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The article explores the interconnection between the experience of the Syrian conflict and

the current policy of the United States toward Ukraine within the broader framework of Washington s
global strategy. It has been proven that the experience of the Syrian conflict has taught the US
some very valuable lessons that directly shape its policy towards Ukraine, and these lessons can
be traced in several key aspects.. The Syrian case is shown to have functioned as an important
testing ground where the United States refined new approaches to ensuring international security
and containing geopolitical rivals. The research argues that the lessons learned in Syria have had
a direct impact on U.S. strategic choices regarding Ukraine. Five key dimensions are analyzed in
detail. First, the principle of multilateralism and reliance on international coalitions are highlighted.
The Syrian campaign demonstrated the limits of unilateral actions, while in Ukraine Washington
actively leverages NATO, the EU, and other alliances to secure both effectiveness and legitimacy.
Second, the article stresses the preference for indirect instruments — such as arms deliveries, financial
assistance, intelligence sharing, and training — over direct military engagement, which reduces risks
while maintaining strategic gains. Third, the importance of taking regional contexts and the positions
of local partners into account is emphasized as a critical factor for predictability and stability. Fourth,
the analysis shows that military efforts alone are insufficient without a comprehensive combination
with diplomacy, sanctions, and legal mechanisms. Fifth, strategic flexibility and the ability to adapt
quickly to dynamic changes on the battlefield and in global politics are identified as core elements
of U.S. effectiveness. The article concludes that U.S. policies in Syria and Ukraine should not be
regarded as isolated but as integral parts of a consistent global strategy aimed at preserving strategic
primacy, deterring rivals, and sustaining a rules-based international order. Accordingly, the Syrian
experience serves as a methodological background that shapes American approaches to Ukraine,
making them more complex, coalition-based, and adaptive to changing geopolitical realities.

Key words: U.S. policy, syrian experience, war in Ukraine, global strategy, international
coalitions.

Statement of the problem. The policy of
the United States of America in the 21st century is
determined by the desire to maintain and strengthen its
status as a leading global actor. To achieve this goal,
Washington is consistently building a strategy that
combines military-political, economic, diplomatic
and informational instruments of influence. Regions
characterised by a high level of conflict and strategic
importance for global security and international
relations occupy a special place in this strategy.
Among such regions, the Middle East and Eastern
Europe have become central to the US foreign policy
discourse. The Syrian conflict, which has been
ongoing since 2011, has become an arena for the clash
of geopolitical interests not only of regional players

but also of leading world powers. US policy towards
Syria combines elements of the fight against terrorism,
containment of Russian and Iranian influence, and
protection of its own energy and security interests.
Atthesametime, Ukraine has become exceptionally
important for Washington's global strategy since 2014.
Russia's annexation of Crimea, the outbreak of war in
Donbas, and subsequently the full-scale aggression
of 2022 have significantly transformed the system
of international relations and brought the issue of
Euro-Atlantic security to the fore. US policy towards
Ukraine has become one of the key instruments in
shaping the new architecture of the global order,
where confrontation with Russia determines the main
contours of the future international balance of power.
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A comparative analysis of US policy in Syria and
Ukraine allows us to trace the common and distinctive
features of Washington's strategic approaches to regions
that are critical to its global interests. In the first case,
the focus is primarily on maintaining the balance of
power and preventing the strengthening of geopolitical
opponents, while in the second, it is on directly
supporting an ally integrated into the European security
space. The relevance of the study is determined by
the need for a comprehensive understanding of the logic
of US foreign policy in different geopolitical contexts,
which allows us to assess both the effectiveness and
the controversy of Washington's global strategy.
The scientific novelty lies in the attempt to analyse
US policy simultaneously in two regions that are
in different dimensions of international security but
are at the same time components of a single
American geostrategy.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Recent publications demonstrate a wide range of
research that provides a deeper understanding of how
the Syrian experience influences US policy towards
Ukraine. Reports from the US State Department
and think tanks such as CSIS outline institutional
instruments of support, ranging from military-
diplomatic coalitions to sanctions and aid. Academic
articles provide a strategic framework, highlighting
the logistical aspects of conflicts, the role of
regional context, and the challenges of autonomous
technologies and information operations. Analytics
on the Crisis Group, CFR, and Think-tank Institute
Global platforms clarify the economic and security
aspects of support, including the financial dimensions
of long-term stabilisation. Comparative studies,
such as those at MEI or the Carnegie Endowment,
clearly show which lessons from Syria are relevant
to aid to Ukraine. Media resources (The Guardian)
and political analysis complement the picture of
the practical application of strategies. Thus, these
sources not only complement each other, but also
create an interdisciplinary narrative — political,
military, economic and normative — that reflects
the multidimensional nature of American strategy.

