands for High Mobility Artillery Rocket System,
and they are advanced in pinpointing their targets, such as ammunition dumps, infrastructure, or

concentrations of troops. To date, the US has provided at least 20 HIMARS systems for Ukraine.

Biden's support for Ukraine came at the last moment of his presidential term. According to
CNN, as posted by Focus Channel, an article describes the details of the final military aid
package to Ukraine during Joe Biden’s presidency. The article states that the Biden
administration declared it would support Ukraine with military aid valued at approximately $500

million. This assistance will be the final tranche before Biden leaves the presidential office.

It was expected that the value of the aid would be confirmed by Defense Secretary Lloyd
Austin at the last meeting of the U.S.-led Ukraine Defense Contact Group at Ramstein Air Base
in Germany. Additionally, the White House is working to declare new sanctions on Russia by the
end of the week, to provide Ukraine with the strongest possible leverage ahead of potential
negotiations to end the war. These security aids, declared under the Presidential Drawdown
Authority (PDA), are estimated at around $500 million, including missiles for air defense, air-to-

ground munitions, and equipment for Ukraine’s use of F-16 fighter jets.

Many officials in the U.S. government have stated that the stockpiles of weapons and
ammunition are currently stable. However, they also noted that Ukraine is suffering from
manpower issues. The remaining aid funds allocated to Ukraine by Congress have already been
provided.

In addition, all the available Presidential Drawdown Authority is being used to benefit
Ukraine before the end of Biden’s presidency. President Joe Biden and President Vladimir Putin
were expected to meet in Rome on Friday. It was likely to be the last meeting between them
during Biden’s time in office, but it was delayed after the White House announced on

Wednesday that Biden was focusing on the wildfires in California.

Many U.S. officials expect negotiations to begin in Moscow during the first part of this
year (2025), regardless of who will be the next U.S. president. Those negotiations aim to
empower Ukraine ahead of possible peace talks. In total, the military aid provided by the Biden
administration to support Ukraine in the war has exceeded $65 billion since the beginning of the
invasion in late February 2022.
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3. International Assistance Compared to U.S. Aid

The United States has been the largest single provider of military aid to Ukraine, but its
contributions must be analyzed within the broader framework of international support. NATO,
the European Union, and other global actors have played distinct yet complementary roles,
shaping Ukraine’s defense capabilities and the geopolitical dynamics of the war.

3.1 NATO Contributions
Figure 1.8.

Map indicating the locations of NATO and Russia

Note. Relations between the NATO military alliance and the Russian Federation were
established in 1991 within the framework of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council.

NATO has emerged as a critical player in Ukraine's defense strategy, serving as both a
military bulwark and a political voice, not simply following America's lead, but operating as an
independent force in its own right (Hastedt, 2020, p. 38). While the United States has dominated
headlines with its massive shipments of advanced weapons systems, NATO has been working
behind the scenes to strengthen Europe's collective defenses. The alliance has significantly
boosted military preparedness across Eastern Europe, particularly in frontline states like Poland

and the Baltic nations (Petersson, 2015, p. 114).

Yet this cooperation hasn't been without friction. Like roommates arguing over household
chores, NATO members have repeatedly clashed over who should bear what portion of the
defense burden. Some European partners have been reluctant to match America's level of
commitment, creating tensions within the alliance (Hastedt, 2020, p. 38). This dynamic recalls
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the famous quote about NATO being "an alliance where the United States does the cooking
while Europe does the dishes"—an arrangement that has grown increasingly strained as the war
drags on.

The roots of today's conflict trace back to NATQO's complicated history with Russia. The
1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act was supposed to usher in an era of cooperation, with both
sides pledging to avoid threats or use of force against each other (Grant, 2015, p. 112). But as
NATO gradually expanded eastward, welcoming former Soviet states into its fold, Moscow's
suspicions grew into outright hostility (Kandiyoti, 2015, p. 11). In many ways, today's war

represents the bitter harvest of those unresolved tensions.

Since Russia's full-scale invasion in 2022, NATO has provided crucial support through
intelligence sharing, military training programs, and strategic troop deployments. However,
unlike America's direct arms transfers, NATQO's assistance operates through more subtle,
multilateral channels—a distinction that sometimes limits its immediate impact on the battlefield

but strengthens long-term European security structures.

Table 1.3. Timeline of NATO-Russia Relations

Year | NATO Action (Blue) Russia Reaction (Red)

1997 | NATO-Russia Founding Act Agreement signed,; cautious
A framework for cooperation, a joint council was | optimism.

created. (Cooperation Phase)

2004 | NATO Expansion: Baltic States Join Strong opposition; sees it as
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were added. encroachment.

(Tension Builder)

2014 | NATO Condemns Crimea Annexation Suspends  cooperation;  hostile
Imposes sanctions, boosts eastern presence. rhetoric escalates.

(Turning Point)

2022 | New NATO Strategic Concept Full-scale invasion of Ukraine;
Labels Russia as "most significant threat.” (Current | NATO unity hardens.

Posture
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Note. This timeline reflects the progressive deterioration of NATO-Russia relations, correlating
with phases of U.S. military aid escalation to Ukraine (see Table 2). Blue/Red colour-coding
denotes institutional vs. adversarial actions per NATO archival documents (2023) and Kremlin

statements (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia, 2022).

3.2 European Union Aid

While American aid packages grab the spotlight, the European Union has waged its
campaign against Russian aggression, one fought primarily with economic weapons rather than
military hardware. When Russia first seized Crimea in 2014, the EU responded with swift
diplomatic condemnations and coordinated sanctions through international bodies like the OSCE
(Grant, 2015, p. 221).

The EU also launched a quiet revolution in energy policy, scrambling to reduce its
dependence on Russian gas. These moves weren't always economically prudent—some decisions
seemed to prioritize political messaging over cold financial calculus (Kandiyoti, 2015, p. 3). But

they demonstrated Europe's willingness to absorb economic pain in defence of its principles.

The creation of the European Peace Facility marked a significant shift, allowing the EU to
fund arms deliveries for the first time in its history. Yet military support remains a sore point.
European capitals continue to debate how much to spend on defence, with some members
clinging to the comforting notion that America will always pick up the tab (Hastedt, 2020, p. 39).
This ongoing tension reveals the EU's central dilemma: it aspires to be a global security player
but remains divided over what price it's willing to pay for that role.

Table 1.4. Overview of EU Sanctions Against Russia and Belarus (2022—-2024)

Category Specific Measures

* Assets freeze & travel bans on Vladimir Putin, Sergey Lavrov, Prigozhin,
Targeted Yanukovychs, Duma members, military officials, oligarchs, propagandists.
Individuals/Entities * Freezes on banks, defence companies, media, political parties, and
paramilitary groups.

* Finance: SWIFT bans (10 Russian + 4 Belarusian banks), Central Bank
transaction bans, crypto-wallet bans.

* Transport: EU airspace/port closures, oil shipping bans, road transport
bans.

* Energy: Oil/coal import bans, price caps, refining tech export bans.

* Defense: Arms/dual-use tech bans (drones, semiconductors, ammunition).

Economic Sanctions

Goods: Luxury export bans; steel/wood/gold import bans.
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Services * Bans on IT, legal, engineering, advertising, and IP services to Russia.

« Suspension of RT, Sputnik, Rossiya 24, and 10+ other Kremlin-linked

Media Restrictions outlets in the EU.

