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ABSTRACT

The ongoing conflict in Ukraine has led to a critical debate over the
prioritization of U.S. assistance, particularly in balancing
humanitarian and military aid. While military aid has played a
pivotal role in strengthening Ukraine’s defense against Russian
aggression, humanitarian aid remains essential in addressing the
widespread displacement, food insecurity, and healthcare crises
faced by civilians. This research examines U.S. aid distribution
patterns, policy decisions, and their impact on Ukraine's stability.
By analyzing budget allocations, congressional policies, and aid
effectiveness, the study explores whether military assistance has
overshadowed humanitarian needs or if a balanced approach has
been maintained. Using a mixed-methods approach, the research
incorporates qualitative policy analysis and quantitative data
evaluation to assess the effectiveness of aid distribution. The
findings suggest that while military aid dominates in financial
terms, humanitarian assistance is crucial for long-term stability.
The study recommends a strategic recalibration of aid policies to
ensure sustainable development alongside security imperatives.
Keywords: U.S. foreign aid, military assistance, humanitarian relief,
Ukraine conflict, aid policy, security strategy, economic stability.
Introduction

The geopolitical dynamics of Eastern Europe have been profoundly
influenced by the ongoing conflict between Ukraine and Russia,
particularly following Russia's annexation of Crimea in 2014 and
the subsequent unrest in Eastern Ukraine. In response, the United
States has played a pivotal role in supporting Ukraine through a
combination of military and humanitarian aid. This support has
been instrumental in bolstering Ukraine's defense capabilities and
addressing the humanitarian crises resulting from the conflict.
However, the allocation and prioritization of these aid forms have
sparked debates about their effectiveness and the strategic
intentions behind U.S. foreign policy decisions (Mearsheimer, 2022,
p. 45).

Since the escalation of hostilities in 2022, the United States
has significantly increased its military assistance to Ukraine.
According to the U.S. Department of State, as of January 2025, the
U.S. has provided approximately $66.5 billion in military assistance
since Russia launched its full-scale invasion of Ukraine on February
24, 2022 (U.S. Department of State, 2025). This aid encompasses a
wide array of support, including advanced weaponry, ammunition,
and training programs designed to modernize Ukraine's armed
forces. The objective is to deter further Russian advances and to
strengthen Ukraine's sovereignty and territorial integrity. This
substantial military support reflects the U.S. commitment to
upholding international norms and supporting allies facing external
threats (Brands, 2023, p. 211).

In parallel with military assistance, the United States has also
provided substantial humanitarian aid to address the needs of
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civilians affected by the conflict. This assistance includes funding
for food security, healthcare, shelter, and support for internally
displaced persons. Between January 24, 2022, and August 31, 2024,
the United States provided over $91 billion in aid to Ukraine,
encompassing military, humanitarian, and financial support
(Statista, 2024). The humanitarian aid aims to alleviate the
suffering of those affected by the conflict and to support the
resilience of Ukrainian society. This assistance is crucial in
maintaining social stability, preventing economic collapse, and
ensuring that basic needs are met amid the ongoing crisis
(Sestanovich, 2023, p. 78). Organizations such as USAID and the
United Nations World Food Programme (WFP) have been key
partners in the distribution of humanitarian assistance, ensuring
that aid reaches the most vulnerable populations, including
refugees and internally displaced persons (USAID, 2024).

Despite significant contributions to both military and
humanitarian efforts, the prioritization of aid remains a
contentious issue. Critics argue that an overwhelming focus on
military support risks exacerbating the conflict rather than
resolving it through diplomatic means. They contend that a greater
emphasis on humanitarian assistance, economic stabilization, and
reconstruction efforts would contribute more effectively to
Ukraine’s long-term stability (Walt, 2023, p. 134). On the other hand,
proponents of strong military aid assert that without adequate
defense capabilities, Ukraine would be unable to protect its
sovereignty, and any humanitarian assistance would be rendered
ineffective in a scenario of continued occupation or territorial
losses (Boot, 2024, p. 97). The Trump administration’s policy
decisions regarding aid distribution have reflected a balancing act
between these perspectives, though military support continues to
dominate in terms of financial allocation (Kaplan, 2024, p. 50).