Task statement. The purpose of this article is to
identify and analyse key lessons learned by the United
States from the Syrian conflict, as well as to examine
how these lessons have been transformed into
current US policy towards Ukraine in the context
of Washington's global strategy. Achieving this goal
involves comparing the characteristics of American
strategy in the two regions, identifying common and
distinct approaches to the use of military, diplomatic
and economic instruments of influence, and assessing
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the importance of multilateral coalitions and strategic
flexibility in ensuring international security.

Outline of the main material of the study.
The experience of the Syrian conflict has taught
the United States valuable lessons that directly shape
its policy towards Ukraine, and these lessons can
be traced in several key aspects. One of the most
important conclusions was the need for multilateral
coalition work to achieve strategic goals. In Syria,
the US saw that unilateral actions are limited in both
their effectiveness and legitimacy. For example,
attempts by the US to influence the course of
the conflict without close coordination with regional
allies or international organisations often met with
resistance or failed to produce the expected results.
The US took this lesson into account in the war in
Ukraine, actively cooperating with NATO, the EU
and other international partners. Arms supplies,
financial support and sanctions against Russia are
being coordinated closely with allies, which not
only increases the effectiveness of the assistance but
also strengthens the legitimacy of US decisions in
the international arena [8].

The second important lesson was the advantage
of indirect action over direct military intervention.
In Syria, American troops rarely participated in ground
operations, preferring instead to conduct air strikes,
training missions and support local partners such as
Kurdish forces or opposition groups fighting against
ISIS. This experience showed that indirect actions
allow goals to be achieved with less cost and risk to
one's own personnel. In the case of Ukraine, this means
that US assistance is provided primarily through
the supply of modern weapons, funding, intelligence
and training of Ukrainian troops. American soldiers
do not participate in combat operations on the front
lines, which reduces the political and strategic risks
of direct intervention.

The third lesson was the critical importance
of taking into account the regional context and
the positions of local partners. The Syrian war
clearly demonstrated how Turkey, Iran, Saudi Arabia
and other regional players could radically change
the course of the conflict by supporting different
sides or conducting military operations on their own.
For Ukraine, this means that the US carefully analyses
the positions of neighbouring states, the EU and even
neutral countries to avoid unpredictable escalation
and maintain strategic predictability. For example,
heavy weapons support is provided in parallel with
diplomatic consultations with neighbouring countries
and NATO allies to avoid the risk of the conflict
spreading beyond Ukraine.
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The experience of Syria has also shown that
military means alone do not ensure the achievement of
strategic goals if they are not supported by diplomacy
and international law. American actions in Syria
without the support of the UN, regional agreements
or diplomatic channels had limited effect and often
led to protracted instability. In Ukraine, the US
is pursuing a combined strategy: arms supplies and
financial support are combined with sanctions against
Russia, initiatives in international organisations and
the creation of legal mechanisms to restore Ukraine's
territorial integrity. This allows for a balance between
military effectiveness and political stability [5].

Finally, the Syrian case clearly demonstrated
that strategic plans must be flexible and adaptive.
The situation on the battlefield and international
politics changed rapidly: the consolidation of ISIS
forces, Russia's intervention, and Turkey's actions
often forced the United States to urgently adjust its
plans. For Ukraine, this means constantly adapting
the level, scope and type of assistance depending on
developments on the front line, changes in the reactions
of allies and the dynamics of international politics. For
example, deliveries of HIMARS, anti-tank systems or
combat drones are made after analysing the specific
needs of Ukrainian units and changes in the tactical
situation on the front line, which demonstrates
the high flexibility of the American strategy.