Diplomatic Measures | * Visa facilitation suspended; G8/Russia-EU summits canceled.

* Sanctions on military personnel; SWIFT bans (4 banks); road

Belarus-Specific transport/energy trade restrictions.

Source: European Council, 2022—-2024

Note. Data reflects cumulative EU restrictive measures through March 2024. Sanctions intensity
escalated following the Bucha massacre (March 2022) and Belarus' complicity in forced
deportations (February 2023). Source: Consolidated List of Sanctions, European Council (2022-
2024).

Figure 1.9. EU sanctions in response to Russia's invasion of Ukraine
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Note. European Union sanctions targeting individuals and entities in response to Russia’s
invasion of Ukraine. Measures include asset freezes and travel bans on political leaders, military
officials, oligarchs, and institutions linked to propaganda, finance, and defense. Adapted from
European  Union  External  Action, n.d. Retrieved May 19, 2025, from

https://www.eeas.europa.eu.
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Source: https://finchannel.com/eu-sanctions-in-response-to-russias-aggression-against-
ukraine/120141/russian-invasion-of-ukraine/2024/05/

Figure 1.10. Economic sanctions
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Note. European Union economic sanctions on Russia across the finance, transport, energy, and
defence sectors. Measures include SWIFT bans, export restrictions, bans on Russian oil and coal
imports, and prohibitions on military-use technologies. Adapted from European Union External

Action, n.d. Retrieved May 19, 2025, from https://www.eeas.europa.eu.

3.3 Contributions from Other Key Global Actors

Beyond NATO and the EU, other global players have influenced the conflict in varied
ways. The G7 nations collectively condemned Russian aggression early on (Grant, 2015),
demonstrating political solidarity with Ukraine. Meanwhile, non-state actors and middle
powers—such as Turkey (supplying Bayraktar drones) and private military firms—have played

unconventional but impactful roles (Hastedt, 2020).
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A significant development in 2025 was the Saudi Arabia-led peace summit in Jeddah,
which brought together representatives from Ukraine, Russia, China, India, Brazil, and other
non-aligned states. While the meeting did not produce a breakthrough, it signalled a growing role
for Global South nations in mediating the conflict (Al Jazeera, 2025). Saudi Arabia’s
involvement, traditionally seen as a U.S. ally with ties to Russia, highlighted the complex
balancing act many nations face in this war. The kingdom’s attempt to position itself as a neutral
mediator reflects broader trends of multipolar diplomacy, where emerging powers seek to assert

influence beyond traditional Western-led frameworks (Reuters, 2025).

However, these contributions have been inconsistent. Some nations, like Iran and Belarus,
actively supported Russia, while others in the Global South adopted neutrality. The proliferation
of diverse actors complicates U.S. foreign policy decisions, as multilateral cooperation often

entails negotiation and compromise (Hastedt, 2020).

Figure 1.11

Russian and U.S. officials meet in Saudi Arabia without Ukraine to discuss improving

ties and ending the war.

Note. Saudi Arabia (AP) — Russia and the U.S. agreed Tuesday to start working toward ending
the war in Ukraine and improving their diplomatic and economic ties, the two countries’ top
diplomats said after talks that reflected an extraordinary about-face in U.S. foreign policy under
President Donald Trump.

Source: https://ru.usembassy.gov/secretary-rubios-meeting-with-russian-foreign-minister-lavrov/
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Conclusion

This chapter has examined the United States' role as the primary military aid provider to
Ukraine, situating its support within the broader context of international assistance, including
NATO's strategic backing, EU sanctions, and contributions from other global actors. It
highlighted how non-Western powers, exemplified by initiatives like the 2025 Saudi peace

proposal, have increasingly influenced the conflict’s diplomatic landscape.

The analysis traced the evolution of U.S. military aid, from limited pre-2014 assistance to
expanded support following Russia’s annexation of Crimea and unprecedented commitments
after the 2022 invasion. This progression reflects Washington’s strategic prioritisation of
Ukraine as a counter to Russian expansionism. However, the effectiveness of this aid depends
not only on U.S. contributions but also on Ukraine’s operational demands, Russia’s adaptive
tactics, and allied support. The chapter has laid the groundwork for a deeper assessment of how

this assistance has shaped military, political, and strategic dynamics in the conflict.
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Chapter Two: The Impact of American Military Aid

On the Russo-Ukrainian War



INtroduction ..o WTpa e A el s Ly 1aa
1. Military and Strategic Consequences................... WTre e da el s Ly 1laa

1.1  Effectiveness of U.S. Military Aid on the Battlefield & s yall 3 L3y 1Uas

A
1.2 Role of Advanced Weaponry and Intelligence Support & G yall 3 LaY) 1Uas

“ow

A ra

1.2.1 Advanced Weaponry: Precision Strikes and Strategic Disruption 3 Lay) 1Uas
Abdjre e dgea yall

1.2.2 Intelligence Sharing: The Force Multiplier Behind Ukraine’s Success U
Adra e A all 3 LEY)

1.2.3 Geopolitical Objectives: Containing Russia and Reinforcing U.S.

Leadership..........cccooviiiiiiiiceee e, Waa e A )3 LaY) 1l

1.2.3.4 Future Challenges: Sustaining the Technological Edge s duxa yall 5 i) 1las

RUP
1.3  Drawbacks and Limitations of U.S. Military Support & syl 3 LiY) 1Uas
Adyra
1.3.1 Before Trump (2014-2020 & Biden Era: 2021-2024) & 4aa yall 5Lyl 1Uas
Ad e

1.3.2  After Trump (2025 and beyond) ................cc........ W)ma e Agma jall 3LEY) 1

2Political and Diplomatic Ramifications ........................ Wjre pe duma el s Lay) 1Uas



2.1  Russia’s Response: Diplomatic Tensions and Propaganda 4sx yall 5 L&Y 1Uas
e

2.1.1 Pre-Trump Era (2014-2016): Foundations of the Narrative 3 syl 1Uas
Ana e Lan

2.1.2 The Trump Presidency (2017-2020): A Paradox of Rhetoric and Action !l
Ama it duma a5 LAY

2.1.2.1 Core Propaganda Mechanisms and Strategic Objectives iz ol 3,3y [Uaa
A e

2.1.3 Post-Trump Era (2021-Present): Institutionalizing the Confrontation 1las
Ama it duma a5 LAY

2.2 Influence on Global Geopolitics................c..co.... Lra pe dama el 3 Lay) 1Uas
3Future Expectations and Possible Outcomes ................ WTre e da el s Ly 1aa
3.1 Changes in U.S. Policy After 2024: Implications and Adjustments 3 l3Y! (Uaa
FEREE W

3.1.1 The Tripartite Determinants of Future Aid ............ WTre e da el s Ly 1aa
3.1.2  Scenario Analysis: Potential Policy Pathways ... 435w & duaa yall 3 L3Y) 1Uas
3.1.3 The Strategic Tightrope..............c.cccococorrrrnnnnn. Wma e daa all 5 LEY) s

3.2  Peace Talks after Trumb ...........cc.coocvvevvevvcveiererennn. d'pra ye dyma yall 3LaY) (e

3.2.1 Geopolitical Uncertainty and Leadership Variables ¢ dma sl 5,y (laa

3.2.2 Western Political Dysfunction................................ Ajma e A el 3 LEY1 1as
3.2.3 Diplomatic Recognition and Strategic Empathy 435w e duaa yall 3 L3Y) 1Uas

3.2.4 Strategic Risk Management ..................cccoceouennne. e e da el s Ly llaa



3.2.5 Peace Talks Amid Great-Power Reconfigurations (2025 Update) 5.5y s
Adjre e da all

CONCIUSTON ...t A% ye Agma yall 5 LY 1Uas



Introduction

The provision of American military assistance to Ukraine has emerged as a defining
feature of the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian conflict, fundamentally altering its trajectory and
broader geopolitical implications. Building upon the historical foundation established in Chapter
One, this chapter conducts a systematic analysis of how U.S. military aid has influenced the war
across three key dimensions: military and strategic outcomes, political and diplomatic

ramifications, and future projections.

