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Abstract 

The international policy of the United States is the approach by which the US deals with foreign 

countries. The U.S. is still profoundly influential in the world as the main superpower. The creation 

of a safe and democratic world for the American people and the international community is the 

primary objective of the United States' foreign policy. Through a comparative analysis, the study 

reveals how strategic priorities and domestic political pressures significantly shape U.S. responses 

to international conflicts, frequently resulting in contradictory applications of moral and legal 

standards. The study uses Ukraine and Palestine as case studies to examine the double standards 

evident in United States foreign affairs. This work seeks to investigate whether U.S. foreign policy 

towards Palestine was a double standard. The analysis examines how the inconsistencies in 

American strategy decisions steadfastly support Ukrainian supremacy despite Russian hostility 

while at the same time moving Israel's occupation and human rights infringement in Palestine. The 

outcomes show the more extensive ramifications of these hypocritical standards, especially 

concerning The American government’s validity in worldwide leadership and global relations. The 

study additionally addresses what these irregularities mean for The States' diplomatic ties, add to 

provincial insecurity, and undermine the values of freedom and fundamental human rights that the 

U.S. claims to maintain on the global stage. 

Keywords: the United States, Ukraine, Palestine, the double standards. 
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General Introduction 

 

1 

 

The idea of unequal treatment in international links refers to inconsistencies in how states 

apply standards across various cases. Concerning the United States' external affairs, double 

standards emerge when the USA advocates for values like justice and common freedoms in 

specific circumstances, yet ignores or dismisses these equivalent qualities while managing 

partners or key accomplices. Mostly, U.S foreign policy has swayed between advancing 

democratic system goals and acting sober-mindedly because of international interests. 

The U.S.'s way of dealing with the Ukrainian struggle, for instance, includes condemning 

Russian animosity and advancing Ukraine's sovereignty. Notwithstanding, with regard to the 

Israeli-Palestinian struggle, the federal government has reliably upheld Israel's occupation despite 

far and wide international judgment, showing a noticeable irregularity in the utilization of 

standards like basic liberties and power. This difference features the Contradictory standards in 

U.S. policy toward these two struggles. 

Studying double standards in The American state international politics is significant 

because it reveals the intricacies of international affairs, specifically the stress between moral 

discourse of talking and vital priorities. The study of these contradictions can assist with 

recognizing the hidden inspirations driving U.S choices, which frequently impact worldwide 

standards and impressions of the American administration. 

Understanding these double standards adds to the field of international relations by offering 

a more profound investigation of how power elements and historical relationships shape the 

specific utilization of standards. It likewise challenges the U.S.'s validity as an advertiser of 

democracy and human rights, which affects its diplomatic relations and worldwide standing. 
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Prior examinations of U.S policy towards Ukraine accentuate the United States of 

America's vital interest in countering Russian impact in Eastern Europe. This has come about in 

the predictable United States 

USA support for Ukraine, particularly after Russia annexed Crimea in 2014. Scholars 

contend that the U.S commitment to Ukraine is driven by a guarantee to maintain international 

regulation and backing sovereignty, notwithstanding more extensive international interests in 

containing Russian power. 

Interestingly, The American Republic's policy towards Palestine is vigorously impacted by 

its longstanding collusion with Israel. While the U.S. as often as possible advances human rights 

around the world, it has given significant military guidance to Israel in spite of Israeli arrangements 

in the Palestinian regions, which many contend disregard international regulation. Researchers 

have brought up that American foreign approach in this setting is set apart by a reasonable double 

norm, focusing on essential partnerships over steady ethical standards. 

The fundamental aim of this examination is to direct a comparative analysis of the U.S. 

international policy towards the Ukrainian and Palestinian struggles and to make sense of and 

assess the reasons and implications of the clear double standards in its approach to the same 

circumstances of military mediation, human rights infringement, and self-determination. 

The particular goals of this examination are to review the existing literature on U.S. 

foreign affairs and to determine the principal hypotheses and structures that can be utilized to 

dissect and understand the American state external relations towards the Ukrainian and 

Palestinian contentions. 
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This research is undertaken to collect and analyze the primary and secondary sources, 

among them, official proclamations, discourses, archives, record, media articles, and scholastic 

writing, that mirror the U.S. foreign policy towards the Ukrainian and Palestinian struggles, and 

to contrast the United States' reactions and techniques to similar circumstances and issues in the 

two contentions. This paradox between U.S. claims and actual practices made scholars To 

distinguish and review the elements and factors that impact and shape the American international 

politics towards the Ukrainian and Palestinian struggles, for example, power, interests, values, 

standards, organizations, interior legislative issues, public opinion, media, culture, history, 

This paper also aspires to answer, how and why the American Republic adopted different 

responses and strategies to similar situations of military intervention, human rights violations, 

and self-determination in the Ukrainian and Palestinian conflicts. 

To answer this question, other sub-questions need to be answered. How do double standards 

manifest in U.S. external action, specifically in its attitude to the Ukrainian and Palestinian wars? 

What are the implications of these double standards for the State's credibility, interests, and 

values at the international level? 

Relied on the formulation of the questions before, the study, the investigation method 

uses a comparative study with a qualitative approach. The point of this research is to explore the 

Favoritism in U.S. global policy by reviewing the various approaches it had taken toward the 

clashes in Ukraine and Palestine.  

The methodology of research involves information collection through a combination of 

primary sources (official U.S. government statements, international resolutions, and addresses by 
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the American administration) and secondary sources (e.g., academic articles, and reports from 

think tanks)... The gathered information will be analyzed using comparative analysis techniques. 

In this analysis, information from the two countries will analyze the inconsistencies in the New 

World arrangements and the moral implications of these double-dealing on the resolution of 

conflicts in Ukraine and Palestine.  

By applying a qualitative methodology, this research is expected to give a profound 

understanding of the contradictions, inconsistencies, and moral quandaries in U.S. foreign policy. 

Besides, it provides a profound and nitty-gritty comprehensive of the differences and similarities 

between the conflicts in Ukraine and Palestine, as well as what double standards in United Satisfies 

mean for endeavors to determine the conflicts in the two countries. This chapter will outline the 

key variables of the research to make it easier to delve into this study. The second chapter compares 

the American international strategy attitude to dealing with Ukraine and other global struggles, 

explicitly focusing on how double principles manifest in various areas. Chapter 3 will offer a 

comprehensive examination of the historical development of two sets of rules in U.S external 

relations, with a particular spotlight on its ways of dealing with the Ukrainian and Palestinian 

conflicts. By breaking down the elements that add to inconsistencies in how the United States 

applies its international policy standards. The third chapter focuses on the broader impact of The 

United States of America unequal treatment on its reliability in multinational organizations like 

the UN and NATO and on efforts to encourage peace and safety in the Middle East and Eastern 

Europe. 
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Introduction:  

 

The essential aim of this chapter is to compare the U.S. international strategy attitude to 

dealing with Ukraine and other global struggles, explicitly focusing on how double principles 

manifest in various areas. This part will investigate the critical contrasts in The American 

Republic's reactions to the Ukrainian struggle contrasted with its activities in different areas, like 

the Middle East and Eastern Europe. The chapter will provide a critical perspective on the selective 

enforcement of principles like sovereignty, human rights, and military intervention by examining 

how U.S. policy shifts in response to strategic interests, political alliances, and international norms. 

This study is set inside the more extensive background of international relations hypothesis, 

looking at how both strategic interests and moral goals shape The American government 

international strategy decisions. The contention in Ukraine gives a basic contextual analysis of 

U.S. contribution in Eastern Europe, where support for Ukraine's power is lined up with more 

extensive international objectives of countering Russian impact. Conversely, Washington 

strategies in districts, for example, the Middle East frequently mirror a more practical 

methodology, focusing on collusions over reliable requirement of worldwide norms. 

1.1 The definition of foreign policy: 

Foreign policy is the comprehensive framework of goals and strategies that shape a nation's 

interactions and engagements with other countries. It involves intricate decision-making processes 

that are impacted by internal factors, external policies of other states, and specific geopolitical 

aspirations aimed at advancing the interests and influence of a nation on the world stage (Frazier, 

Brionne. 2021, February 17) 

1.2. Brief Overview of U.S Foreign Policy: 
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The primary trend in U.S. foreign policy history since the American Revolution has been the 

country's transition from non-interventionism before and during World War I to its emergence as 

a global power and hegemon during that conflict as well as the Cold War in the 20th century. 

(Herring, G. C.2008) 

Since the 19th century, United States foreign policy has also been characterized by a shift from 

the realist school to the idealistic or Wilsonian school of international relations over time, other 

themes, key goals, attitudes, or stances have been variously expressed by presidential 'doctrines'. 

(Russell, R. 2000).  

The most well-known action taken by the US Department of State that marked a watershed in the 

history of foreign policy was Ambassador Benjamin Franklin's successful persuasion of the French 

government to join the war against Britain in February 1778. The French king gave them 

tremendous military and financial support during the war, which went a long way toward helping 

the nation achieve independence. The Treaty of Paris recognized the US as an independent country. 