All these lessons together shape the US approach
to Ukraine, which combines multilateralism, restraint,
strategic flexibility and adaptability. US policy is
based on the use of international coalitions, indirect
means of influence, consideration of the regional
context, a combination of military and diplomatic
instruments, and a willingness to quickly adjust
strategy in response to changes on the front lines and
in the global political environment. This allows for
maximum effective support for Ukraine, minimising
the risks of unpredictable escalation and maintaining
strategic stability in the region [9].

The conclusion from the Syrian experience for US
policy towards Ukraine can be summarised as follows:
the Syrian case has shown that unilateral actions
withoutthe supportofallies and international structures
are limited and often ineffective, and therefore
the US adheres to the principle of multilateralism
in the war in Ukraine, actively involving NATO,
the EU and other international coalitions. This not
only increases the effectiveness of support, but also
gives it international legitimacy. The experience of
Syria has also highlighted the importance of indirect
actions, where support is provided through the supply
of weapons, funding, training and intelligence, rather

than direct military intervention, which minimises
risks to American personnel and political costs.

US policy in Syria and Ukraine should be seen
as part of Washington's broader global strategy
aimed at maintaining strategic advantage, deterring
competitors and supporting a rules-based international
order. In Syria, US actions took place in an extremely
complex regional environment, where the interests
of Russia, Iran, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and other local
and global players intersected. The US sought to
combine direct military operations, coalition actions
with partners, diplomatic initiatives and sanctions
mechanisms, while containing the influence of
Russia and Iran in the Middle East. The experience
in Syria clearly demonstrates that the effectiveness of
American policy depends on the ability to combine
multilateral approaches, indirect actions, and strategic
flexibility —key elements of the US global strategy [1].

In the context of Ukraine, these principles take on
specific characteristics due to the Euro-Atlantic space
and the direct threat from Russia. The US is actively
engaging NATO, the EU and other international
partners, forming a coalition to consolidate support,
legitimise its actions and increase the effectiveness of
strategic decisions. The Syrian case has demonstrated
the limitations of direct military intervention and
the high political risks involved, so in the case of
Ukraine, the US is mainly using indirect instruments:
supplying modern weapons, training Ukrainian
military personnel, providing intelligence support
and imposing sanctions against Russia. This set
of measures allows strategic goals to be achieved
without involving American troops in direct combat,
reducing the risks for Washington.

The US global strategy in Syria and Ukraine
involves managing the regional balance of power,
deterring competitors and supporting allies, while
maintaining flexibility and the ability to respond
quickly to political and military changes. The Syrian
case has highlighted the need for an integrated
approach, where diplomacy, military means and
economic instruments work together to achieve
long-term goals. In Ukraine, this approach is
implemented through the comprehensive use of
sanctions, diplomatic initiatives, military assistance,
and coordination with allies, which allows the US to
deter Russia, support Ukrainian statehood, and ensure
stability in the Euro-Atlantic region.

Thus, US policy in Syria and Ukraine is not
isolated or random, but part of a global strategy
based on multilateralism, restraint in direct military
intervention, flexibility, and the integration of
diplomatic, economic, and military instruments.
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This strategy ensures the preservation of US strategic
advantage, effective response to competitors' actions,
and support for stability in key regions of the world,
while minimising risks for Washington and its allies.

USpolicyinSyriaand Ukraineis partof Washington's
global strategy aimed at maintaining strategic advantage,
deterring competitors and supporting a rules-based
international order. The experience in Syria has shown
that direct military intervention carries significant
political and military risks, and that the effectiveness
of the American strategy is determined by its ability
to combine multilateral approaches, coalition action,
diplomacy, and economic instruments.

In Syria, the US tried to balance direct military
operations with indirect actions, working with
regional and international partners while containing
the influence of Russia and Iran. This case
demonstrated that an integrated approach and strategic
flexibility are key to achieving long-term goals and
minimising risks for Washington.