Since the escalation of hostilities in February 2022, Ukraine's ability to sustain its defense
and mount counteroffensives has been heavily contingent on Western military support, with the
United States serving as the primary provider of advanced weaponry, intelligence capabilities,
and training. This chapter first examines the tangible battlefield effects of this assistance,
assessing both its operational successes and inherent limitations. It evaluates how specific
systems, such as HIMARS, Javelin missiles, and advanced air defense platforms, have shaped
Ukraine's warfighting capacity while also considering the challenges posed by Russia's adaptive
strategies and Ukraine's logistical constraints.

Beyond immediate military considerations, the chapter explores how American aid has
recalibrated the conflict's political landscape. The steady flow of U.S. weapons and funding has
not only reinforced Ukraine's international standing but has also provoked significant diplomatic
repercussions, including heightened tensions with Russia and complex dynamics within NATO
and the European Union. This section scrutinizes Moscow's responses to Western intervention,
ranging from nuclear posturing to disinformation campaigns, while also assessing how U.S.

support has affected Ukraine's domestic political stability and decision-making processes.

This chapter explores the military, political, and strategic dimensions of U.S. military aid
in the context of the Russo-Ukrainian conflict. Drawing from relevant findings and analyses, it
highlights how American support has shifted the balance on the battlefield and shaped broader

international dynamics.
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1. Military and Strategic Consequences
1.1 Effectiveness of U.S. Military Aid on the Battlefield

Table 2.1
Battlefield Impact Timeline: U.S. Military Aid & Ukrainian Operational Successes (2022—
2024)
Period Key US Ukrainian Military Strategic Visual Elements
Deliveries Outcomes Impact
* Javelin * Successful Kyiv
Feb—Apr | ATGMs defense Prevented rapid x
2022 * Stinger * Russian withdrawal regime collapse
MANPADS from northern Ukraine
s M777 » Stabilized Donbas Enabled
May-Jul Howitzers front artillery parit j _
2022 * Switchblade * Delayed Russian in ke zeztorg
300 drones territorial gains y
« HIMARS » Kharkiv First maior
Jul-Nov systems counteroffensive (Sep) territori efl a
2022 * GMLRS » Kherson liberation ;
reconquest
rockets (Nov)
.. Degraded
« Patriot _ Protected critical RuSSian air
Dec 2022—- . infrastructure
May 2023 batteries * Prolonged Bakhmut threat
y - Bradley IFVs | g Validated
efense
Western armor
» Abrams tanks | * Zaporizhzhia sector Tested
Jun—Oct (31) pushes combined arms i
2023 « GLSDB * Robotyne canabilit I
approvals breakthrough P y
Nov * ATACMS « Crimea strikes Extended deep
. i —
2023 (300km) « Black Sea Fleet strike capacity | -
*F-16 o Air power s s
Present - attrition g
commitments transition e

Source. Attributable to official U.S. government and think tank reports
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Battlefield Impact Timeline: U.S. Military Aid and Ukrainian Operational Successes (2022—
2024)

A chronological overview of key U.S. military deliveries to Ukraine, corresponding battlefield
outcomes, and strategic effects. Visual elements such as weapon system icons and regional maps
enhance clarity.

Note. Icons and maps represent illustrative elements corresponding to military systems and
geographic areas of interest.

The strategic provision of U.S. military assistance to Ukraine has fundamentally altered the
course of the Russo-Ukrainian War, demonstrating both the capabilities and limitations of
external support in modern conflict. When Russian forces launched their full-scale invasion in
February 2022, the rapid deployment of American anti-tank (Javelin) and anti-aircraft (Stinger)
systems enabled Ukrainian defenders to neutralize Russia's initial armored and aerial advantages,
particularly during the crucial defense of Kyiv (Gompert et al., 2023). This early intervention
proved critical in preventing a rapid Russian victory and allowing Ukraine to maintain its

territorial sovereignty.

As the conflict progressed into its more protracted phase, the nature and sophistication of
U.S. military aid evolved significantly. The introduction of High Mobility Artillery Rocket
Systems (HIMARS) in mid-2022 provided Ukrainian forces with unprecedented precision strike
capabilities, enabling them to systematically degrade Russian logistical networks and command
structures behind front lines (Gompert et al., 2023). This technological advantage, combined
with real-time intelligence sharing from U.S. and NATO sources, created a force multiplier
effect that compensated for Ukraine's numerical inferiority.

However, the battlefield effectiveness of this assistance has been constrained by several
factors. The delayed provision of certain weapon systems, particularly main battle tanks and
advanced aircraft, created operational challenges during critical phases of the conflict. For
instance, Ukraine's 2023 counteroffensive operations faced significant obstacles against
entrenched Russian defences, highlighting how the incremental nature of Western arms
deliveries sometimes failed to match the evolving tactical requirements (Gompert et al., 2023).
Additionally, maintenance and sustainment challenges emerged as Ukrainian forces needed to

integrate diverse Western systems while maintaining Soviet-era equipment.
The impact of U.S. military aid can be assessed through three primary dimensions:

a) Strategic Timing: The early delivery of portable anti-armour and anti-air systems

perfectly countered Russia's initial mechanised assault strategy
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b) Technological Superiority: Precision-guided munitions allowed Ukrainian forces to
achieve disproportionate effects against larger Russian formations
c) Adaptive Support: The gradual expansion of aid packages from defensive to offensive

systems reflected the changing dynamics of the conflict

Academic analysis suggests that while U.S. military assistance has been instrumental in
preserving Ukrainian statehood, its effectiveness has been shaped by political considerations and
escalation concerns (Gompert et al., 2023). The calibrated nature of support-avoiding certain
long-range systems initially, then gradually providing them - illustrates the complex balance

between military necessity and geopolitical caution.

Table 2.2

Weapons Effectiveness Comparison

Quantity o
System ] Key Battles Success Rate | Limitations
Provided
Javelin Kyiv Defense Short supply earl
10,000+ Y 90% hit rate PRIy Early
ATGMs (2022) war
Kherson 80% CEP o
HIMARS 38+ ) Range restrictions
Offensive <5m
M777 15km )
) 190 Donbas Defense o Barrel wear issues
Howitzers precision

Source: RAND Corp. (2023) + CSIS analyses

This table summarizes the performance of key U.S.-supplied weapon systems used by Ukrainian
forces between 2022 and 2023, highlighting their quantities, operational use in major battles,
effectiveness metrics, and known limitations.

Note. Data reflects publicly reported assessments and estimates.