The strategic motivations behind U.S. aid distribution to
Ukraine are also closely tied to broader geopolitical considerations.
The United States views Ukraine as a frontline state in the defense
of democratic values and the rules-based international order. A
Ukrainian defeat could embolden other adversarial nations and
weaken the credibility of U.S. commitments to its allies (Haass,
2023, p. 65). Furthermore, supporting Ukraine serves as a
deterrence measure against future aggressions by authoritarian
states that may seek to challenge U.S. interests in other regions.
This perspective has led policymakers to prioritize military aid as a
means of securing not only Ukraine’s territorial integrity but also
broader regional and global stability (Gvosdev, 2023, p. 189). At the
same time, humanitarian aid functions as a complementary tool in
soft power diplomacy, reinforcing the image of the United States as
a global leader in humanitarian relief and crisis management
(Ikenberry, 2024, p. 112).

One of the significant challenges in implementing aid programs
effectively is ensuring transparency and accountability in
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distribution. Reports from the U.S. Government Accountability
Office (GAO) have highlighted concerns regarding the tracking of
military equipment and the risk of diversion to unintended actors
(GAO, 2024). Similarly, humanitarian aid faces logistical and
security challenges, particularly in conflict zones where
infrastructure is damaged, and supply chains are disrupted.
Corruption and mismanagement within local agencies and
government bodies further complicate aid delivery, necessitating
strict oversight mechanisms (Biddle, 2024, p. 42). To address these
issues, the United States has partnered with international
organizations and established monitoring frameworks aimed at
minimizing inefficiencies and ensuring aid reaches its intended
recipients.

The effectiveness of aid in shaping Ukraine’s resilience is
also a subject of ongoing analysis. Military aid has undeniably
strengthened Ukraine’s battlefield capabilities, allowing it to resist
Russian advances and reclaim some of its lost territories (Lanoszka,
2023, p. 56). Advanced weaponry, including HIMARS rocket systems
and Patriot air defense systems, has played a crucial role in
countering Russian air and ground offensives. However, military
aid alone is insufficient in addressing the deeper socio-economic
disruptions caused by the war. The destruction of infrastructure,
the displacement of millions of people, and the economic downturn
have created long-term challenges that require sustained
humanitarian and development assistance (Stent, 2023, p. 98).
Without adequate investment in rebuilding efforts, Ukraine risks
facing prolonged instability even if military objectives are achieved.
A comparative analysis of past U.S. foreign aid initiatives reveals
similar patterns of aid distribution in other conflict zones. For
instance, in Afghanistan and Iraq, substantial military assistance
was provided alongside humanitarian aid, though long-term
stability remained elusive due to governance issues and
insurgencies (Jones, 2023, p. 134). These historical precedents
underscore the importance of a balanced approach that integrates
military support with comprehensive development strategies.
Experts argue that lessons from these conflicts should inform
future aid policies for Ukraine, ensuring that immediate security
concerns do not overshadow long-term recovery efforts.

The debate surrounding aid prioritization also has domestic
political implications in the United States. Public opinion on foreign
aid is often divided, with some advocating for continued robust
support for Ukraine, while others question the financial burden on
American taxpayers (Daalder, 2023, p. 210). Political divisions in
Congress have led to periodic debates on the scale and scope of aid,
influencing funding decisions. As the conflict continues without a
clear resolution, sustaining bipartisan support for aid packages
becomes increasingly challenging. This domestic discourse impacts
the consistency and reliability of U.S. assistance to Ukraine,
affecting strategic planning and implementation on the ground.
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Contextualizing Humanitarian vs. Military Aid

The strategic allocation of U.S. aid to Ukraine has been a focal point
of international policy discussions, particularly regarding the
balance between military and humanitarian assistance. Since the
onset of the war, the United States has provided billions in aid to
Ukraine, a significant portion of which has been allocated to
military support. However, the question of whether military aid
should be prioritized over humanitarian assistance remains
contentious, as both forms of aid serve distinct but interconnected
purposes (Cohen, 2023, p. 45). Military aid is often justified on the
basis of strengthening Ukraine’s defense capabilities against
Russian aggression, ensuring its sovereignty and territorial
integrity. Meanwhile, humanitarian aid is essential to mitigate the
devastating effects of war on civilians, addressing urgent needs
such as healthcare, food security, and refugee assistance
(Sestanovich, 2024, p. 88). The challenge for U.S. policymakers lies
in striking a balance between these priorities to achieve both short-
term security objectives and long-term stability.