In the context of Ukraine, these principles take
on a specific dimension. The US is actively engaging
NATO, the EU and other partners to form a coalition to
support and legitimise its actions. Given the immediate
threat from Russia, the US is primarily using indirect
instruments: supplying modern weapons, training
Ukrainian military personnel, providing intelligence
support and imposing sanctions. This approach allows
it to deter the aggressor, support Ukrainian statehood
and ensure stability in the region, while reducing
political and military risks for the US.

Thus, the American strategy in Syria and
Ukraine demonstrates consistency and adaptability:
the combination of diplomatic, economic, and
military instruments allows for an effective
response to the actions of competitors, support for
allies, and control of the balance of power in key
regions of the world. The Syrian experience serves
as a lesson for Ukraine, confirming the need for
a comprehensive, flexible and multilateral approach
to the implementation of US strategic goals.

Conclusions. Analysing US policy in Syria
and Ukraine, it can be argued that both cases are
integral elements of Washington's global strategy
aimed at maintaining world leadership, containing
geopolitical competitors and upholding a rules-based
international order. The experience of the Syrian
conflict has become a kind of «laboratory» for
testing new approaches that are now being actively
applied in the war in Ukraine. First, the Syrian case
demonstrated the limitations of unilateral US action
and highlighted the need to build broad coalitions.
Washington has taken this lesson to heart in the war
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in Ukraine, actively involving NATO, the EU and other
international partners. Such multilateralism ensures
not only the effectiveness but also the high legitimacy
of American decisions. Second, an important
consequence has been a shift from direct military
intervention to indirect instruments of influence.
In both Syria and Ukraine, the US has opted for tactics
involving the supply of weapons, financial support,
the transfer of intelligence and the training of troops,
minimising the risks of involving its own armed
forces in combat operations. This allows it to maintain
strategic control while avoiding significant political
and social costs. Thirdly, US policy demonstrates
an understanding of the importance of the regional
context and the positions of local and international
partners. The Syrian experience has shown how much
the influence of Turkey, Iran or Saudi Arabia could
change the course of events. In the case of Ukraine,
takinginto accountthe positions ofneighbouring states,
neutral countries and European allies has become
a key condition for the predictability and stability
of American strategy. Fourthly, the experience of
Syria has convinced Washington that military action
does not produce long-term results without parallel
diplomacy, sanctions pressure and international legal
mechanisms. That is why, in the war against Russia,
the US combines arms supplies with sanctions,
activity in the UN, participation in international
courts and support for initiatives to restore Ukraine's
territorial integrity. Fifth, an important factor for
success is strategic flexibility and the ability to
adapt to changing conditions. In Syria, the US faced
unpredictable intervention by Russia and Turkey,
which forced it to quickly rethink its own steps.
In Ukraine, this flexibility is manifested in the gradual
expansion of the range of military aid, the adaptation
of sanctions policy, and the coordination of actions
with allies depending on the situation on the front
lines and the global political context.

Thus, US policy in Ukraine is a direct continuation
and, atthe sametime, atransformation ofthe experience
gained in Syria. It combines multilateralism, restraint
in the use of direct military means, attention to regional
characteristics, a comprehensive set of instruments of
influence, and high adaptability. This approach allows
Washington to effectively support Ukraine while
minimising the risks of uncontrolled escalation and,
at the same time, strengthening its own position as
a leading global actor. Thus, the American strategy
in Syria and Ukraine reflects the unified logic of US
global policy, where each regional case is considered
as part of a broader system of supporting international
stability and asserting geopolitical leadership.
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Yepkec L. B.ITTOBAJIBHIIHTEPECH CIIA KPI3b IPU3MY CUPIMCBbKOI TA YKPATHCBKOI
IHOJIITUKMU.