Numerous Americans were worried about how to acquire the trust of different nations after the 

clash of independence, so they arranged settlements with them to deal with their affairs. (Ryan, 

D.2000) 

1.2.1 19th Century: The Foundations of American Foreign Policy 

 

All through the nineteenth hundred years, American foreign policy was portrayed by a 

consistent development in its global exchange and was quiet. The US and France spread the word 

about a land buy as the Louisiana Buy in 1803, which expanded the size of the country. The US's 

impartiality policy has uplifted pressures on Local American clans in the wilderness and with 

England in the Atlantic. This led to the War of 1812 and helped establish American foreign policy 
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as being independent of Europe. Following the War of 1812, Thomas Jefferson and Alexander 

Hamilton differed on whether America should stay neutral or become more involved in world 

affairs. 

In the 1820s, Monroe’s doctrine was one of the most important ideas in American foreign 

policy, it was established as a warning to European nations not to interfere in Latin American 

affairs and to stop helping the Spanish government to defeat the rebels and rejecting European 

colonization in the region. The 1830s and 1840s were marked by increasing conflict with Mexico, 

exacerbated by the Texas annexation and culminating in the Mexican–American War in 

1846.(Gilderhus, M. 2006). 

Preventing European involvement in the conflict was a major focus of American Civil 

conflict diplomacy. Amid the American Civil War, Spain and France disregarded the Monroe 

Doctrine and increased their colonial dominance in Mexico and the Dominican Republic, 

respectively. The Newlands Goal added Hawaii in 1898, and the Alaska Buy was organized with 

Russia in 1867. The Spanish-American Conflict of 1898 saw Spain surrendering its cases to Cuba 

and the US state its command over Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines. Mostly, the US's 

international strategy was for the most part centered around a system aimed toward improving 

public success. (Meade, M.1985).  

1.2.2. 20th Century: The United States on the Global Stage: 

 

Additional nuances: American worldwide technique history, 1897-1913 With settlements in 

the Caribbean and the Pacific, the US began the 20th 100 years as a rising remarkable power after 

the Spanish-American Struggle. The Roosevelt Corollary was enacted by the US under Theodore 

Roosevelt, indicating the country's readiness to employ force if necessary to put an end to 
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hostilities and wrongdoings throughout Latin America. After Panama gained its independence, 

negotiations between the US and Panama resulted in the building of the Panama Canal, which put 

US sovereignty over the Panama Canal Zone. It was also during this time that the United States 

and China formed the Open Door Policy. Two world wars that saw the United States and other 

Allied nations vanquish their adversaries defined the 20th century. Moreover, the United States' 

standing abroad improved because of its involvement. (Ricard, S. 2006) 

1.2.3 World War I: U.S. Entry into World War I and the Quest for Peace: 

 

President Wilson's idealistic objective of promoting democracy and opposing militarism to 

avert future wars gave rise to his Fourteen Points. It served as the cornerstone for both the 1919 

Paris Peace Conference and the German Armistice, which amounted to a military capitulation. 

Owing to the punitive and territorial designs of European allies, the resulting Treaty of Versailles 

did not sufficiently conform to these points, and the United States signed separate treaties with 

each of its adversaries. Additionally, the Senate's objections prevented the United States from 

joining the League of Nations, which was founded on Wilson's initiative. Following its path, the 

United States was successful in the 1920s in disarming its naval and giving the German economy 

a reimbursement. Functioning beyond the League, it emerged as a prominent participant in 

diplomatic matters. However, the Wall Street Crash of 1929 threw the Western industrialized 

world into the Great Depression; New York emerged as the global financial center. In any event, 

exports were extremely low in the 1930s even though American trade policy depended on high 

tariffs under the Republicans and reciprocal trade agreements under the Democrats. Following 

World War I, the US once again became isolated from global affairs. The 1929 Great Depression 

was primarily to blame for this. (Miller, D. L.2015).  
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1.2.4 World War II: U.S. Leadership in World War II: 

The Second Great War: From 1932 until 1938, the US sought an isolationist international 

policy; in any case, this position was raised in doubt when The Second Great War broke out in 

1939. Franklin D. Roosevelt advanced intense help for the Allies, situating the US as the Stockpile 

of Democracy by providing military equipment while avoiding contention. The US enrolled in the 

Associated Powers to battle in The Second Great War after the assault on Pearl Harbor. 

The US's methodologies were to conflict with Japan, eliminate the Chinese, and make an effort 

not to go after the Soviet Affiliation. The US was in a fight with Germany, and Italy, and countless 

Japanese pursued Pearl Harbor in December 1941. During The Subsequent Extraordinary Conflict, 

the US gave word-sub0 billion in Credit Lease grants to accomplices as opposed to progress. 

Roosevelt conveyed his powers against Japan in the Pacific, Italy, and Germany in North Africa, 

and the Germans in Europe starting in 1944, focusing on France and Italy. He worked together 

intimately with Joseph Stalin of the Soviet Association and Winston Churchill of the Unified 

Realm. The US economy developed quickly, expanding modern creation and delivering 

tremendous measures of weapons, ships, tanks, airplanes, and bombs, and in conclusion, into 

Europe, where the French and Italians battled the Germans in 1944. The US economy developed 

quickly, delivering two times as numerous modern products as it did before creating gigantic 

measures of weapons, ships, airplanes, tanks, and eventually, nuclear bombs. The fall of Nazi 

Germany and the explosion of nuclear bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki denoted the finish of 

The Second Great War. The US's ascent to noticeable quality as the world's driving country after 

The Second Great War required the country to endeavor towards advancing liberal majority rule 

government around the world. (Waddell, S.2020) 
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1.2.5 Cold War: The Cold War Strategy of the United States: 

The Cold War saw the US rise as the predominant financial power, carrying out key strategies, 

for example, the Marshall Plan and the Truman Doctrine. This period saw two camps framed, one 

driven by the U.S. also, and the other by the Soviet Association. The Marshall Plan aimed to 

support European reconstruction and combat Communism through containment, leading to the 

Korean War and Vietnam War. The Vietnam War was controversial and reduced the popularity of 

foreign intervention in the America the Carter Doctrine and the Regan administration escalated 

tensions, leading to the Soviet Union's dissolution in 1991. Domestic politics and foreign policy 

were not a central issue, with the Democratic Party supporting wars in Korea and Vietnam, and 

the Republican Party being split between an isolationist wing and an internationalist wing. 

The Democratic Party, initially anti-Communist, supported wars in Korea and Vietnam. 

However, a pacifist faction emerged, leading pro-war "hawks" to endorse Republicans based on 

foreign policy grounds. Before 1952, the Republican Party was divided into isolationist and 

Internationalist factions. American nationalism and support for Israel have been associated with 

Republicans. (Lipset, S. M.1988) 

1.2.6 21st Century: U.S. Foreign Policy In a Multipolar World: 

Notwithstanding challenges from China, India, Russia, and the EU, the US faces further 

dangers in the 21st 100 years as the main superpower: environmental change, atomic expansion, 

and worldwide illegal intimidation.. (Gvosdev, N. K.2008, January 2) 

America's strategies changed after the September 11 Attacks of 2001, focusing on the country 

assembling and annihilating psychological militant dangers in the Middle East. The US upgraded 

its military and insight abilities by attacking Afghanistan and Iraq. Nonetheless, in 2014, the rise 
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of the Islamic State brought about a flood of nonintervention. (Al-Oraibi, M., Cook, S. A., Vohra, 

A., Ganguly, S., Feaver, P., di Giovanni, J., & Wertheim, S. (2021, September 8) 

In 2011, the US, led by the US government, engaged in widespread international monitoring 

operations against foreign governments and individuals in Libya. (Edward Snowden: Leaks that 

exposed US spy program) 

Peter Baker summarizes the approach taken by the international diplomatic establishment to 

counter the American nationalism of President Donald Trump by praising him and engaging in 

brief conversations. The bipartisan consensus on strengthening US power has been shattered by 

the Trump administration's foreign policy, characterized by higher tensions with Iran, higher 

tariffs, and reduced cooperation with international organizations. (Ashford, E. (2021, September 

13) 

With the reception of a "Free and Open Indo-Pacific" strategy, the struggles in the Middle 

East have stopped. The international strategy of the Biden-Harris organization has moved to 

emphasize in addition of Russia, while the Trump organization focused on limiting China's impact. 

The US has changed its relations to one of cooperation as co-superpowers. (Flannery, R.2023) 

In 2018, the JCPOA, an international agreement supported by European powers, was 

abandoned by Trump's administration, leading European and Middle Eastern states to the sidelines. 