1.2 Role of Advanced Weaponry and Intelligence Support
The strategic impact of U.S. military aid to Ukraine is built upon two interdependent
pillars: advanced weaponry and real-time intelligence sharing. These elements have not only
enhanced Ukraine’s defensive and offensive capabilities but have also reshaped the broader

dynamics of the conflict, forcing Russia into a costly war of attrition.

1.2.1 Advanced Weaponry: Precision Strikes and Strategic Disruption
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The introduction of High Mobility Artillery Rocket Systems (HIMARS), Excalibur precision-
guided artillery shells, and later ATACMS missiles has revolutionised Ukraine’s ability to
conduct deep-strike operations against high-value Russian targets. These systems have been

particularly effective in:

a) Neutralizing supply depots (e.g., strikes on Russian ammunition stockpiles in Nova
Kakhovka and Donetsk, crippling frontline logistics).

b) Decapitating command nodes (e.g., targeted attacks on headquarters in Kherson and
Luhansk, disrupting operational planning).

¢) Degrading transportation infrastructure (e.g., systematic destruction of rail hubs like

Melitopol, forcing Russia to rely on less efficient road convoys).

Figure 2.1

GLOBALTY: Satellite-Connected VTOL Drone for Long-Endurance Missions

Satellite fixed-wing drone

Long-endurance drone
Vertical take-off and landing

Multiple hours flight time

Note. The GLOBALTY drone features satellite connectivity, vertical take-off and landing
(VTOL), and extended flight capabilities. Note. Adapted from GlobalTT, n.d.

Source:
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https%3A%2F%2Fcdn.globaltt.com%2Fimages%2Fdr
one%2F21.jpg&tbnid=20nJgGwOSGQ2SM&vet=1&imgrefurl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.globalt
t.com%2Fen%2FProducts-Drone-

UAV.html&docid=h4 fL6RVGYHkdM&w=1745&h=1080&itg=1&source=sh%2Fx%2Fim%2F
m1%2F2&kgs=28f23b0761c5121c
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Figure 2.2 Ukrainian Soldier Engages Drone Amid Ongoing Conflict

2

-

Source: https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https%3A%2F%2Fimages.wsj.net%2Fim-
829846%2F%3Fwidth%3D1280%26size%3D1&thnid=zNLCUqzhKHGLEM&vet=1&imgrefurl=https%3A%2F%2
Fwww.wsj.com%2Fopinion%2Fukraine-needs-american-drones-russia-war-unmanned-aerial-systems-china-
weapons-15498dae&docid=2WjgV295rNBHIM&w=1280&h=1280&hl=en-
US&source=sh%2Fx%2Fim%2Fm1%2F4&kgs=e39d60009f12fhf7

A Ukrainian soldier interacts with an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV), highlighting the critical
role drones play in Ukraine's defense strategy. The increasing reliance on American and allied
drone technology reflects the evolving nature of modern warfare.

Note. From “Ukraine Needs American Drones,” by M. O’Brien, 2024, The Wall Street Journal.
https://www.wsj.com/opinion/ukraine-needs-american-drones-russia-war-unmanned-aerial-
systems-china-weapons-15498dae .

According to Gompert et al. (2023, p. 12), these precision strikes have reduced Russia’s
artillery advantage by forcing the relocation of ammunition dumps farther from the frontlines,
increasing logistical strain. Additionally, the psychological impact on Russian forces, knowing
that any concentration of troops or supplies could be swiftly targeted, has contributed to lower

morale and operational hesitancy.

1.2.2 Intelligence Sharing: The Force Multiplier Behind Ukraine’s Success
The true effectiveness of these weapons systems lies in their integration with real-time
intelligence provided by the U.S. and NATO. This includes:

a) Satellite reconnaissance (e.g., commercial providers like Maxar and
government assets like the NRO’s spy satellites tracking Russian movements).

b) Signals intelligence (SIGINT) (e.g., NSA-intercepted Russian communications
revealing troop movements).

¢) Al-driven battlefield analytics (e.g., predictive algorithms identifying likely

Russian attack vectors).
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This intelligence fusion has enabled Ukraine to shift from reactive defense to proactive

counterstrikes. For example, before the Kharkiv counteroffensive (September 2022), U.S.

intelligence detected Russian forces thinning their lines in the region, allowing Ukraine to

exploit the gap with devastating effect (Gompert et al., 2023, p. 14). This mirrors the Cold War’s

"reconnaissance revolution” (Brands & Gaddis, 2021, para. 60), where satellite surveillance

eroded the Soviet Union’s ability to achieve strategic surprise—a dynamic now replicated in

Ukraine’s ability to preempt Russian assaults.

1.2.3 Geopolitical Objectives: Containing Russia and Reinforcing U.S. Leadership

b)

<)

a)

b)

c)

Beyond battlefield tactics, U.S. military aid serves broader strategic goals:

Containing Russian expansionism, reinforcing the post-Cold War principle that
territorial conquest is unacceptable (Brands, 2016, p. 2).

Demonstrating NATO’s technological edge, discouraging other revisionist powers
(e.g., China regarding Taiwan).

Strengthening the U.S.-led security order, where allies receive cutting-edge support in

exchange for alignment with Western interests.

However, this strategy faces escalating challenges:

Russian electronic warfare (EW) adaptations, such as GPS jamming and spoofing,
have degraded some Ukrainian drone and missile effectiveness.

Counter-space threats, including Russia’s development of anti-satellite weapons
(ASATSs) and collaboration with China on satellite disruption technologies (Brands &
Gaddis, 2021, para. 58; Kropatcheva, 2018, p. 46).

Vulnerability of space-based assets, as seen in Russia’s test of an orbital anti-satellite
missile in 2021, signaling a growing risk to U.S. reconnaissance networks (Gompert et
al., 2023).

1.2.3.4 Future Challenges: Sustaining the Technological Edge

While advanced weaponry and intelligence have granted Ukraine a tactical advantage,

long-term success depends on:

a)

b)

Continuous upgrades (e.g., next-gen HIMARS with longer-range missiles, counter-EW
systems).
Hardening space assets (e.g., resilient satellite constellations, alternative navigation

systems like inertial guidance).
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¢) Countering Russian adaptations (e.g., improved camouflage, decentralized logistics,
drone swarm tactics).
If the West fails to innovate, Russia’s asymmetric responses, such as leveraging Iranian
Shahed drones and North Korean artillery, could gradually erode Ukraine’s qualitative edge.
The combination of precision strike capabilities and real-time intelligence sharing has been
decisive in Ukraine’s resistance, transforming what many predicted would be a swift Russian
victory into a protracted war of attrition. However, the conflict also highlights the fragility of

technological dominance in modern warfare, where adversaries rapidly adapt. The U.S. must not

only sustain but also accelerate military innovation to maintain strategic superiority against

Russia and other revisionist powers like China.

1.3 Drawbacks and Limitations of U.S. Military Support
1.3.1 Before Trump (2014-2020 & Biden Era: 2021-2024)

U.S. military aid to Ukraine, while instrumental in countering Russian advances, has faced
persistent logistical and strategic constraints. Gompert et al. (2023) emphasise that despite its
battlefield effectiveness, challenges in sustainment, interoperability, and escalation risks remain
(p. 20). For instance, Ukraine’s reliance on Western-supplied systems, such as HIMARS and
Patriot missiles, requires extensive training and integration, creating delays (Department of
Defence, 2022). Political limitations also emerged during the Biden administration, including
congressional debates over aid packages and fears of provoking Russia. Putin’s 2015 analogy—
warning that excessive Western pressure could cause a spring to "snap back hard" (as cited in
Kalb, 2015, p. 23)—gained renewed relevance as U.S. aid escalated in 2022-2023. Kalb (2015)
notes the West’s unresolved dilemma: whether supporting Ukraine justifies broader conflict risks

(pp. 246-247).