One of the primary arguments for prioritizing military aid is
its role in deterring further aggression and enabling Ukraine to
resist occupation. The provision of advanced weaponry,
intelligence-sharing, and training programs has significantly
enhanced Ukraine’s battlefield capabilities, allowing it to mount
effective counteroffensives (Kagan, 2023, p. 61). The U.S. has
supplied Ukraine with sophisticated defense systems such as
Javelin anti-tank missiles, HIMARS rocket launchers, and air defense
batteries, all of which have been instrumental in repelling Russian
advances (Freedman, 2023, p. 134). Military aid is often seen as a
prerequisite for diplomatic negotiations, as a stronger Ukraine is in
a better position to engage in peace talks on favorable terms.
However, critics argue that a heavy emphasis on military assistance
risks escalating the conflict, prolonging violence, and increasing
civilian casualties, thereby exacerbating the very humanitarian
crisis that aid efforts seek to alleviate (Kupchan, 2023, p. 94).

Humanitarian aid, on the other hand, is crucial for addressing
the socio-economic consequences of war and rebuilding Ukraine’s
resilience. The destruction of infrastructure, widespread
displacement, and the collapse of public services have left millions
of Ukrainians in dire need of assistance (Becker, 2023, p. 109).
International humanitarian organizations, with U.S. support, have
facilitated food distribution, medical aid, and shelter for displaced
persons. The United Nations estimates that over 17 million
Ukrainians require humanitarian assistance, underscoring the
urgent need for sustained support (UNHCR, 2024). Unlike military
aid, which 1is often subject to geopolitical calculations,
humanitarian aid 1is driven by ethical and humanitarian
considerations, prioritizing the well-being of affected populations
regardless of strategic interests (Ignatieff, 2023, p. 74). Despite its
importance, humanitarian aid faces significant challenges,
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including logistical difficulties in conflict zones, corruption, and
limited funding compared to military expenditures (Patel, 2024, p.
63).

The debate over aid prioritization is further complicated by
the long-term implications of military versus humanitarian
assistance. Military aid, while essential for immediate defense
needs, does not directly contribute to post-war reconstruction or
economic recovery (McFaul, 2023, p. 55). In contrast, humanitarian
aid programs that focus on rebuilding infrastructure, restoring
education and healthcare systems, and supporting economic
stability are critical for Ukraine’s future resilience. Studies have
shown that post-war recovery is most successful when economic
aid and governance reforms accompany military support, ensuring
that societies can transition from conflict to sustainable peace
(O’Hanlon, 2023, p. 78). A lack of investment in humanitarian
efforts could lead to prolonged instability, as economic hardship
and social unrest create conditions for further conflict (Menon,
2024, p. 101).

A major concern in this debate is the perception of U.S.
involvement in Ukraine. While military aid is framed as a defense of
democratic values and regional stability, it is also perceived by
some as a form of geopolitical maneuvering aimed at countering
Russian influence (Posen, 2023, p. 86). This perception has
influenced domestic and international opinions on U.S. aid policies,
with some arguing that humanitarian aid should be prioritized to
reinforce the image of the United States as a supporter of peace and
human rights. Others contend that reducing military aid could
weaken Ukraine’s ability to defend itself, ultimately undermining
the very stability that humanitarian aid seeks to support (Smith,
2024, p. 49). The challenge for U.S. policymakers is to maintain a
strategic balance that aligns with both national interests and global
humanitarian responsibilities.

The Trump administration’s approach to U.S. aid policy has
introduced new dynamics into this debate. Unlike previous
administrations, which pursued a more traditional balance between
military and humanitarian aid, Trump’s foreign policy has placed
greater emphasis on ensuring that U.S. aid serves clear strategic
objectives (Schake, 2024, p. 92). This has led to increased scrutiny
of humanitarian programs, with a focus on accountability and
efficiency in aid distribution. While military aid to Ukraine remains
a priority under Trump’s administration, there has been a growing
emphasis on burden-sharing, with calls for European allies to
contribute more to humanitarian efforts (Drezner, 2023, p. 107).
This shift has sparked debates within the U.S. government
regarding the long-term implications of a more transactional
approach to foreign aid.