As larger nations such as Iran and India strengthened their economic and strategic ties with Russia 

or China, the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022 put international alliances with the United 

States. Russia has three times as much impact in Asia, Africa, and South America as US commerce 
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with China does. Even though the United States is perceived as a peace negotiator, it struggles to 

uphold its reputation as a promoter of peace and prosperity. (Wong, H.2023, August 5) 

1.3 Evolution from Isolationism to Interventionism: 

Over the past two centuries, U.S. foreign policy has evolved from isolationism to intervention 

(or internationalism) in stages that reflect major events and key shifts in individual power or 

processes between foundational eras of American history. The United States initially felt 

constrained by its geopolitical principles of non-entanglement, as expressed in George 

Washington's Farewell Address and the Monroe Doctrine, but rather turned their focus towards 

continental expansion rather than overseas intervention (aka Manifest Destiny). The Spanish-

American War of 1898 ended isolationist policies and saw the American state acquire new 

dependent overseas territories. The intervention was brief during World War I under Wilson's 

Fourteen Points then made a "comeback" by becoming an issue out of the isolationism and non-

intervention in the interwar period as with Neutrality Acts. The Pearl Harbor assault during World 

War II finished U.S. isolationism, focusing the country on accomplishing triumph against Axis 

powers and establishing itself as a prevailing cosmopolitical focus during the Cold War with 

regulation strategy under the NATO umbrella, The Marshall Plan, and NATO. Post-Cold War, the 

federal government embraced importantly, taking part in Middle Eastern conflicts and the Global 

War on Terror. In the end, a more cautious methodology reflects the strategic rivalry between 

China and Russia. Monetary interests, security concerns, philosophical motivations, and 

innovative advancements have driven this transition from isolationism to interventionism.  

(Sokolshchik, L.2020) 
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1.4 The Importance of the US Foreign Policy: 

The United States, being one of the most influential nations in the world, represents a complex 

foreign policy that reflects the fabric of its domestic values and goals. Such policy has great 

impacts on politics and international relations since it lays so much emphasis on issues related to 

environmental stewardship, human rights, trade, global security, and diplomacy. For that reason, 

the US is highly engaged with strategic alliances, such as NATO, to deal with crises, deter threats, 

foster peace and stability, and provide collective defense of its allies. The United States is looking 

to promote its economic interests via trade deals that enhance free markets and fair competition. 

The measure of diplomacy is in its use to foster understanding, to end conflicts, and to build bridges 

between nations. Important, too, are such environmental issues as global climate change and 

biodiversity loss. Realizing how important understanding is in its interactions with the rest of the 

world demands. (Forsythe, D.1995) 

1.4.1 Global Influence of the US Foreign Policy: 

Being a superpower, the United States is a country carrying a rather complex foreign policy 

reflective of its ideals and interests back at home. The impacts of the policy are seen in both politics 

and international relations, considering that it tries to deal with several subjects: environmental 

stewardship, economic commerce, diplomatic ties, promotion of human rights, and international 

security. To handle crises and threats, promote peace and stability, and provide collective defense 

for its allies, the U.S. enters into strategic alliances such as NATO. Economic interests are 

promoted through fair competition and free markets in trade. Most importantly, diplomacy 

attempts to build understanding, end hostilities, and build bridges between countries. 

Environmental problems are an emergent sector, while human rights come at the forefront. 

Figuring out the significance of the American administration foreign policy implies a huge amount 
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of getting a handle on what relationship the nation has with different countries and the effect it 

might have on worldwide administration. (Jacobs, L., & Page, B.2005) 

1.4.2 National Interests of the US Foreign Policy: 

In determining US foreign policy, its leaders are and should be guided by the protection and 

the advancement of their national interests, especially in matters of national security and economic 

well-being. The latter is achieved through favorable trade deals, the protection of intellectual 

property, and access to foreign markets. On national security, this may mean defending American 

interests on foreign soil and taking steps to harden that country or area from external threats. It is 

here that the promotion of American ideas of freedom, democracy, and human rights may come 

into conflict with the desire to bring stability and power to a certain government. However, the 

idea in the long term is to create an environment where democracy and human rights can take root. 

The trick then is balancing America's self-interest with the interests of others in the international 

community. America also faces emerging and future threats from new areas such as cyberwarfare 

and climatic change. "These are problems that multilateral organizations mean America cannot 

solve alone."(Longley, R. 2021, April 3) 

1.4.3 American Values in Foreign Policy: 

American foreign policy has three main principles: democracy, justice, and cooperation. The 

United States of America established democracy and fair elections; open government systems; 

rule-based arrangements – and international relations have always been grounded in these ideals. 

This is why today America fights against things like human rights violations, corruption, and 

erosion of the rule of law among others such as ongoing humanitarian crises or even climate change 

that requires collaboration to solve. It is also willing to provide diplomatic help trade deals or 
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foreign aid for nations that seek to safeguard these values. We are ready to protect this standard 

from individuals who may try to weaken it by means like imposing sanctions on violators’ rights 

over their own citizens or international laws, starting wars however, we can also isolate them 

diplomatically should states require more assistance towards achieving such a goal. In addition, 

this pledge not only adds flesh to some specific legislations enacted so far aimed at fostering a 

global culture of shared responsibility-based service provision with mutual respect being its 

cornerstone. (Daalder, I. H., & Lindsay, J. M. 2003, January 1). 

1.4.4 Security in Foreign Policy: 

A purposeful way of conducting international affairs that gives precedence to peacekeeping, 

conflict prevention, and protecting the country and its allies is what entails the foreign policy of 

the USA. The State Security Strategy of the Biden-Harris administration sets out a roadmap for 

creating a world that is free, open, prosperous, and secure by using all elements of national power 

against strategic competitors as well as common challenges. During periods marked by contention, 

the White House stresses cooperation since shared threats like pandemics, climate change, and 

food insecurity are important for internal as well as worldwide safety. This approach seeks to make 

peace possible through promoting good governance, spurring economic growth, and respecting 

human rights. The foreign policy strategy under President Biden does not just serve diplomatic 

functions but acts also as a shield against destabilizing forces that breed unrest thereby endangering 

the lives of nations. (House, W. 2022, November 8) 
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1.5. US Official Treatment of Foreign Crises: Reasons and Approaches: 

In general, US crisis management aims to use various economic and military tools tailored to 

each situation, to meet its priorities effectively: stability, security of American national interest, 

and international legal and moral order. (Mineev, A., Bourmistrov, A., & Mellemvik, F. 2022b) 

Diplomatically, the United States is one of the main participants in international affairs. The 

Americans hold deliberations on the most current problems in the world, negotiate with 

international coalitions, and eventually carry out diplomatic efforts. The purpose of the given 

negotiations is to reach peace decisions in conflicts. The Americans want to create cooperation 

when pressing problems can be solved together. To stimulate such an approach, the nation built a 

variety of alliances and partners throughout many continents and numerous countries. With the 

help of this network, the United States underlines its determination to keep peace in the world and 

shows its ability to prevent conflicts between states. (Sherry, G.1986) 

1.5.1 Negotiations with North Korea:   

North Korea and the United States jointly are trying to bring about the demilitarization of the 

peninsula that is the target of their diplomatic efforts. This, however, does not exclude the six-

party negotiations of 2003 and dialogues that were conducted between the US and North Korea. 

Eventually, the purpose of these talks is to take every nuclear weapon from the Peninsula of Korea, 

which can be completely checked and cannot be undone, with the Chinese nation, the United 

States, North and South Korea, Russia, and Japan together. The underlying policy basis of the US 

is that they need to record significant positive outcomes of nuclear disarmament before they can 

think of lifting sanctions or improving relations. The international community is impatient to see 
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the implementation of a package solution that could be a trust builder between all parties in the 

region. (Húsenicová, L.2018) 

1.5.3 Ceasefire in Ethiopia: 

 The US administration played a critical role in ending the Ethiopian peace process, which led 

to a ceasefire between the forces of the Ethiopian government and Tigrayan forces. Both sides 

suffered great losses in casualties, while there was an unacceptable humanitarian toll on civilians. 

A truce came after a human catastrophe. In conclusion, ruling the Empire through bloodshed may 

not be an option anymore, but rather it will be established through an abiding relationship through 

legal bindings emanating from the US Department of State’s vision. An immediate, indefinite, 

negotiated ceasefire between the parties to the conflict in Ethiopia became the basis for ending 

violence and laying a foundation for future inclusive and respectful dialogue. The urgency of a 

framework that can lead to sustainable peace and reconciliation cannot be overemphasized. An 

armistice and long-lasting peace should observe international humanitarian law as well as self-

governing structures for addressing and holding accountable those responsible for human rights 

abuses. (Dou, E., & Kim, L.2022) 

     1.5.4 Economic Measures of the United States: 

Economic Measures are very fundamental to the United States’ approach to addressing 

international crises. This includes all types of financial instruments and policies of the U.S. 

government that are used to influence the world, especially during conflicts, human rights abuses, 

or other destabilizing activities. The aim is to employ economic power to achieve political desires 

without using military force. Examples of Economic strategies: 
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Sanctions and Incentives: Primarily, the United States uses its economic influence as a 

primary weapon in international crisis management. Economic sanctions are a non-military 

strategy to apply pressure on people or states. These may come in various forms such as trade 

embargoes, freezing of assets, and financial restrictions, among others. Such actions serve to 

isolate and punish governments or entities that contribute to or perpetuate crises to force them to 

change their ways. On the other hand, the U.S. does provide economic incentives to encourage 

positive steps toward ending a crisis. Such incentives may include lifting sanctions, granting trade 

preferences, or offering financial aid. This carrot-and-stick method allows the States effectively 

navigate murky international waters using economic tools to advance peace and stability. (Mayall, 

J. (1984).  

1.5.5 The U.S. Military equipment: 

 Even though the U.S. always tries to avoid violent conflicts, it is not afraid of the use of 

military equipment when necessary. The most common use of military options by America is to 

deter parties from escalating invasions. In other words, these means can involve a display of 

military hardware, such as naval fleets or aerial patrols, to demonstrate power and readiness to 

protect interests and allies when needed. At the point when prevention fizzles, the United States 

may choose military activity. The state does not go with this choice randomly, and the United 

States of America generally acts with worldwide guidance. Military strikes may designated to 

dispense with the wellspring of the danger. Missions expect to safeguard regular citizens and 

reestablish order. These activities are in many cases completed in close coordination with 

endeavors to limit and guarantee consistency with international regulations. Here is a full check of 

a couple of noticeable models out.(Huntington, S.1973).  
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1.6 The US intervention in Iraq (2003): 

The U.S. attack on Iraq in 2003, known as Activity Iraqi Opportunity, was one of the main 

military tasks of the mid-21st hundred years. The expressed objective was to kill Iraq's weapons 

of mass obliteration (Weapons of mass destruction) and to end the fascism of Saddam Hussein. 