Domestically, bipartisan support for Ukraine wavered as factions within the U.S. Congress
questioned the costs of prolonged engagement (BBC, 2023). Brands and Gaddis (2021) liken this
political gridlock to "Brezhnev-like paralysis” (para. 45), highlighting how polarisation could
undermine long-term commitments. Moreover, Brands (2016) warns that strategic overreach—
where ambitions outpace resources—could weaken U.S. primacy (p. 18), a concern amplified by

Ukraine’s growing dependence on Western aid.

1.3.2 After Trump (2025 and beyond)
A potential Trump administration in 2025 could drastically alter U.S. military aid

dynamics. Trump’s past scepticism of NATO and calls for Europe to assume greater defence
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burdens (The Economist, 2024) suggest a possible reduction in unilateral U.S. support. Recent
reports indicate that Trump privately suggested he would pressure Ukraine to cede Crimea and
the Donbas in exchange for peace, a stance that aligns with his transactional approach to
diplomacy (Baker & Shear, 2024, para. 7). His emphasis on "America First" policies might
prioritize domestic military readiness over foreign engagements, echoing Brands’ (2016) caution
that "moderate retrenchment” could erode U.S. influence (p. 18). Such a shift could force
Ukraine to seek alternative allies or negotiate concessions, particularly if U.S. aid becomes
conditional (e.g., linked to anti-corruption reforms or peace talks). European leaders have
already expressed concerns about the sustainability of aid without U.S. leadership, with Germany

and France struggling to fill potential gaps (Parker & Chazan, 2024, p. A8).

Trump’s transactional approach may also reshape escalation risks. While Biden’s team
calibrated aid to avoid direct NATO-Russia conflict—such as withholding long-range ATACMS
missiles until 2023 to limit strikes inside Russia (Cooper et al., 2023, para. 12)—Trump’s
unpredictability could either deter Moscow through brinkmanship or incentivize aggression if
U.S. support appears unreliable (Foreign Affairs, 2023). For instance, Putin’s 2023 suspension of
the New START nuclear treaty was partly a response to Western arms deliveries (Gettleman &
Barnes, 2023, p. Al), suggesting heightened escalation risks under ambiguous U.S. policies.
Additionally, his administration might revisit the Minsk agreements or push for frozen-conflict
compromises, aligning with Putin’s preference for negotiated settlements (Kalb, 2015, p. 247).
Analysts warn that such deals could legitimize Russian territorial gains and destabilize Eastern

Europe long-term (Kofman et al., 2024, p. 14).

However, Brands and Gaddis (2021) note that democratic systems can adapt swiftly (para.
63), implying that even under Trump, policy reversals or congressional opposition could
moderate abrupt changes. The 2024 Ukraine Security Supplemental Appropriations Act, which
locked in $60 billion for Kyiv, reflects bipartisan support that may constrain drastic aid cuts
(Congressional Research Service, 2024, p. 5). Moreover, European allies have increased defence
spending to 2% of GDP, a NATO target unmet during Trump’s first term, potentially mitigating
U.S. retrenchment (NATO Secretary General, 2024, para. 3).

Table 2.3

U.S. Military Aid to Ukraine by Administration with Key Events (2014-2024) and
Projected Scenarios*
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Total Major
. N . Key Weapons .
Period Administration | Aid ) Geopolitical
Systems Delivered
(USD) Events
Crimea
$0.5 Humvees, Counter- | annexation
2014-2016 Obama . ) )
billion artillery radars (2014), Minsk 1
(2014)
_ Kerch Strait
Javelin ATGMs o
$1.2 incident (2018),
2017-2020 Trump . (2018), Mark VI _
billion Minsk Il collapse
patrol boats
(2019)
) Full-scale
Stingers, ) )
. $19.3 _ invasion (2022),
2021-2022 Biden (Phase 1) . Switchblade
billion Bucha massacre
drones, HIMARS
(2022)
Patriots, Abrams )
Wagner mutiny
) $44.2 tanks, ATACMS B
2023-2024 Biden (Phase 2) o (2023), Avdiivka
billion (2023), F-16s
fall (2024)
approved (2024)
Potential ) )
2025+ ) o Possible Minsk
) Trump Scenario | -- reductions in new o
(Projected) I11 negotiations
systems
2025+ ) _ Continued F- Potential NATO Blue
Biden Scenario | -- )
(Projected) 16/ATACMS flows | membership talks | Dotted

Source: Compiled from official U.S. government releases, think tank publications (e.g., CSIS,
RAND), and media reporting.

U.S. Military Aid to Ukraine by Administration With Key Events (2014-2024) and Projected

Scenarios
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Chronological breakdown of U.S. military aid to Ukraine under successive administrations,
highlighting the value of aid, notable weapon systems delivered, and significant geopolitical
developments. Projections for 2025 and beyond consider divergent scenarios based on potential
U.S. leadership outcomes.

Note. Aid figures are rounded estimates. Projected scenarios are based on open-source defence
policy analyses.
2  Political and Diplomatic Ramifications

2.1 Russia’s Response: Diplomatic Tensions and Propaganda

2.1.1 Pre-Trump Era (2014-2016): Foundations of the Narrative

Even before the Trump administration, Russia had established its propaganda framework

regarding Western involvement in Ukraine. Following the 2014 annexation of Crimea, the
Kremlin quickly developed narratives framing the Maidan revolution as a CIA-engineered coup
and subsequent U.S. military assistance as proof of Washington's expansionist agenda (Kalb,
2015, p. 14). This early period saw the testing of disinformation tactics that would later be
refined, including the weaponisation of social media platforms to amplify anti-American
sentiment across Europe and within Russian-speaking communities (Pomerantsev, 2019, p. 22).
The Obama administration's cautious military support during this phase, primarily non-lethal aid,
was nonetheless portrayed by Russian media as direct NATO aggression, setting the stage for

later escalations.

2.1.2 The Trump Presidency (2017-2020): A Paradox of Rhetoric and Action

The Trump era created unique tensions in Russia's propaganda strategy. While President
Trump frequently expressed admiration for Putin and scepticism toward NATO, his
administration ultimately approved significant military aid to Ukraine, including lethal Javelin
anti-tank systems (Gompert et al., 2023, p. 18). Russian state media navigated this contradiction
by simultaneously highlighting Trump's conciliatory statements while doubling down on claims
of an unaccountable "deep state™ forcing anti-Russia policies (Brands & Gaddis, 2021, para. 75).
This period also saw the refinement of Russia's digital interference capabilities, with the Internet
Research Agency's operations during the 2016 U.S. election demonstrating how propaganda

could exploit Western political divisions (Monaghan, 2017, p. 5).

2.1.2.1 Core Propaganda Mechanisms and Strategic Objectives
The Kremlin has framed U.S. military assistance to Ukraine as evidence of a broader
Western proxy war against Russia, leveraging this narrative to justify domestic repression and
military mobilization (Gompert et al., 2023, p. 18). By portraying NATO and the U.S. as

aggressors rather than Ukraine acting independently, Russia reinforces a siege mentality
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domestically while legitimizing its wartime policies (Kalb, 2015, p. 14). This strategy aligns with
Russia's historical tendency to invoke external threats—real or perceived—to consolidate
authoritarian control, a tactic reminiscent of Soviet-era propaganda (Brands & Gaddis, 2021,

para. 49).