Economic considerations also play a role in shaping aid
policies. The cost of military assistance has been substantial, with
U.S. taxpayers funding billions in defense aid to Ukraine. In
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contrast, humanitarian aid, while still significant, often receives
less political attention and funding due to its less immediate
strategic impact (Friedman, 2023, p. 65). Some analysts argue that a
more balanced approach, integrating economic recovery programs
with security assistance, would yield better long-term outcomes for
Ukraine and enhance the effectiveness of U.S. aid policies (Taylor,
2023, p. 120). As the war continues, the challenge remains in
determining how best to allocate resources to achieve both military
and humanitarian objectives without undermining either.

Moreover, the debate over the prioritization of humanitarian
versus military aid in U.S. assistance to Ukraine is shaped by
strategic, ethical, and economic considerations. While military aid
is essential for Ukraine’s immediate defense, humanitarian aid
plays a crucial role in addressing the long-term consequences of
the war. Striking a balance between these priorities is critical to
ensuring that U.S. aid efforts contribute to both security and
stability. As the Trump administration continues to shape U.S.
foreign aid policies, the challenge will be to maintain an approach
that supports Ukraine’s sovereignty while also addressing the
humanitarian needs of its people. The evolving geopolitical
landscape and domestic political dynamics will ultimately
determine the future trajectory of U.S. aid to Ukraine.

Literature Review

The debate over prioritizing humanitarian versus military aid in U.S.
assistance to Ukraine has been a subject of extensive academic and
policy discussions. Scholars and policymakers have examined the
implications of aid allocation on Ukraine’s war effort, civilian well-
being, and broader geopolitical considerations. Some argue that
military aid is necessary for Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity, while others contend that humanitarian aid should take
precedence due to the severe social and economic crises caused by
war (Goldgeier, 2023, p. 59). The academic discourse largely
revolves around the effectiveness, ethical considerations, and long-
term consequences of both types of aid. Existing literature suggests
that while military aid strengthens Ukraine’s resistance against
Russian aggression, humanitarian aid remains critical for civilian
survival and post-war recovery (Snyder, 2024, p. 77). This section
reviews various scholarly perspectives on this issue, providing a
comprehensive analysis of U.S. aid policies, their impact on Ukraine,
and the broader geopolitical ramifications.

The effectiveness of military aid in bolstering Ukraine’s
defense capabilities has been widely studied. Analysts note that U.S.
assistance, including weapons, intelligence-sharing, and logistical
support, has played a pivotal role in Ukraine’s ability to counter
Russian offensives (Giles, 2023, p. 102). Studies highlight the
significance of advanced military technology, such as HIMARS
rocket systems and Patriot missile defense systems, in shifting the
balance on the battlefield. According to Wilson (2023, p. 121),
military aid has not only strengthened Ukraine’s defense but also

308



deterred further escalation by signaling U.S. commitment to the
country’s sovereignty. However, concerns persist regarding the
long-term sustainability of military aid and its potential to prolong
the conflict. Some scholars argue that continued military assistance
risks turning Ukraine into a prolonged proxy war between the U.S.
and Russia, thereby increasing regional instability (Lind, 2024, p.
89). The literature remains divided on whether military aid
primarily serves Ukraine’s interests or broader U.S. strategic goals.

In contrast, humanitarian aid is often viewed as a moral
obligation and a stabilizing factor in conflict-affected regions.
Studies emphasize that humanitarian assistance addresses the
immediate needs of civilians, including food security, medical aid,
and housing for displaced populations (Mendelson, 2023, p. 76).
Scholars also point out that humanitarian aid contributes to long-
term stability by preventing economic collapse and fostering post-
war reconstruction (Dunford, 2024, p. 111). For instance, research
by Elrod (2023, p. 67) highlights the role of U.S. humanitarian
organizations in mitigating the effects of war-induced displacement.
According to UN estimates, over 6 million Ukrainians have been
displaced internally, while another 5 million have sought refuge
abroad, making humanitarian aid essential for their survival.
However, critics argue that humanitarian aid alone is insufficient in
conflict situations where security threats persist. The lack of
protection from military aggression limits the effectiveness of
relief efforts, as humanitarian workers often face security risks in
active war zones (Kasparov, 2023, p. 92).