Regardless of the underlying quick triumph, the shortfall of Weapons of mass destruction and the 

resulting insurrection prompted a delayed struggle, bringing up issues about the support and 

outcomes of the intervention. (Butt, A. 2019).  

1.7. The US intervention in Afghanistan (2001): 

Because of the staggering fearmongering assaults on September 11, 2001, the U.S. sent off 

Activity Getting through Opportunity in Afghanistan. The point was to destroy al-Qaeda and 

eliminate the Taliban from power for holding onto psychological oppressor gatherings. This 

mediation prompted the longest conflict in American history, spreading over twenty years, and 

involved an intricate counterinsurgency exertion and country-building process. (Lebovic, J. (2019) 

1.9. The US intervention in Syria: 

The U.S. military has led different tasks in Syria, principally focusing on the Islamic 

Territory of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) and other psychological oppressor associations. These activities 

have included airstrikes, unique powers strikes, and backing for neighborhood ground powers. The 

American leadership mediation in Syria has been essential for a bigger system to battle 

psychological warfare and balance out the region. (Scharf, M.2016).  

1.10. The main doctrines and theories that shaped the US foreign policy approach: 

By reflecting on home principles and answering overall components, the US has essentially 

shaped overall legislative issues through its global methodology. Realist, liberal, constructivist, 
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and ubiquity-based concordance speculation have all affected the US global technique designs of 

the Truman, Monroe, and Carter Standards. This investigation offers a refined perspective of the 

US worldwide methodology system. 

1.10.1 Monroe Doctrine (1823):  

Laid out by President James Monroe, it pronounced resistance to European imperialism in 

the Americas and expressed that any mediation by outer powers in the governmental issues of the 

Americas would be viewed as a threatening demonstration against the U.S. (Gilderhus, M. (2006) 

In his annual message to Congress in 1823, President James Monroe urged European 

powers not to interfere with Western Hemisphere affairs. This part of the address is known as the 

Monroe Teaching. The US was careful about European mediation in Florida, the Pacific 

Northwest, and Latin America. In 1821, Russia asserted control of the completely Pacific coast 

from The Frozen North to Oregon and closed the region to unfamiliar delivery. This advancement 

agreed with reports that Spain, with the assistance of European partners, intended to reconquer its 

previous Latin American states. 

European intervention threatened British as well as American interests. England had a 

prosperous exchange with Latin America, which would decline on the off chance that Spain 

recaptured its New World colonies, and had cases to an area in the Oregon nation of the Pacific 

Northwest. In 1823, English Unfamiliar Priest George Canning suggested that the US and England 

mutually report their resistance to additional European mediation in the Americas. Secretary of 

State John Quincy Adams went against a joint statement. He persuaded President Monroe to spread 

the word about a one-sided statement of American strategy — the Monroe Doctrine. Monroe 

reported that the Western Hemisphere was hence locked to additional European colonization or 
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manikin rulers. Additionally, he stated that the United States would not interfere in the affairs of 

the European Union. 

For a large part of the nineteenth hundred years, the US came up short on military solidarity 

to forestall European mediation in the New World. However, since European interference 

compromised English as well as American interests, the Imperial Naval forces implemented the 

Monroe Teaching. By the by, for the American public, the Monroe Regulation was the pleased 

image of American authority in the Western Hemisphere. Singularly, the US had characterized its 

freedoms and interests in the New World. (Lehrman, G.2021).  

1.10.2 Roosevelt's Corollary (1904): 

 Theodore Roosevelt extended the Monroe Doctrine, attesting that the America would 

mediate in the financial issues of Latin American nations in instances of "persistent bad behavior" 

to keep up with strength in the Western Hemisphere. (Mitchener, K., & Weidenmier, M. (2004) 

The Monroe Doctrine (1823) looked to forestall further European colonization in the 

Western Hemisphere. The Roosevelt Corollary (1904) expanded this thought by supporting U.S. 

interventionism in the Americas, including direct military and roundabout monetary means. One 

illustration of Roosevelt's strategies that occurred in The Panama Canal that was worked to 

diminish the movement time between the Pacific and Atlantic seas. In the mid-twentieth hundred 

years, Panama was important for Columbia. The United States cultivated agitation in Panama to 

keep away from the high charges of canal development. The U.S. Naval Force gave tactical support 

to Panama's fruitful rebellion against Columbia. Thus, Panama turned into an autonomous nation 

and got enormous amounts of cash from them. Thus, the Washington got privileges to the canal. 

Only in 1999 did the Americans return the canal proprietorship to Panama. (Ricard, S.2006).  
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1.10.3 Truman Doctrine (1947): 

 Started by President Harry Truman, it promised The American government support for 

nations opposing socialism, denoting the beginning of the regulation procedure during the Virus 

War. (Merrill, D.2006).  

On March 12, 1947, President Harry S. Truman introduced this address before a joint 

meeting of Congress. His message, known as the Truman Doctrine, asked Congress for $400 

million in military and monetary help for Turkey and Greece. 

In a meeting among Senators and State Division authorities, Undersecretary of State 

Dignitary Acheson enunciated what might later become known as the "domino theory." He 

expressed that more was in question than Greece and Turkey, for if those two key states ought to 

fall, socialism would probably spread south to Iran and as far east as India. Acheson inferred that 

not since the times of Rome and Carthage had such a polarization of force existed. The dazed 

lawmakers consented to underwrite the program depending on the prerequisite that President 

Truman stress the seriousness of the emergency in an address to Congress and a radio station to 

the American public. 

1.10.4. Carter Doctrine (1980): 

  Declared by President Jimmy Carter, it expressed that the U.S. would utilize military power 

if important to protect its public advantages in the Persian Bay locale. (Collins, G., & Krane, 

J.2017) 

In his discourse, Carter pronounced that the US would utilize military power against any country 

that endeavored to deal with the Persian Bay district. That declaration denoted an emotional change 
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in The American state international strategy, which had been engaged starting from the start of 

Carter's administration on advancing global basic freedoms and seeking détente with the Soviet 

Association. Carter's arrangement of détente finished in 1979 with the marking of the Strategic 

Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) II atomic arms deal between the Soviet Association and the US. 

In that year, nonetheless, the Soviet attack on Afghanistan subverted Carter's approach of détente. 

Albeit the attack was pointed toward supporting the Afghan socialist government in its contention 

with anticommunist Muslim guerrillas (the mujahidin), its definitive inspiration was not altogether 

clear. International strategy counsels inside the Carter organization conjectured that the Soviet 

Association wished to forestall the spread of the Islamic Upset (1978-79) that had ejected in Iran 

and that took steps to overwhelm the adjoining Soviet republics. Others expected that the Soviet 

Association was getting back to its previous arrangement of expansionism. A chance significantly 

more disturbing to Carter's organization was that the intrusion of Afghanistan was the Soviet 

Association's most memorable move in trying to control the Middle East's immense oil assets. 

Carter acknowledged the last chance, which turned into the implied reasoning of his advance notice 

to the Soviets to cease forceful activities in the Persian Bay. Nevertheless, Carter was likewise 

answering general assessments. Surveys showed that Americans were annoyed about the attack on 

Afghanistan, in 1979 (generally outstandingly the taking of 52 American prisoners by Iranian 

assailants in the Iran prisoner emergency) had caused the US and explicitly the Carter organization 

to appear to be powerless and ambivalent and that they did not uphold the SALT II arrangement. 

As the 1980 general political decision drew nearer, Carter inferred that he expected to adopt a more 

fierce strategy to the Soviet Association assuming that he expected to serve a subsequent term. 
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1.11.1 Application of realism to U.S. foreign policy decisions: 

The use of realism in U.S. international technique stresses power parts, public interest, and 

diplomatic assessments. While this approach has coordinated many key options and exercises, it 

in like manner faces examination for potentially ignoring political courses of action, moral 

thoughts, and the use of non-state performers and international affiliations. The fundamental goal 

of United States international politics is to ensure the state's security and perseverance. Therefore, 

military strength, key associations, and counteraction limits offset all the other things. Financial 

considerations, for instance, secures permission to critical resources, ensure trade conditions, and 

shield The American government monetary interests abroad, as often as possible effect decisions. 