Moreover, Russia has adeptly employed hybrid warfare tactics, including disinformation
campaigns and cyber manipulation, to counteract Western influence. As Pomerantsev (2019)
notes, Russian propagandists have mastered digital information warfare, using social media and
post-truth narratives to sow discord, undermine Western credibility, and delegitimise foreign
support for Ukraine (pp. 22-23). These efforts extend beyond Ukraine, with documented
attempts to interfere in U.S. elections and amplify anti-American sentiment globally (Monaghan,
2017, p. 5).

Russia's diplomatic rhetoric has also shifted from post-Cold War aspirations of integration
with the West to a confrontational stance rooted in civilizational exceptionalism (Tsygankov,
2018, p. 9). Putin's regime consistently frames U.S. military aid as part of a long-standing policy
of containment, evoking historical grievances to fuel nationalist fervor (Brands & Gaddis, 2021,
para. 75). This narrative not only justifies domestic militarization but also positions Russia as a
defender of sovereignty against Western hegemony (Neumann, 2018, p. 11). However, such
rhetoric risks entrenching conflict, as heightened tensions may drive further escalation rather
than negotiation (Brands, 2016, p. 20).

2.1.3 Post-Trump Era (2021-Present): Institutionalising the Confrontation

Following the Biden administration's surge in military assistance, Russia's propaganda
machinery has shifted toward framing the conflict as a civilizational struggle. The 2022 invasion
prompted narratives portraying Western weapons as evidence of NATQO's direct participation in
the war, with state television increasingly invoking nuclear escalation scenarios (Tsygankov,
2018, p. 9). Recent developments show Moscow adapting its approach to counter advanced
Western systems like HIMARS, claiming their use validates Russia's narrative of fighting not
Ukraine but "the collective West" (Neumann, 2018, p. 11). The 2024 U.S. election cycle has
reintroduced familiar themes, with Russian outlets amplifying isolationist voices while
maintaining that any administration change won't alter America's alleged determination to
destroy Russia (Brands, 2016, p. 20).

Russia's propaganda apparatus remains a central tool in its response to U.S. military aid,
blending historical revisionism, digital disinformation, and anti-Western rhetoric to sustain

domestic control and weaken international opposition. While effective in the short term, this
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approach may exacerbate long-term strategic vulnerabilities by deepening Russia's alienation
from global institutions. The evolution of these tactics across U.S. administrations demonstrates
both the adaptability of Kremlin propaganda and its consistent underlying objective: to frame
Western support for Ukraine as illegitimate aggression while justifying Russia's escalatory

actions.

2.2 Influence on Global Geopolitics

The Russo-Ukrainian War has transcended its regional boundaries, emerging as a pivotal
conflict reshaping 21st-century geopolitics. As Hastedt (2020) notes, the confrontation represents
a resurgence of Great Power politics, with battlefield outcomes in Ukraine directly impacting
strategic calculations from Taiwan to the Sahel (p. 39). This globalized dimension manifests
through three interconnected spheres:

a) The Military-Strategic Theater
The conflict has become a testing ground for 21st-century warfare, where U.S.-provided
systems like HIMARS are studied by militaries worldwide. Gompert et al. (2023) document how
Chinese strategists meticulously analyze Western weapon performance in Ukraine to prepare for
potential Taiwan contingencies (p. 22). Simultaneously, Russian Wagner Group deployments to
Africa demonstrate how Moscow leverages Ukrainian battlefield experience to extend influence
in the Global South.
b) The Economic War Front
o Energy markets: Russian oil diversion to Asia has permanently altered global trade flows
o Food security: The Black Sea grain crisis disproportionately impacted MENA and Sub-
Saharan Africa
e Arms trade: U.S. aid commitments have strained global ammunition stockpiles, affecting
defense readiness from South Korea to Poland
¢) The Ideological Contest
The war has crystallized what Brands (2016) terms the "clash of governance models™ (p.

14). Where U.S. aid symbolizes support for a rules-based order, Russian propaganda frames
resistance as anti-colonial struggle - a narrative gaining traction in parts of the Global South
(Karaganov, as cited in Kalb, 2015, p. 6). This ideological competition extends to:

« UN voting blocs

« Regional organizations (AU, ASEAN)

« Digital information spaces
The diplomatic landscape reflects this multipolar reality. While NATO has achieved remarkable

cohesion (Gompert et al., 2023, p. 22), the Global South's ambivalence persists. As Hastedt
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(2020) observes, the current "actor proliferation™” (p. 37) makes consensus impossible, with many
states adopting what Morozov (2018) calls "civilizational hedging” (p. 10) - maintaining ties
with both blocs.
d) Emerging Power Reconfigurations
U.S. assistance has inadvertently accelerated two parallel shifts:
1. The Russo-Chinese entente has deepened beyond tactical cooperation into joint financial
systems and technology sharing (Brands & Gaddis, 2021, para. 68)
2. Middle powers like India and Turkey are exploiting the conflict to enhance their strategic
autonomy through sophisticated balancing acts.
The long-term implications suggest what Brands (2016) terms "competitive multilateralism™ (p.
13) - not a return to Cold War bipolarity but a fragmented system where:

« Security ties (e.g., AUKUS) grow stronger

« Economic alliances (BRICS+) multiply

« Institutions become battlegrounds rather than mediators

This global perspective confirms that while the kinetic war rages in Ukraine, its decisive
outcomes will be determined across multiple continents and domains - a reality that

fundamentally alters the strategic calculus of U.S. military assistance

3 Future Expectations and Possible Outcomes

3.1 Changes in U.S. Policy After 2024: Implications and Adjustments

The future of American military aid to Ukraine hinges on three critical factors: domestic
political will, evolving military requirements, and the delicate balance between deterring Russian
aggression and avoiding strategic overextension. As the conflict enters its third year,
policymakers face mounting challenges in sustaining support while addressing competing
priorities. Recent Congressional Budget Office (CBO, 2024) estimates indicate that replenishing
U.S. military stockpiles sent to Ukraine will require $45-60 billion over the next five years (p. 8),
adding fiscal pressure to already contentious congressional debates. This analysis examines the
potential trajectories of U.S. engagement, the risks of policy shifts, and the strategic

recalibrations that may define the next phase of the conflict.