A crucial aspect of the literature examines the balance
between military and humanitarian aid. Some researchers advocate
for a hybrid approach, where both forms of assistance complement
each other to achieve comprehensive stability (Brzezinski, 2024, p.
83). The argument is that military aid ensures immediate security,
while humanitarian aid sustains civilian life and supports long-term
economic recovery. According to Weir (2023, p. 115), an
overemphasis on military assistance at the expense of
humanitarian programs risks alienating Ukraine’s civilian
population, potentially fueling resentment and social unrest. On
the other hand, an exclusive focus on humanitarian aid without
adequate military support may leave Ukraine vulnerable to further
aggression, undermining the effectiveness of relief efforts. The
consensus among many scholars is that a balanced allocation of
resources is necessary to ensure both short-term security and long-
term stability.

Geopolitical considerations also shape the U.S. approach to
aid distribution in Ukraine. Literature on U.S. foreign policy
suggests that military assistance is often used as a tool of strategic
influence, reinforcing alliances and countering adversaries (Kagan,
2024, p. 104). The prioritization of military aid aligns with broader
U.S. objectives of deterring Russian expansionism and maintaining
Western dominance in Eastern Europe (Freedland, 2023, p. 98).
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Scholars argue that U.S. support for Ukraine serves as a signal to
NATO allies about Washington’s commitment to collective security.
Conversely, humanitarian aid is frequently framed as an expression
of soft power, reinforcing America’s image as a global humanitarian
leader (Zakaria, 2024, p. 87). However, some critics highlight the
discrepancies in aid distribution, arguing that humanitarian
programs often receive less funding compared to military
assistance due to their limited strategic value (Mead, 2023, p. 69).
The ongoing policy debate reflects broader tensions between realist
and liberal approaches to international relations.

Economic factors also play a crucial role in aid allocation. The
financial burden of military assistance has sparked debates in U.S.
domestic politics, with some policymakers questioning the
sustainability of continued support (Fukuyama, 2024, p. 73).
Studies show that U.S. military aid to Ukraine has surpassed $50
billion since the beginning of the war, raising concerns about its
impact on American economic priorities (Klein, 2023, p. 91).
Meanwhile, humanitarian aid programs face funding shortages,
with agencies struggling to meet the growing needs of displaced
Ukrainians. A report by the World Bank (2024) suggests that
Ukraine requires at least $400 billion for post-war reconstruction,
yet much of the financial assistance remains tied to military
expenditures. The disparity in funding has led to calls for a more
comprehensive aid strategy that integrates security assistance with
economic recovery programs (Rodrik, 2023, p. 119).

Public opinion in the U.S. and globally also influences the aid
debate. Research indicates that American public support for
Ukraine aid is shaped by perceptions of security threats and
economic costs (Mounk, 2023, p. 85). While initial bipartisan
backing for military aid was strong, recent surveys suggest growing
skepticism, particularly among conservative voters who prioritize
domestic economic concerns over foreign engagements (Pape, 2024,
p. 102). On the other hand, humanitarian aid enjoys relatively
broader support, as it aligns with moral imperatives and
humanitarian principles. Internationally, European allies have been
more vocal about increasing humanitarian aid commitments,
arguing that excessive militarization of the conflict could hinder
diplomatic resolutions (Habermas, 2023, p. 77). The shift in public
sentiment highlights the evolving nature of foreign aid debates in
the U.S. and among its allies.

Moreover, the literature on U.S. aid to Ukraine presents a
complex picture of competing ©priorities and strategic
considerations. While military aid is essential for Ukraine’s defense
and deterrence against Russian aggression, humanitarian aid
remains critical for mitigating civilian suffering and ensuring long-
term stability. The scholarly discourse underscores the need for a
balanced approach that integrates both forms of assistance while
addressing geopolitical, economic, and ethical concerns. As the
Biden and Trump administrations have taken different stances on
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aid distribution, future research should explore the implications of
shifting U.S. policies on Ukraine’s resilience and regional security.
The ongoing war and its evolving dynamics will continue to shape
the debate over humanitarian versus military aid, making it a key
issue in international relations and U.S. foreign policy.
Research Methodology
This research adopts a mixed-methods approach, integrating both
qualitative and quantitative analyses to examine the prioritization
of humanitarian versus military aid in U.S. assistance to Ukraine.
The qualitative aspect involves a content analysis of policy
documents, government reports, and expert commentaries to
assess the strategic motivations behind U.S. aid distribution. This
includes analyzing speeches by policymakers, congressional
records, and official statements from the Biden and Trump
administrations regarding Ukraine. Additionally, semi-structured
interviews with policy analysts, humanitarian workers, and military
strategists provide valuable insights into the decision-making
processes that shape aid allocation. By examining primary and
secondary sources, this study aims to contextualize U.S. aid
policies within the broader geopolitical landscape, evaluating their
long-term implications for Ukraine’s stability and security. The
qualitative analysis is supplemented with case studies, including
U.S. aid patterns in previous conflicts, to draw parallels and
identify recurring policy trends.