The point is to keep a positive power balance in essential regions. This could incorporate 

countering the effect of rival powers like China and Russia and supporting accomplices and 

associates to hold any single state back from administering a locale. Decisions regarding U.S. 

foreign policy are much of the time driven by commonsense contemplations as opposed to 

philosophical or moral standards. This approach, known as Realpolitik, includes pursuing 

decisions in light of strategic priority and the functional real factors of heritage. Previous 

encounters and business interests are urgent to commonsense external affairs. Strategies like 

getting shipping lanes and fund access are in many cases used to protect and upgrade U.S. financial 

interests. 

Monetary penalties against Iran and North Korea are utilized for pressure to change their 

attitude in a manner that is gainful for U.S. interests. Their approach to managing key opponents 

like China includes a mix of discouragement, economic systems, and partnership fortifying to keep 

any single power from challenging the United States' dominance. Assessments of threats to 

national security and the potential to uphold or enhance their power form the basis for military 
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interventions (such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan). U.S. alliances, such as NATO, are 

established and maintained to counter rival powers and enhance collective security, reflecting the 

overarching influence principle. These examples outline how realism influences for The American 

foreign policy choices, stressing power, security, and strategic operation. 

The determination to go after Iraq was impacted by logical contemplations of removing an 

apparent danger and securing imperative interests in the Middle East. A realist accentuation on 

adjusting power and safeguarding public interests was likewise clear in the US's choice to take on 

a policy of regulation to forestall the development of Soviet impact. (Kahyah, H.2023).  

1.12. Constructivism and Its Perception in Foreign Policy: 

A specific constructivist approach to the discipline of International links essentially affects 

US foreign relations policy-making. This approach includes an epistemic community of thoughts 

whose members stress the significance of norms, personalities, and social cooperation in forming 

worldwide legislative issues. At the point when US policymakers settle on external strategy 

choices, they consider the viewpoints this epistemic society advocates. The Constructivist 

influence is not solely attributed to US scholars and practitioners; it also stems from the "power of 

attraction" that the US holds for the rest of the world, its allies, and even its adversaries. Norms, 

values, and convictions assume a basic part in forming state conduct. These standards can 

characterize what is viewed as appropriate or authentic behavior in the international field. State 

characters, which are built through historical, social, and cultural processes, impact how states 

characterize their interests and see threats. Unlike realism, which views interests as given, 

constructivism sees them as fluid and contingent on identity It follows then that identity would 

inform a state's conception of its place in the world. The US sees itself as the unquestioned leader 
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of the world in many ways, from protecting international law to leading on several issues involving 

global governance. International relations: Concerning the rules of what is proper, or permissible 

in the shared world of people. States, most notably the United States for example, have also pointed 

to their nonproliferation measures and actions against those who violate the chemical weapons 

ban. Threat perceptions are the biggest determinants of foreign policy. During the Cold War, for 

example, American perceptions of Soviet intentions drove containment policies that prompted a 

wide array of military and diplomatic responses. 

International politics are just as much about what states act for, which can differ 

significantly due to the specific identity, norms, and perceptions inherent within interstate 

relations. Constructivist theory describes why states act the way they do with much more 

complexity by taking into account these three factors, among others. (Kubálková, V.2001). 

1.13. Ethical and Normative Approaches: 

Ethical and normative approaches give fundamental direction in policy-making for 

complex social and regular issues by offering structures for assessing the moral ramifications of 

activities, guaranteeing that choices line up with more extensive cultural qualities, and advancing 

long-haul manageability and equity. These approaches help to navigate the complexity of 

competing interests, lend credibility to policy decisions, and ensure that actions are taken that have 

a broader impact on society and the climate. Initiatives that support democratic movements impose 

sanctions on authoritarian regimes. Moral contemplations in United States international politics 

incorporate standards from the Just War Theory and the idea of R2P have impacted U.S. foreign 

policy by giving a regularizing structure to mediating in situations where a state is reluctant or 

incapable of safeguarding its people from mass outrages. These standards impact choices about 
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whether to participate in military exercises, how to lead tasks, and how to limit mischief to regular 

citizens. 

The faith in American exceptionalism, which affirms that the U.S. plays an obvious part in 

directing the world toward an open door and equity, is a moral and normative system that 

influences policymaking. This conviction has molded strategies that focus on moral 

administration, similar to the Marshall Plan post-World War II or the Worldwide Conflict on 

Terror. Critics argue that The United States of America external policy now and again shows 

Discrimination, specifically applying moral standards relying upon crucial interests. For instance, 

the U.S. could condemn human rights infringement in one country while keeping up with collisions 

with other dictator systems for key purposes. (Harbour, F. 2019). 

The usage of moral and legislative approaches in U.S. foreign policy has far-reaching 

repercussions for relations. These approaches can upgrade the U.S'. Moral power, invigorate 

intrigues and adds to the movement of global standards. Even though, they moreover present 

challenges, including the option of double standards, moral issues, and anticipated conflicts with 

non-popularity-based states. For the most part, planning ethics into foreign policy helps shape a 

more principled and legitimate approach to the overall organization, but it requires a mindful 

course of the complexities and consistent inconsistencies natural in international relations. 

Seeing duplicity in U.S. world politics is supported by different moral hypotheses, 

specifically consequentialism and deontology. Consequentialism evaluates actions in light of their 

outcomes, frequently legitimizing mediations like the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) by 

accentuating the need to forestall harm to citizens, as proven in the Central African Republic crisis. 

Nevertheless, this approach can draw analysis in regards to the irregularity of specifically applying 
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such standards, provoking inquiries concerning moral uprightness and equity. Interestingly, 

deontological morals stress obligations and rules, featuring the ethical commitments that the 

federal government may overlook while seeking essential interests. This viewpoint highlights the 

significance of sticking to moral standards paying little heed to results, consequently uncovering 

the Partisanship apparent in external affairs decisions. The exchange between these hypotheses 

proposes that a coordinated approach, consolidating both consequentialist and deontological 

standards, may give a more extensive comprehension of moral difficulties in international 

relations. In the end, perceiving the impediments and qualities of every hypothesis can refine the 

moral appraisal of United States foreign policy rehearses. (Toje, A.2002).  

Applying moral relativism to U.S. foreign affairs decisions, especially concerning double 

standards, raises huge moral ramifications. Moral relativism sets that ethical decisions are socially 

bound, recommending that America may legitimize its foreign policy activities in light of 

differentiating social standards as opposed to general morals. This viewpoint can prompt a specific 

utilization of moral standards, where Washington may denounce human rights infringement in 

particular nations while ignoring the same topics in partners, in this way creating a double norm. 

Moreover, focusing on open priorities over moral contemplations can bring about clashes masked 

as humanist intercessions, mirroring an expansionist scheme. While some contend that relativism 

advances opposition and comprehension of different moral structures, it can likewise make moral 

uncertainty, where activities are legitimate given personal circumstances as opposed to steady 

upright thinking. Accordingly, the ramifications of moral relativism in U.S. foreign policy include 

the pressure between moral consistency and the quest for disputable political targets. 
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A utilitarian strategy for managing overall relations can justify the use of double standards 

in U.S. foreign policy under specific conditions, especially when public safety is at risk. Following 

the 9/11 attacks, the American administration focused on counter-terrorism efforts, engaging with 

non-democratic states that could aid in this objective, reflecting a utilitarian multilateralism that 

prioritizes outcomes over ethical consistency. This approach has led to criticisms of Hypocrisy, 

particularly concerning human rights, as evidenced by their support for countries like Israel. The 

challenge lies in reconciling these actions with universal ethical principles, as the American 

leadership risks undermining its credibility in promoting human rights globally. Therefore, while 

a utilitarian framework could provide a rationale for Unequal treatment, it ultimately requires a 

delicate balance between broader strategic interests and adherence to universal norms to maintain 

credibility and integrity. (Cameron, F.2002).  

The transaction of these ethical theories reveals the complexities underlying double 

standards in US foreign policy. While utilitarianism and realism could justify such practices based 

on strategic interests, deontological and virtue ethics challenge the moral implications of 

inconsistent use of principles. Constructivism further contextualizes these behaviors inside the 

more imperative social and historical frameworks that shape relations. Each perspective 

contributes to a nuanced understanding of the ethical dilemmas thoroughly searched in foreign 

policy. 

1.14 The Role of Institutions and Actors in Shaping US Foreign Policy Decisions: 

1.14.1 The role of the President and Congress: 

The U.S. Constitution bundles out foreign relations powers to both the chief and regulative 

branches. It gives a few powers, similar to the order of the military, only to the president and 
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others, similar to the guideline of foreign trade, to Congress, while still others it splits between the 

two or just does not relegate. 

The detachment of powers has generated a lot of discussion over the functions of the 

president and Congress in international concerns, as well as over the cutoff points of their separate 

specialists.  “The Constitution, considered only for its affirmative grants of power capable of 

affecting the issue, is an invitation to struggle for the privilege of directing American foreign 

policy,” wrote constitutional scholar Edward S. Corwin in 1958. 