VY cTarTi AOCHIIKY€ETHCS B3a€MO3B 130K MK TOCBIIOM CHUPIHCBKOTO KOH(IIKTY Ta CYy4acHOIO TOJiTHKOO
Crnonyuenux llltariB AMepuku moao YkpaiHu B paMKax 1v100anbpHoi crparerii Bammartona. JloBeneHo, 1o
JocBifn cupiiicbkoro koHQmikTy naB CLIA mysxe miHHI YpoKH, siKi 6e3mocepeqHb0 GOPMYIOTh iXHIO MOJITHKY
moa0 YKpaind, i Il YPOKH MOXKHA TIPOCTEKHUTH Y KUTHKOX KJIIOYOBUX acmekTax. [lokazaHo, Mo CUpiichbKui
Kelc CTaB BAKIIMBUM BUTIPOOyBaTbHUM Maitmarunkom 1utst CILIA, Ha stkoMy BiITpaIibOBYBaIUCS HOBI ITiIXOTH
IIo 3a0e3MedeHHs] MiDKHAPOIHOI Oe3MeKH Ta CTPUMYBaHHS T€OTIOTITHYHIX OITOHEHTIB. JloBeneHo, 1110 KIIF0Y0Bi
YPOKH cHpiiicbkoi KammaHii 6e3mocepeHb0 BIUIMHYIM HA aMEPUKAHCHKI cTparerii moxo YkpaiHu. 30Kpema,
aHaJI3yIOTECS I1'SITh OCHOBHMX AacCHEKTiB, SIKi (JOPMYIOTH CydacHY 30BHIIIHBOMONITHYHY mpakTtuky CLLA.
[Mo-nepie, miAKpeCTIOETHCA 3HAYSHHST 0araTOCTOPOHHOCTI i omopu Ha Mi>kHapoaHi koauinii. Jocsig Cupii
MOKa3aB OOMEXEeHICTh OAHOCTOPOHHIX iM, TOMI SIK Y BUMAAKy YKpaiHu BalmHITOH aKTHBHO BUKOPHCTOBYE
HATO, €C ra iami Mib>kHapoAHI popMaTH I JICTITUMI3aIii CBOiX KpokiB. [To-mpyre, po3msgaeTbes mpiopu-
TET HENPSAMUX IHCTPYMEHTIB HaJl IPSIMUM BiiICBKOBUM BTPYYaHHSM, 110 JO3BOJISIE MiHIMi3yBaTH PU3HUKH 1 BOA-
Hoyvac 30epiraTu crpareriuny eekTuBHIiCTb. [Tlo-TpeTe, MpoCTeXyEThCs 3aJIeKHICTh Pe3yIbTaTUBHOCTI aMepu-
KaHCBKOI IOJIITHKHY BiJl ypaXyBaHHS pETiOHaIBHOTO KOHTEKCTY Ta MO3MLIH KII0Y0BUX MapTHepiB. [To-yeTBepre,
JIOBOIUTHCS HEOOXIHICTh KOMIUIEKCHOTO MOEHAHHS BIHCHKOBHUX JiH, JUIIOMATIl Ta CAHKIIHHOTO THCKY JIS
JIOCSITHEHHS cTalimpbHUX pe3ynbTariB. [lo-m’sTe, moka3zaHo, M0 THYYKICTh 1 3AATHICTH OMEPAaTHBHO aamnTy-
BaTH CTPATETiio BiAIOBIIHO /10 3MiH CHTYaIlii € BaKJINBOIO YMOBOKO €(peKTUBHOCTI aMEPUKAHCHKOI IO THKH.
BucHoByeTtbes, mo nonituka CLUA B Cupii Ta YkpaiHi He € BITOKpEeMJICHUMH SBUIIAMH, & BUCTYIIA€ OpraHiy-
HOIO YaCTHHOIO TNI00anbHOi cTparerii BammHarTona, cnpsaMoBaHoi Ha MiATPUMaHHS MiXKHAPOAHOTO MOPSAKY,
CTpPUMYBaHHsI KOHKYPEHTIB Ta 30€PEeKEHHS JiICPChKUX MO3HUIIIN Yy CBITOBIH mosiTuii. TakuM YUHOM, JOCBIJ
Cupii BUCTyIIA€ CBOEPIAHUM METOIOJIOTIYHUM TIIOM, sike Bu3Hauae miaxoau CHIA mo ykpainchkoi npobsiema-
THKH, pOOJISTIH iX O1TBIT KOMITJIEKCHUMH, 0araToCTOPOHHIMH Ta aIallTHBHAMH.

Kuarouosi cioBa: nomituxa CILA, cupiiicekuii 10CBi, BiiiHa B YKpaiHi, To0aabHa CTpaTeris, MibKHApOIH]
KOAQJIIII].
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