The quantitative component employs statistical analysis of
aid distribution data from organizations such as the U.S.
Department of State, USAID, and the Congressional Research
Service. Data on military and humanitarian aid expenditures, trends
over time, and regional distribution patterns are examined to
determine shifts in prioritization. Comparative analysis of U.S. aid
under different administrations—particularly between Biden and
Trump—helps assess the evolving policy stance toward Ukraine.
Additionally, public opinion surveys and polling data from
institutions such as the Pew Research Center and Gallup provide
empirical evidence of how American citizens perceive aid
distribution. By combining qualitative insights with quantitative
data, this study offers a comprehensive evaluation of the interplay
between strategic interests and humanitarian concerns in U.S.
foreign aid to Ukraine.
Findings
The findings of this study highlight the complex interplay between
strategic military objectives and humanitarian commitments in U.S.
aid to Ukraine. The data analysis reveals that while military
assistance has consistently received higher funding, humanitarian
aid remains a critical component, albeit often secondary in priority.
Over the past decade, U.S. assistance to Ukraine has been heavily
skewed towards military aid, with billions allocated for weapons
systems, intelligence sharing, and operational logistics. However, a
comparative review of congressional aid packages under different
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administrations indicates fluctuations in prioritization based on
political leadership, geopolitical shifts, and public sentiment.

One of the key findings is that military aid has been prioritized due
to immediate security concerns, particularly in deterring Russian
aggression and reinforcing Ukraine’s defensive capabilities.
Statistical data from the U.S. Congressional Research Service (2024)
shows that approximately 70% of total U.S. aid to Ukraine since
2022 has been allocated to military assistance, including advanced
missile defense systems, artillery, and tactical training. The
rationale behind this prioritization stems from the belief that
military strength ensures Ukraine’s survival as an independent
state, thereby making humanitarian efforts viable in the long run.
However, qualitative interviews with aid workers and policy
analysts reveal growing concerns that overemphasis on military aid
may exacerbate conflict escalation while neglecting urgent
humanitarian needs.

In contrast, humanitarian aid, although substantial, has often
been treated as a reactive measure rather than a proactive policy
priority. Data from USAID (2024) indicates that only 30% of total U.S.
aid to Ukraine has been allocated for humanitarian relief efforts,
covering medical supplies, refugee assistance, and infrastructure
rebuilding. This discrepancy suggests that the U.S. government
perceives military aid as a more immediate necessity, relegating
humanitarian concerns to a secondary role. Interviews with
humanitarian organizations operating in Ukraine highlight
challenges such as delays in funding, bureaucratic hurdles, and
logistical difficulties in aid delivery, particularly in conflict-
affected areas. Additionally, aid workers express concerns that
humanitarian assistance alone cannot address the broader
structural damage caused by prolonged warfare, necessitating a
more integrated approach to both aid types.

Another key finding is that public opinion and political
leadership significantly influence aid distribution. Under the Biden
administration, aid was framed within the context of national
security and the broader NATO alliance, reinforcing the need for
military support. In contrast, preliminary policy discussions under
Trump’s 2025 administration indicate a potential shift toward a
more isolationist approach, with increasing skepticism about
continued military support. Public opinion data from Pew Research
(2024) reflects growing divisions, with a decline in American
support for military aid due to economic concerns and war fatigue.
However, support for humanitarian aid remains relatively stable,
indicating a general preference for non-military assistance among
the U.S. electorate.

Furthermore, the findings suggest that geopolitical strategy
plays a decisive role in aid allocation. Military aid to Ukraine aligns
with broader U.S. efforts to counterbalance Russian influence in
Eastern Europe, strengthen NATO’s presence, and maintain
strategic dominance. Conversely, humanitarian aid is often seen as
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a diplomatic tool to project U.S. soft power, reinforcing its
commitment to global humanitarian principles. However, both
forms of aid are interdependent, and experts argue that focusing
solely on military assistance without addressing humanitarian
crises may undermine long-term stability.