Foreign strategy specialists say that presidents have gathered power to the detriment of 

Congress lately as a feature of an example in which, during seasons of war or public crisis, the 

presidential branch will in general shroud the governing body. (Hendrickson, D., Adler, D., & 

George, L. (1996).  

1.14.2 The power of the president in Shaping US Foreign Policy Decisions: 

The president's authority in international concerns, as in all areas, is established in Article II of 

the Constitution. The charter gives the officeholder the powers to make deals and delegate 

diplomats with the guidance and assent of the Senate (Treaties require the approval of two-thirds 

of senators present. Appointments require the consent of a simple majority.)  

Presidents additionally depend on different provisos to help their international strategy 

activities, especially those that present "leader power" and the role of "president of the military 

and naval force" in the workplace. From this language springs a wide exhibit of related or 

"implied" powers. For example, from the unequivocal ability to designate and get ministers the 

certain power to for the most part perceive foreign governments and lead strategy with different 



Chapter One: A Historical Evolution of U.S. Foreign Policy 

 

32 

 

nations. From the president's condition stream powers to utilize military power and gather foreign 

knowledge. 

Presidents likewise draw on statutory authorities. Congress has passed regulations giving the 

leader extra position to follow up on unambiguous foreign strategy issues. For example, the 

International Emergency Economic Powers Act (1977) approves the president to force monetary 

sanctions on international substances. 

Presidents additionally refer to case regulation to help their cases of power. Specifically, two 

U.S.  Supreme Court decisions— US. v. Curtiss-Wright Export Corporation (1936) and 

Youngstown Sheet and Tube Company v. Sawyer (1952)—are touchstones. 

In the first, the court held that President Franklin D. Roosevelt acted inside his constitutional 

authority when he brought charges against the Curtiss-Wright Commodity Company for offering 

arms to Paraguay and Bolivia disregarding government law. Presidential branch lawyers 

frequently refer to Equity George Sutherland broad understands of the president's international 

concerns and powers overall. The president is "the sole organ of the federal government in the 

field of international relations," he composed for the court. He, not Congress, has the better 

opportunity of knowing conditions which prevail in foreign countries and especially is this true in 

time of war,” he composed. 

In the subsequent case, the court held that President Harry Truman crossed paths with the 

Constitution when he requested the capture of U.S. steel factories during the Korean Conflict. 

Youngstown is in many cases portrayed by legitimate researchers as a bookend to Curtiss-Wright 

since the last option perceives wide chief power, though the previous depicts limits on it. 



Chapter One: A Historical Evolution of U.S. Foreign Policy 

 

33 

 

Youngstown is referred to routinely for Justice Robert Jackson’s three-tiered framework for 

assessing official presidential power. (Prakash, S., & Ramsey, M. (2001).  

1.14.3 Powers of Congress in Making Policies in US Foreign Policy: 

Article I of the Constitution specifies a few of Congress' foreign concerns powers, including 

those to "manage business with far off countries," "pronounce war," "raise and back armed forces," 

"give and keep a naval force," and "make rules for the public authority and guideline of the land 

and maritime powers." The Constitution likewise makes two of the president's 

International concerns powers making settlements and delegating diplomats subject to Senate 

endorsement. 

Beyond these, Congress has general abilities to "lay and gather taxes," to draw cash from 

the Depository, and to "make all laws which will be essential and appropriate" that, aggregately, 

permit lawmakers to impact practically every kind of foreign strategy issue. For instance, the 114th 

Congress (2015-2017) passed laws on subjects going from electronic observation to North Korean 

sanctions to line security to wildlife trafficking. In one essential case, legislators superseded 

President Barack Obama's denial to order a law permitting victims of worldwide terrorist attacks 

to sue foreign lawmakers. 

Congress additionally plays an oversight function. The yearly assignments process permits 

legislative councils to audit exhaustively the financial plans and projects of the immense military 

and political administrations. Legislators should approve more than a trillion dollars in government 

spending each year, of which the greater part is designated to safeguard foreign relations. Officials 

may likewise specify how that cash is to be spent. For example, Congress over and again banished 
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the Obama organization from utilizing funds to move prisoners out of the tactical jail at 

Guantanamo Bay. 

Congress has expansive power to lead investigations concerning specific international 

policy or public safety concerns. High-profile requests lately have fixated on the 9/11 attacks, the 

Central Intelligence Agency’s detention and cross-examination programs, and the 2012 attack on 

American strategic offices in Benghazi, Libya. 

Besides, Congress can make, take out, or rebuild presidential branch offices, which it has 

frequently finished after significant contentions or emergencies. Directly following The Second 

Great War, Congress passed the National Security Act of 1947, which laid out the CIA and Public 

Safety Council. Following the 9/11 attacks, Congress made the Department of Country Security. 

(Olson, W. (1991).  

In general, Congress and the President assume a critical part in the execution of 

international policy by practicing its regulative, oversight, and financing powers. By cooperating 

with presidential branch organizations, Congress assists with guaranteeing that the United States 

international strategy is directed straightforwardly and responsibly. In a universe of complicated 

international difficulties, the job of Congress in forming and carrying out international strategy is 

a higher priority than at any time in recent memory. (Olson, W. (1991).  

1.15. Exploring the Potential Benefits of US Intervention in Other Countries" 

The US is a worldwide superpower, declaring its predominance across the planet. Mostly and 

as of now, the US has interceded to serve its inclinations. In any case, these interventions can 

frequently be tragic, bringing about cracked community administrations, expanded death toll, and 
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decreased finances. Should the US cease involvement in foreign conflicts The US has several 

occasions, entered situations it should have avoided, such as the Vietnam War, the Korean 

Conflict, and various attacks on terrorist organizations. 

 Historically, American interventionism has often aimed at promoting democracy and 

overthrowing authoritarian regimes. For instance, the mediation in Grenada in 1983 removed a 

tactical junta and reestablished a democratic government. This has not just helped the local people 

by giving them more access but has likewise prompted more steady relationships with these 

nations eventually. On certain occasions, American intervention has stopped denials of human 

rights abuses. The 1999 intervention in Kosovo, as a feature of NATO, pointed toward halting 

cleansing and genocide. This activity possibly saved endless lives and gave a climate the 

foundation of harmony in the area. (Meernik, J. (1996).  

The U.S. has occasionally mediated to guarantee the economic steadiness of a region, which, 

thus, has positive repercussions for the worldwide economy. The Marshall Plan Post-The Second 

Great War is a perfect representation, where American guides rebuilt war-torn European 

economies, guaranteeing a more prosperous and stable Europe.  American interventionism plays 

had an impact in checking atomic expansion. Endeavors to incapacitate nations like Libya in the 

mid-2000s have helped in forestalling the spread of atomic weapons. (Lang, A. F. (2009).  

1.15.1 Exploring Strategic Schemes to Advance Interests in the Middle East and Western 

Europe: 

 

The Middle East and Western Europe are going through perhaps the most unsteady period 

in its new history. The unsteadiness of the Ukrainian and Palestinian crises was the significant 

pressure that could threaten the world, connected with economic compression, and the breakdown 
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of energy prices. Looking further, some portion of the precariousness is because of homegrown 

shocks, for example, the Middle Easterner uprisings of 2011, and part to outer shocks, for example, 

the 2003 U.S. attack on Iraq. A significant number of the present separation points date back to 

1979 when the Islamic unrest in Iran prepared and weaponized Shiite people groups around the 

locale, and when the U.S., Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia activated and weaponized revolutionary 

Sunni gatherings to battle the Soviet attack of Afghanistan. (Chen, Q. (2023).  

The U.S. puts a high first class on solid areas for empowering nations that emphasize 

standards-based overall solicitation. This incorporates supporting states that keep up with 

worldwide guidelines and norms, which is seen as key for staying aware of commonplace 

steadfastness. These partnerships are not restricted to security game plans; they likewise 

incorporate financial joint efforts, social trades, and instructive drives that support the connections 

in the American Republic furthermore, its Middle Eastern partners. (Utting, P., & Zammit, 

A.2009) 

A vital part of U.S. procedure in the district is deterrence keeping any single power from 

affirming military predominance that could compromise the overall influence. This is 

accomplished through a vigorous presence in global waters, guaranteeing the opportunity of the 

route, and through essential partnerships that upgrade the guarded capacities of local partners. The 

U.S. additionally attempts to deflect non-state entertainers that could undermine the district. (Stein, 

J. (1987).  

Strategic commitment is a cornerstone of U.S. technique in the Middle East. Through 

exchange and negotiation, the United States intends to diminish pressures and elevate tranquil 

goals to progressing clashes. This essential approach is diverse, incorporating direct discussions, 
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intervention between clashing gatherings, and multilateral conversations inside international 

gatherings. (Campbell, J. (1970).  

The U.S. energizes the integration of Middle Eastern accomplices into a firm structure that 

upholds political, financial, and security collaboration. This integration regards the power of every 

country while elevating an aggregate way to deal with local difficulties. By working with economic 

alliances, joint security drives, and political exchange, the American administration expects to 

make an additional interconnected and reliant Middle East. 