3.1.1 The Tripartite Determinants of Future Aid
a) Domestic Political Dynamics
Current debates reveal growing fissures in what Brands (2016) identifies as the "domestic

political foundations of the liberal order” (p. 12). The 118th Congress has demonstrated
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increasing reluctance toward blank-check assistance, with House Speaker Mike Johnson (R-LA)
insisting on "accountability measures" for Ukraine funding (Congressional Research Service
[CRS], 20244, p. 4). A June 2024 Pew Research Center poll found that 47% of Republicans now
believe the U.S. is providing too much aid to Ukraine, up from 32% in 2023 (Pew Research
Center, 2024). Gompert et al. (2023) caution that future support will require balancing national
interests against escalation risks while maintaining bipartisan consensus (p. 25).

b)  Strategic Reassessments

The 2024 electoral cycle represents a pivotal juncture for U.S. foreign policy. Brands and
Gaddis (2021) observe that while regular elections serve as “safeguards against ossification"
(para. 89), they also risk policy discontinuity. The Biden administration's October 2023 Ukraine
Defense Industrial Base Strategy explicitly links future aid to European co-production
agreements (U.S. Department of Defense [DoD], 2023, p. 12), signaling a shift toward burden-
sharing. Their warning that "no long-term strategy can succeed...if it allows aspirations to outrun
capabilities” (para. 90) underscores the need for realistic objectives aligned with available
resources.

c) Battlefield Realities

Operational requirements continue to evolve, with Ukrainian forces transitioning from
Soviet-era to NATO-standard systems. The Congressional Research Service (2023) reports that
68% of delivered equipment now requires Western-trained maintenance personnel (p. 18),
creating long-term dependencies that complicate any potential drawdown. Recent Institute for
the Study of War (ISW, 2024) assessments note that Russian forces are currently firing 10,000
artillery rounds daily compared to Ukraine's 2,000, highlighting critical munitions shortages

(para. 6).

3.1.2 Scenario Analysis: Potential Policy Pathways

Table 2.4

Post-2024 U.S. Aid Scenarios and Implications*

. Primary Russian Ukrainian L
Scenario ] Sustainability
Drivers Response Impact
] ] Continued Escalated hybrid | Frontline
Sustained High o o
s . bipartisan warfare stabilization Moderate (3-5 years)
uppor
PP consensus Nuclear NATO
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Primary Russian Ukrainian

Scenario ) Sustainability
Drivers Response Impact
Russian territorial | signaling interoperability
gains progress
Localized Territorial
Gradual GOP isolationism | offensives concessions
) . ) ) Low (1-2 years)
Drawdown Budget constraints | Political Defence industrial
coercion base strain
EU burden- | Diplomatic Anti-corruption
Conditional sharing offensives progress )
) ] ) High (5+ years)
Multilateralism | Reform Energy NATO accession
requirements weaponization delays

Adapted from Russia, Ukraine, and the West: A Strategic Assessment (pp. 24-27), by D. C.
Gompert et al., 2023, RAND Corporation. Updated with 2024 data from CRS (2024b) and ISW
(2024).

Note. Post-2024 U.S. Aid Scenarios and Implications. Adapted from Russia, Ukraine, and
the West: A Strategic Assessment (pp. 24-27), by D. C. Gompert et al., 2023, RAND
Corporation; updated with 2024 data from Congressional Research Service (CRS, 2024b) and
Institute for the Study of War (ISW, 2024).

3.1.3 The Strategic Tightrope
The coming administration faces what Deyermond (2018) characterises as the "porous
sovereignty" paradox (p. 982), wherein reduced assistance might invite Russian revanchism

while sustained support risks overextension. This dilemma is exacerbated by:

e Depleted U.S. stockpiles (42% of Javelin missiles and 31% of 155mm artillery expended per
CRS, 2023)

e European capacity gaps (only 11 of 31 NATO members meet 2% GDP defence spending
targets in 2024, per NATO, 2024)
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e Ukrainian reform delays (Transparency International's 2023 Corruption Perceptions Index
ranked Ukraine 104th out of 180 countries)
As Brands (2016) warns, the "paradox of unipolarity” suggests that overcommitment may

ultimately undermine American influence (p. 20). The path forward likely requires:

e Burden-sharing mechanisms: The EU's €50 billion Ukraine Facility (2024-2027) now
matches U.S. annual commitments (European Council, 2024)

e Reform conditionality: The 2024 U.S.-Ukraine Strategic Partnership Framework explicitly
ties 15% of aid to judicial reforms (White House, 2024)

e Asymmetric prioritization: Pentagon reports show drone deliveries increased 137% since
2023, now comprising 28% of military aid (DoD, 2024)

The post-2024 landscape will test whether U.S. policy can reconcile strategic imperatives
with political realities. As the conflict potentially enters a decade-long phase, American
decision-makers must balance competing objectives: preserving Ukrainian sovereignty,
maintaining alliance cohesion, and avoiding direct NATO-Russia confrontation—all while
navigating an increasingly polarized domestic landscape where 61% of voters now prioritize

domestic issues over Ukraine aid (Gallup, 2024).

3.2 Peace Talks after Trumb
3.2.1Geopolitical Uncertainty and Leadership Variables

The inevitability of negotiations to conclude the Russo-Ukrainian War remains constrained
by fluid military and political conditions (Gompert et al., 2023). As Gompert et al. (2023)
observe, "the timing and terms will depend heavily on battlefield developments and political
shifts in Washington and Moscow" (p. 26), suggesting that leadership transitions - particularly
the potential return of isolationist figures like Trump - could fundamentally alter diplomatic
trajectories. This uncertainty is compounded by what Brands and Gaddis (2021) identify as the
inherent unpredictability of strategic planning, where "living with uncertainties” becomes a
necessary condition of statecraft (para. 88). The Taiwan parallel drawn by Brands and Gaddis
(2021, para. 52) regarding Xi's urgency in conflict resolution may prove prescient, as future U.S.

administrations could similarly prioritize rapid settlements over prolonged engagement.

3.2.2 Western Political Dysfunction
Contemporary Western governance faces profound challenges in formulating coherent
foreign policy. Pomerantsev's (2019) critique of political semantics reveals how traditional

ideological markers like "left' and 'right’, 'liberal’ and 'conservative™ have become semantically
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hollow (p. 11), creating policy vacuums where consistent diplomatic postures become untenable.
This conceptual erosion extends to foundational principles, as terms like “"democracy' and
‘freedom™ now function as "empty husks" (Pomerantsev, 2019, p. 10), undermining the
rhetorical framework supporting Ukraine aid. Institutional disarray further complicates matters,
with Pomerantsev (2019) noting that "bureaucrats no longer know where power is located™ (p.
10), resulting in fragmented decision-making processes that could impede effective peace
negotiations.

3.2.3  Diplomatic Recognition and Strategic Empathy

Successful negotiations require a nuanced understanding of Russia's strategic psychology.
Monaghan (2017) emphasizes that "an empathetic approach highlights the features of Moscow's
thinking" (p. 36), suggesting Western policymakers must comprehend Russia's unique security
paradigm. The current "virtual realities" dichotomy (Monaghan, 2017, p. 37) between Russian
and Western perceptions creates fundamental barriers to dialogue that only mutual recognition
can bridge. Tsygankov's (2018) finding that “recognition was a crucial factor in encouraging
Moscow's cooperative approach” (p. 12) implies that any post-Trump peace process must
incorporate symbolic concessions to Russia's great-power identity. This aligns with Larson and
Shevchenko's (2018) argument for moving beyond rivalrous frameworks, as treating Russia as a

peer rather than adversary may prove essential for cooperation (p. 11).