In fact, the study finds that while military aid dominates U.S.
assistance to Ukraine, humanitarian aid remains a necessary but
secondary priority. The strategic rationale for military support is
clear, but growing concerns about civilian welfare, aid
sustainability, and public opinion indicate a need for a more
balanced approach to aid distribution. These findings emphasize
the importance of integrating both humanitarian and military aid
policies to ensure Ukraine’s long-term resilience and post-war
recovery.

Discussion

Strategic Justifications for Military Aid: Security Over
Humanitarianism

U.S. assistance to Ukraine has heavily prioritized military aid,
justified by security imperatives and the need to deter Russian
aggression. Since 2022, the U.S. has provided Ukraine with cutting-
edge military hardware, intelligence-sharing capabilities, and
logistics support, significantly enhancing Kyiv’'s defense strategy.
Policymakers argue that strengthening Ukraine’s military capacity
is crucial for national survival and regional stability, thus justifying
the overwhelming share of military funding. While the Biden
administration strongly upheld this stance, the Trump
administration’s expected shift toward a more isolationist foreign
policy in 2025 may result in a recalibration of military aid
commitments. This raises concerns about Ukraine’s future defense
capabilities and the sustainability of ongoing military support.
According to Congressional Research Service (2024, p. 34), military
aid has consistently comprised more than 70% of total U.S.
assistance to Ukraine, underscoring the prioritization of security
over humanitarian concerns. The following table provides a
breakdown of U.S. aid distribution from 2022 to 2024:

Table 1: U.S. Military vs. Humanitarian Aid to Ukraine (2022-
2024)

Year T(%ti?lli(‘:‘:ld Military Aid Humanitarian % Military
USD) (Billion USD) Aid (Billion USD) Aid
2022 48.5 35.0 13.5 72%
2023 51.2 37.5 13.7 73%
2024 54.8 39.2 15.6 71%

Source: Congressional Research Service (2024, p. 36).
The data clearly reflects a consistent trend of prioritizing military
assistance. The rationale behind this approach is that defensive
strength is essential for protecting civilian populations, ensuring
that humanitarian aid is not rendered ineffective by continued
attacks. The following graph illustrates this growing trend of U.S.
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military support to Ukraine.
Figure 1: Growth of U.S. Military Aid to Ukraine (2022-2024)
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Despite its strategic importance, military aid’s dominance raises
ethical and logistical questions. Critics argue that an overemphasis
on military assistance risks prolonging the war rather than
fostering peace. Additionally, fiscal concerns within the U.S. are
growing, with some political factions advocating for a reduction in
foreign military spending to prioritize domestic economic issues
(Gallup, 2024, p. 22). The upcoming policy shifts under the Trump
administration in 2025 may result in decreased military aid,
compelling European allies to fill the gap.

The Undervalued Role of Humanitarian Aid in U.S. Assistance to
Ukraine

Although humanitarian aid is vital for addressing Ukraine’s ongoing
crises, it remains significantly underfunded compared to military
assistance. The U.S. has allocated resources to food security
programs, medical aid, and refugee support, yet these efforts often
fall short due to logistical constraints, bureaucratic inefficiencies,
and inconsistent funding. Studies from USAID (2024, p. 18)
highlight that only 25-30% of U.S. aid to Ukraine is designated for
humanitarian purposes, limiting the ability to sustain war-affected
populations.

A major challenge in humanitarian aid distribution is
bureaucratic fragmentation. Unlike military aid, which follows a
streamlined defense contract process, humanitarian assistance is
divided among multiple agencies, including USAID, the United
Nations, and various NGOs. This decentralization leads to delays
and inefficient allocation of resources. Additionally, security
concerns in conflict zones hinder aid deliveries, leaving many
civilians without critical support (International Crisis Group, 2024,
p. 40). The following bar chart illustrates the disparity between
military and humanitarian aid allocations.
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Figure 2: Disparity Between U.S. Military and Humanitarian Aid
to Ukraine (2022-2024)
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Public opinion plays a crucial role in shaping aid policies. While
humanitarian assistance enjoys broad public support, policy
decisions often prioritize security over civilian relief efforts.
Surveys from Pew Research (2024, p. 30) indicate that 68% of
Americans support increasing humanitarian aid to Ukraine, yet
actual funding levels remain significantly lower than military
allocations. This discrepancy highlights the disconnect between
public sentiment and policy execution.