At the core of U.S., commitment is the advancement of general common freedoms and the 

values revered in the UN Contract. The U.S. advocates for the insurance of individual freedoms, 

law and order, and the right to self-assurance. These endeavors appear in different structures, 

including support for common society associations, basic liberties missions, and drives that 

energize administrative straightforwardness and responsibility. (Langmore, J. (2015).  

Conclusion: 

 

Through this chapter, we tried to trace the evolution of U.S. foreign policy through history its 

stand of isolationism to its practice of interventionism how, after World War II, the United States 

emerged as a full-fledged superpower. This section, through the major doctrines like the Monroe 

Doctrine, Truman Doctrine, and wider Cold War strategies, has tried to demonstrate how The 

United States of America. Foreign policy was informed by an intermingling of interests, security 

apprehensions, and ideological commitments. These historical insights are indispensable for 

setting in perspective the American government’s selective approaches toward the Ukrainian and 

Palestinian conflicts. 
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The chapter zeroes in on how one of the key findings has to do with how American foreign 

policy doctrine has traditionally elevated strategic interests over dependable moral principles. 

While the words of the United States are usually filled with democracy, human rights, and respect 

for international order, the application of these norms is spotty; witness the difference in its actions 

for Ukraine compared with Palestine.” This brief historical overview shows that pragmatism, the 

balance of power, and geopolitical interests rather than universal ideals have if anything, dictated 

the United States. international policy. It also emphasized the role of theoretical perspectives like 

realism, liberalism, and constructivism in the formation of American foreign approach decisions. 

The above brief overview thus highlighted the key components of historical context and theoretical 

perspectives that shape U.S. foreign strategy decisions. These theories explain, from a critical 

standpoint, why the federal government sometimes acts inconsistently in different regions: via 

realism, justifying action through security and power; liberalism, the promotion of democracy and 

international cooperation; and constructivism, norms, and identity. 

The conclusions of this chapter portentously impact the field of international relations, 

particularly in comprehending the roles of major powers in shaping global governance. In this 

respect, the research into U.S. foreign policy has been highly problematic given the promotion of 

an ethical orientation from within an international system driven by interests of power and security. 

All these aspects challenge the credibility and legitimacy of the American leadership since the 

selective application of international norms undermines global trust in the United States as a 

promoter of democracy and human rights. 

The chapter provides the historical and theoretical context of U.S. world politics, thus setting 

the scene for the rest of the analysis in the dissertation. It directly leads to the next chapter, where 

a detailed comparative analysis of the States. Actions in Ukraine and Palestine brings out in 
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practice how these double standards exhibit themselves. How these inconsistencies will continue 

to affect regional stability, international relations, and perceptions of U.S. global leadership will 

be discussed. 
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Introduction: 

The essential aim of this chapter is to compare the U.S. international strategy attitude to 

dealing with Ukraine and other global struggles, explicitly focusing on how double principles 

manifest in various areas. This part will investigate the critical contrasts in The American state. 

reactions to the Ukrainian struggle contrasted with its activities in different areas, like the Middle 

East and Eastern Europe. The chapter will provide a critical perspective on the selective 

enforcement of principles like sovereignty, human rights, and military intervention by examining 

how the United States policy shifts in response to strategic interests, political alliances, and 

international norms. 

This study is set inside the more extensive background of the international relations 

hypothesis, looking at how both strategic interests and moral goals shape U.S. international 

strategy decisions. The contention in Ukraine gives a basic contextual analysis of the American 

leadership contribution in Eastern Europe, where support for Ukraine's power is lined up with 

more extensive international objectives of countering Russian impact. Conversely, American 

strategies in districts, for example, the Middle East frequently mirror a more practical 

methodology, focusing on collusions over reliable requirement of worldwide norms. 

2.1 Theoretical Framework: 

 

A few theoretical frameworks can be utilized to figure out the double standards in 

international relations. Right off, the bat, realism, a prevailing theory in international relations, set 

that states act fundamentally to their greatest advantage. This frequently prompts a pragmatic 

utilization of foreign policy principles. Realists contend that the quest for power and security can 

legitimize the utilization of two sets of rules. States focus on their public interests over moral 
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contemplations. This point of view can assist with making sense of why the States. may disregard 

human rights violations in allied nations while condemning similar actions in antagonistic states. 

On the other hand, constructivism offers an alternate point of view on double standards. 

This theory accentuates the role of social standards and personalities in molding state behavior. 

Constructivists contend that the American administration validity and moral authority rely upon 

its adherence to international norms and principles. At the point when the U.S. applies Unequal 

treatment, it gambles delegitimizing its situation as a global leader. It disintegrates the normative 

framework that supports international relations. This perspective features the significance of 

discernment and authenticity in international administration. It recommends that conflicting 

arrangements can have expansive ramifications for diplomatic relations and international 

participation. (Hejazi, A. (n.d.).  

2.2 Definition and Examples of Double Standards 

 

Double standards allude to the practice of applying various arrangements of principles or 

rules to similar circumstances. This behavior is often in light of the interests or affiliations of the 

parties involved. Concerning international governmental issues, Contradictions can appear in 

different structures, including inconsistent reactions to human rights violations, specific military 

interventions, and biased trade policies. This irregularity can sabotage the authenticity of a 

country's foreign policy. It might likewise make an impression of hypocrisy. At the point when a 

nation like the American government. imagines itself as the champion of democracy and human 

rights yet neglects to maintain these principles consistently across various settings, it allows the 

impression of hypocrisy. The relevance of double standards in international governmental issues 
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is critical. They can influence political relations, impact worldwide insights, and eventually 

influence the viability of a country's leadership on the world stage. 

One of the most prominent examples of U.S. differential treatment is its response to human 

rights violations. For instance, the American state has condemned human rights abuses in countries 

like Venezuela and Iran, advocating for sanctions and international isolation. 

In contrast, it has maintained a close relationship with Egypt, despite Cairo’s well-

documented human rights abuses, the mass detention of political dissidents, the suppression of free 

speech, and the killing of protesters. The America has continued to support President Abdel Fattah 

el-Sisi militarily and economically. It often justifies this support on the grounds of strategic 

interests, particularly in the context of countering Iranian influence in the region. This selective 

approach raises questions about the sincerity of U.S. commitments to human rights and democracy. 

The United States of America. has additionally been condemned for its particular military 

interventions. It frequently mirrors a double standard in its foreign policy. For instance, the U.S. 

mediation in Libya in 2011 was outlined as a humanitarian work to safeguard regular citizens from 

the Gaddafi system's brutal crackdown. Nonetheless, critics contend that similar interventions 

were not sought after in different nations experiencing civil unrest. For instance, Bahrain captured, 

detained, and killed protesters however, the American government kept an essential coalition with 

the ruling monarchy. This inconsistency proposes that The American leadership intervenes based 

on international computations as opposed to the steady use of humanitarian principles. 

Concerning trade, U.S. policies further delineate the utilization of double standards. 

Washington has forced taxes and exchange limitations on nations like China in light of cases like 

unfair exchange practices and intellectual property theft. Notwithstanding, it has been less critical 
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of exchange practices in nations that are key allies or strategic partners. Mexico and Canada are 

the most remarkable examples. The federal government has kept up with exchange relationships 

with these two nations despite similar worries regarding labor rights and environmental standards. 

This specific implementation of trade norms can prompt a view of hypocrisy. It sabotages the 

credibility of U.S. exchange policy on the worldwide stage. (Hejazi, A. (n.d.).  

2.2.1 Origins of the Term.   

 

In current times, Jean Kirkpatrick first used the expression “double standards” in political 

issues in 1979 in her essay named "Dictatorship and Double Standards" where she criticized 

President Carter's administration for being contradictory. Kirkpatrick was the main lawmaker to 

coin the term double standards and related it to U.S. foreign policy and from that point forward 

the term has been utilized and the issue has been examined in international relations. She expressed 

that the US ought to end this double standard by turning out to be more open-minded toward the 

state of dictatorships that help American policy. Here, Kirkpatrick declared the developing clatter 

for American status as specialists of imperialism, racism, and reactions that are inconsistent with 

their help for human rights, democracy, and freedom. After the Vietnam tragedy, a group of 

traditional liberal internationalists arose. They became known as neoconservatives, of which 

Kirkpatrick was an outstanding part. She blamed President Carter for hurting American interests 

abroad by his philosophy of history that all change would be moderate and that no administration 

has some control. Kirkpatrick saw an inconsistency in President Carter's conviction that the 

administration could not apply impact over unavoidable change and his organization affected the 

result. She wrote: 
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How does an administration that desires to let people work out their destinies get involved 

in determined efforts at reform in South Africa, Zaire, Nicaragua, El Salvador, and elsewhere? 

How can an administration committed to nonintervention in Cambodia and Vietnam announce that 

it will not be deterred‖ from righting wrongs in South Africa?... The contrast is as striking as that 

between the administration‘s frenzied speed in recognizing the new dictatorship in Nicaragua and 

its continuing refusal to recognize the elected government of Zimbabwe Rhodesia, or its refusal to 

maintain any presence in Zimbabwe Rhodesia while staffing a United States Information Office 

in Cuba. Not only are there ideology and a double standard at work here, but the ideology neither 

fits nor explains reality, and the double standard involves the administration in the wholesale 

contradiction of its principles.  (Kirkpatrick, “Dictatorships and Double Standards”, 1979.2024).  