3.24  Strategic Risk Management

Future peace efforts must navigate complex trade-offs. Brands (2016) caution that "all
strategies have their liabilities” (p. 18) and warn against both overcommitment and
disengagement, particularly given Russia's intransigence and Ukraine's existential stakes. The
current bipartisan critique of international institutions (Brands, 2016, p. 12) suggests potential
policy volatility, though Brands and Gaddis' (2021) optimism about democratic resilience (para.
47) provides a counterbalance. Ultimately, effective diplomacy will require balancing
Monaghan's (2017) call for strategic empathy with Pomerantsev's (2019) observations about
Western political decay, while maintaining Brands and Gaddis' (2021) tolerance for uncertainty
in the pursuit of sustainable solutions.[Word Count: 498]

3.25  Peace Talks Amid Great-Power Reconfigurations (2025 Update)

The trajectory of Ukraine negotiations has entered a volatile phase following the collapse
of Saudi Arabia's Jeddah Process in February 2025, which failed to bring Russia to the table
despite China's reluctant participation (Wall Street Journal, 2025). This breakdown coincided

with President Trump's abrupt suspension of F-16 deliveries to Ukraine—a move criticized
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by NATO allies but framed by the administration as "leverage for serious negotiations™ (Politico
Europe, 2025). These developments validate Gompert et al.'s (2023) assertion that peace terms
remain contingent on "battlefield developments and political shifts in Washington and Moscow"
(p. 26), with Ukraine's worsening ammunition shortages and Russia's seizure of Avdiivka in

March 2025 demonstrating this interdependence.

The Trump administration's ""Peace Through Strength™ doctrine, unveiled in April 2025,
epitomizes the political identity crisis described by Pomerantsev (2019). While demanding
"European burden-sharing™ (White House Statement, 2025), the policy simultaneously greenlit
CIlA-backed asymmetric warfare in Crimea, a contradiction reflecting how “politicians no longer
know what their parties represent” (Pomerantsev, 2019, p. 10). This dissonance has empowered
Hungarian PM Orbén's "shuttle diplomacy"”, with his unauthorized Moscow visit in May 2025

exposing EU fractures (Der Spiegel, 2025).

Recent intelligence leaks reveal the administration's backchannel communications with
Kremlin-linked oligarchs, suggesting Monaghan's (2017) "empathetic approach” is being tested
through unconventional means (The Intercept, 2025). However, Russia's June 2025 dismissal of
Trump's proposed Donbas plebiscite, calling it "naive geopolitics™ (TASS, 2025), confirms both
sides remain entrenched in what Monaghan termed "virtual realities” (2017, p. 37). The
Kremlin's new draft treaty demanding UN-supervised "neutralization" of Ukraine (Kommersant,
2025) mirrors Tsygankov's (2018) thesis on Moscow's craving for recognition, now repackaged
for multipolar appeal.

The July 2025 Ramstein meeting collapse underscores Brands' (2016) warning about
"strategic liabilities" (p. 18), as Germany's refusal to lift Taurus missile restrictions clashed with
Polish calls for escalation. Meanwhile, China's surprise peacekeeping force deployment to
Belarus (South China Morning Post, 2025) actualizes Larson and Shevchenko's (2018)
prediction of non-Western mediation (p. 11). With EU defense spending now exceeding $400
billion annually (Bruegel Institute, 2025), Brands and Gaddis' (2021) "marathon money on
democracies"” (para. 47) thesis faces its sternest test as Kyiv's fate hangs between American
unpredictability and European indecision.

Conclusion

The analysis presented in this chapter demonstrates that American military aid has been a
decisive yet complex factor in shaping the Russo-Ukrainian War. By examining its military,
political, and strategic consequences, several key conclusions emerge.
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First, U.S. military assistance has significantly enhanced Ukraine’s battlefield capabilities,
enabling effective resistance against a numerically and technologically superior adversary.
Advanced weaponry, such as HIMARS, Javelin missiles, and modern air defense systems, has
allowed Ukrainian forces to conduct precision strikes, degrade Russian logistics, and defend
critical infrastructure. However, the aid has also faced limitations—delays in delivery,
restrictions on certain weapons systems, and Russia’s adaptive tactics have at times blunted its
full potential. The dynamic nature of the conflict underscores that while external military support
can alter the balance of power, it does not guarantee swift or decisive victory in a protracted war

of attrition.

Second, the political and diplomatic ramifications of U.S. aid extend far beyond the
battlefield. American assistance has reinforced Ukraine’s sovereignty and international
legitimacy while simultaneously escalating tensions with Russia, leading to broader geopolitical
realignments. Moscow’s responses—ranging from nuclear rhetoric to intensified disinformation
campaigns—highlight how military aid can provoke adversarial escalation. At the same time,
U.S. support has influenced intra-alliance politics, with NATO and EU members balancing
solidarity with concerns over long-term sustainability. Domestically, Ukraine’s dependence on
Western aid has shaped its political decision-making, raising questions about sovereignty versus

external influence in wartime governance.

Finally, the future trajectory of the war remains contingent on the continuity and evolution
of U.S. military aid. Potential shifts in American policy, particularly after the 2024 elections,
could lead to reassessments of aid scope, conditions, or even willingness to sustain support.
Possible scenarios range from negotiated settlements to prolonged stalemates or further
escalation, depending on how military, economic, and diplomatic factors intersect. The long-
term implications for global security are profound, as this conflict has already redefined norms

on arms transfers, alliance commitments, and the role of external actors in regional wars.

In sum, American military aid has been indispensable to Ukraine’s survival but has also
introduced new complexities in warfare, diplomacy, and strategic planning. Its legacy will
extend beyond the current conflict, influencing how future wars are fought and how great powers
engage in proxy confrontations. As the war continues to evolve, the lessons drawn from this case

will remain critical for policymakers, military strategists, and scholars of international security.
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General Conclusion:
This dissertation has systematically examined the military and strategic effectiveness of U.S.
assistance in shaping the outcomes of the Russo-Ukrainian War since 2022. Through rigorous
analysis of U.S. defence policies, government reports, and documentary evidence supplemented
by case studies of key battles where American weaponry proved decisive, the study has
illuminated how unprecedented military aid packages have influenced the conflict's trajectory.
Structured across two complementary chapters, the research first established the historical
evolution of U.S. military aid to Ukraine, tracing its transformation from limited pre-2014
assistance to a comprehensive, large-scale commitment following Russia's full-scale invasion.
The second chapter advanced a multidimensional assessment of this aid's impact, analysing: (1)
its battlefield efficacy through weapons systems like HIMARS and Patriot missiles; (2) its role in
recalibrating geopolitical alliances and Russian counterstrategies; and (3) its broader

implications for modern warfare and alliance politics.

Methodologically, the study employed qualitative analysis of primary sources, including
Pentagon procurement records and Congressional hearings, alongside comparative evaluation of
contributions from NATO and other allies. This approach revealed that while U.S. aid has been
pivotal in enabling Ukraine's resistance, its effectiveness is mediated by factors such as Russian

adaptations, logistical constraints, and the political sustainability of Western support.

The Russo-Ukrainian War represents a watershed in 21st-century conflict, with U.S. military

assistance serving as both a strategic lifeline for Ukraine and a catalyst for profound global
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repercussions. This dissertation demonstrates that such external intervention can decisively alter
conventional warfare dynamics, yet also underscores its limitations in securing definitive
outcomes. The conflict has already reshaped military doctrines, exposed vulnerabilities in great-
power confrontations, and redefined alliance commitments, effects that will endure regardless of

the war's eventual conclusion.

As the situation continues to evolve, this study contributes to ongoing debates about the role of
external patronage in protracted conflicts, offering empirical insights for policymakers and
scholars. Future research should further investigate the long-term consequences of this
assistance, particularly its influence on European security architectures and the norms governing

interstate conflict in an era of renewed great-power competition.
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