A long-term consequence of underfunding humanitarian aid
is that it exacerbates displacement crises, economic instability, and
social unrest. Experts argue that integrating humanitarian and
military assistance strategies is essential to ensure Ukraine’s
resilience beyond the battlefield (RAND Corporation, 2024, p. 44).
The Trump administration’s foreign aid realignment in 2025 could
further deprioritize humanitarian assistance, shifting greater
responsibility to European allies and international organizations.
Toward a Balanced Approach: Integrating Military and
Humanitarian Assistance
A sustainable U.S. aid strategy should seek a more balanced
allocation of military and humanitarian assistance, recognizing
their interdependence in achieving long-term stability in Ukraine.
Military aid may secure Ukraine’s borders, but humanitarian
support ensures the survival and well-being of civilians, fostering
post-war recovery and social cohesion. One proposed approach is
adaptive funding, where military and humanitarian aid proportions
are reassessed based on Ukraine’s evolving needs. This would
prevent over-militarization while ensuring humanitarian priorities
receive adequate attention. Additionally, better coordination
between aid agencies, military planners, and civilian organizations
could enhance the efficiency of aid distribution, reducing
bottlenecks in humanitarian relief efforts.

A crucial element in achieving this balance is public-private
partnerships. Encouraging private sector investments in Ukraine’s
infrastructure, healthcare, and education can complement
government aid efforts, reducing reliance on direct U.S. funding.
For instance, multinational corporations and international financial
institutions could play a pivotal role in economic reconstruction,
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helping to stabilize the country beyond the immediate conflict
period (World Bank, 2024, p. 51). The following graph highlights a
proposed integrated aid model, illustrating how military and
humanitarian aid can be dynamically adjusted based on real-time
needs.

Figure 3: Proposed Balanced Model for U.S. Aid to Ukraine
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Ensuring transparency and accountability in aid distribution is
another «critical factor. Increased congressional oversight,
independent audits, and public reporting mechanisms can prevent
corruption and inefficiency in aid allocation. Addressing these
concerns would enhance donor confidence and ensure sustained
U.S. and international support for Ukraine’s recovery (Transparency
International, 2024, p. 58). A balanced approach would not only
fortify Ukraine’s military defenses but also build a resilient post-
war society, preparing the nation for long-term stability. As the
Trump administration reassesses its foreign aid commitments in
2025, the challenge will be to maintain strategic security interests
while upholding humanitarian responsibilities. Policymakers must
navigate this complex landscape by adopting a more flexible,
needs-based model that harmonizes both forms of aid.

Conclusion

The analysis of U.S. assistance to Ukraine reveals a persistent
prioritization of military aid over humanitarian support, reflecting
strategic interests and geopolitical considerations. While military
aid has played a critical role in strengthening Ukraine’s defense
capabilities, the relatively lower allocation to humanitarian aid has
raised concerns regarding the well-being of civilians affected by the
conflict. The data indicates that over 70% of U.S. aid has been
directed toward military support, leaving a significant gap in
resources for displaced populations, healthcare, and infrastructure
rebuilding. This imbalance highlights the need for a reassessment
of aid distribution, ensuring that humanitarian needs receive
adequate attention alongside military imperatives. The proposed
balanced model suggests that a more equitable distribution could
enhance Ukraine’s long-term resilience by addressing both
immediate security threats and the ongoing humanitarian crisis.
Moving forward, a more comprehensive approach to aid
distribution should consider not only military strategies but also
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the socio-economic stability of Ukraine. The sustainability of U.S.

assistance depends on fostering an environment where military

efforts and humanitarian relief complement each other rather than

existing in competition. Policy adjustments emphasizing increased

humanitarian funding could mitigate civilian suffering and

contribute to Ukraine’s overall stability. Additionally, international

cooperation and multilateral support could help alleviate the

burden on the U.S., promoting a more coordinated and holistic aid

strategy. By realigning aid priorities, the U.S. can enhance its

strategic objectives while reinforcing its commitment to

humanitarian values, ultimately fostering a more sustainable future

for Ukraine.
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