Kirkpatrick criticized President Carter's foreign policy yet she disregarded previous 

administrations 'foreign approaches that were portrayed by double standards. President Carter was 

known to follow an idealistic foreign policy approach in light of preventive diplomacy, widespread 

standards of ethical quality, human rights, and tranquil participation, not an inefficient showdown. 

Hence, Jean Kirkpatrick connected double standards with Carter's regulation to urge him to restore 

control in light of Realpolitik. The biographer Peter Bourne states Carter was directed by a steady 

arrangement of values and convictions that stayed with him for as long as he can remember, 

including while he was a president. Carter's idealism was only a concealment of the genuine 

interests of American foreign policy abroad. 

2.2.2 The Double Standard in International Law: 

Double standards allude to circumstances where different treatment is given to two groups 

or individuals in the equivalent or similar conditions. In the domain of international law, this 

happens when developed nations apply more merciful standards to themselves while forcing 
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stricter standards on non-industrial nations. For example, developed nations request severe 

adherence to human rights and environmental standards from agricultural countries, 

notwithstanding oftentimes neglecting to fulfill these guidelines or in any event, disregarding 

them. Instances of this should be visible in unjustifiable monetary strategies, nationwide conflicts, 

and occasions of erratic captures and detainments without preliminary. Contradictory standards 

likewise manifest in how developed nations handle international struggles. At the point when they 

utilize military power to defend their interests, it is viewed as genuine and a type of international 

security. In any case, when more vulnerable nations take part in similar activities, it is considered 

a break of international law and exposed to monetary or military authorizations. 

Different international legitimate sources support the clarification of double standards in 

international law. The United Nations Charter focuses on the significance of equivalent and fair 

treatment for all nations. Human rights show layout standards that all nations should regard no 

matter what their status. International environmental agreements spread out environmental 

standards that all nations should stick to. Choices by the International Court of Justice feature the 

meaning of equivalent treatment for all nations in cases including infringement of international 

law. Goals passed by the UN Security Council can give instances of lawful sources related to the 

differential treatment of developed and emerging nations. While the issue remains questionable, 

these legitimate sources act as establishments and rules for advancing fair treatment and uniformity 

in international law. 

Double standards in international law are a complicated and touchy issue. Although similar 

standards ought to be applied to all nations, there are still nations that utilize Imbalanced policies 

for their potential benefit. The effect can be positive or negative, yet to make worldwide justice 

and harmony, endeavors should be made to apply similar standards to all nations. The international 
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community should make a firm and reliable move to guarantee consistency with human rights and 

environmental standards worldwide. (Aswadi, K. (2023).  

2.2.3 The Development of Double Standards in US Foreign Policy: 

 

The historical foundation and the theoretical structures that guide worldwide relations 

influence the improvement of double standards in U.S. international strategy. These 

Inconsistencies emerge when the American leadership applies different moral, authentic, or 

political standards in comparable conditions, habitually established on its fundamental advantages, 

historical associations, or philosophical obligations. Coming up next is an examination of how 

both historical settings and theoretical approaches add to these irregularities. Here is an 

examination of how these two factors participate in shaping the demonstration of disparities: 

2.2.4 Influence of Historical Background on Double Standards in U.S. Foreign Policy:  

 

The U.S. foreign policy has been formed by vital historical events, which affect its treatment 

of partners and foes. Events like World War II, the Cold War, and post-9/11 international relations 

have laid out well-established alliances and ill wills that keep on influencing The United States of  

America. Policy choices. This historical setting frequently prompts double standards in the 

utilization of standards like sovereignty, human rights, and democracy. 

During the Cold War, the U.S. developed a policy of supporting tyrant systems that lined up 

with its enemy of socialist objectives, no matter what their human rights records. This made an 

example of specifically applying majority rule goals and human rights securities because of 

whether a state was an international partner or a foe. The States upheld autocracies in Chile, South 

Korea, and the Philippines while condemning human rights maltreatment in Soviet-adjusted 

nations. 
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The U.S. support for Israel is established in the historical setting of the post-World War II 

period and the Cold War. Regardless of Israeli activities in Palestinian domains that disregard 

international law, the American government keeps on areas of strength for offering military help 

to Israel. This historical alliance, given shared vital and ideological interests, makes sense of the 

U.S. hesitance to consider Israel responsible, in any event, when its activities go against the The 

States way of talking on human rights. For example, Washington effectively advances democracy 

and human rights in Eastern Europe, supporting Ukraine's sovereignty against Russian hostility. 

Notwithstanding, it overlooks the absence of democracy and human rights maltreatment in dictator 

partners like Egypt or Saudi Arabia, where provincial strength is focused. The events of September 

11, 2001, denoted a critical defining moment in U.S. foreign policy, prompting the "War on 

Terror." The federal government sent off military mediations in Afghanistan and Iraq, outlining 

these activities as important for public safety and the advancement of democracy. 

Notwithstanding, the apparent irregularity in how the American state applies its standards 

supporting tyrant systems while condemning others has additionally powered the account of 

double standards. (Gasumyanov, V. (2022).  

2.3 Historical Background of Ukrainian and Russian Conflict: 

 

Ukraine is a Tamanrasset Region estimated domain in the Algerian desert, wedged 

between Russia and Europe. It was a pivotal piece of the Soviet Association until 1991. From 

that point forward, it has been a semi-official republic with a delicate economy and an 

international strategy that swings between being supportive of Russia and favorable to Europe 

positions. To understand the underpinnings of the Russia-Ukraine battle, we ought to dive into 

the historical association between the two countries and the factors that provoked tensions. 

Russia and Ukraine have a long history of cooperation, partnership, social exchange, and battle.  
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The two countries have historical ties following back to the Kyivan Rus period, where the 

underpinnings of advanced Russia and Ukraine can be followed. After the crumbling of the Soviet 

Association in 1991, Ukraine turned into an independent country. Russia found this disturbing in 

light of its common social, financial, and vital interests with Ukraine. Over the years, Ukraine 

sought a closer relationship with the European Association. Nonetheless, in late 2013, then-

Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych chose to dismiss the EU affiliation arrangement for close 

ties with Russia. This activity incited boundless fights, otherwise called the Euromaidan 

development. The Euromaidan development started as a quiet exhibit of European coordination 

and popularity-based change. Nevertheless, the occasion immediately swelled into a more 

extensive dissent against Yanukovych's administration and debasement claims. The fights in 

February 2014 prompted Yanukovych's administration to fall, which set up Russia's mediation in 

the circumstances. During the confusion, Russia started to declare its impact in Ukraine. In 

February 2014, Russian soldiers, with practically no authority distinguishing proof, seized and 

involved Crimea. (Kappeler, A.2014).  

Crimea is a crucial peninsula with historical ties to Russia. Many view this event as the 

official beginning of the Russian-Ukraine war. The perceived beginning date of the Russia-

Ukraine war is frequently noted as February 20, 2014. Russia's extension of Crimea denoted the 

primary occasion since The Second Great War when a European state had an attached area from 

another. More than fourteen thousand people lost their lives in the contention in the Donbas 

locale somewhere in the range of 2014 and 2021, making it the deadliest clash in Europe since 

the Balkan Battles of the 1990s. These occasions demonstrated a huge change in the worldwide 

security scene from a unipolar period of the American government predominance to one 

portrayed by restored rivalry among significant powers. 
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In February 2022, Russia sent off a full-scale assault on Ukraine trying to oust the Western-

adjusted legislature of Volodymyr Zelenskyy. (Kovalska-Pavelko, I., Vyhivska, O., Voropayeva, 

T., Olyanych, V., & Babichev, O. (2022). 

2.3 U.S. Involvement in Ukraine 

 

The Ukrainian clash is well established in the complex historical connections between 

Ukraine, Russia, and the US. Russia's historical binds with Ukraine, including social, political, and 

financial associations, genuinely want to keep up with impact over Ukraine and oppose its 

arrangement with the West. On the other hand, the U.S. has looked to help Ukraine's power and 

democratic yearnings as a component of a more extensive approach to counter Russian impact and 

advance security in Europe. These historical connections have powered the contention as well as 

formed the more extensive international elements that keep on affecting its course and possible 

goal. 

2.3.1 Political, Economic, and Military Support for Ukraine:  

 

Following the 2022 attack, the U.S. also, NATO partners emphatically expanded guard, 

financial, and philanthropic help to Ukraine, as well as sloping up their sanctions on Russia. 

Nonetheless, the US has clarified that they see no kind of military reaction as Western pioneers 

have been mindful to stay away from activities they dread will carry their nations into the conflict 

or in any case deteriorate it, which might address an atomic risk. Directly fighting against Russian 

troops would present a very serious risk of escalation, given that Russia has one of the world’s 

largest armies and thousands of nuclear warheads. The US and its allies have no mutual defense 

treaty with Ukraine, so the Ukrainian military is largely on its own. 
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What the US and NATO can do is make a major demonstration of focusing on the safeguard 

of other Eastern European nations along Russia's borders, to deter Putin from attacking those 

nations as well. The Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are naturally concerned that 

they could be next; they are members of NATO, so Western European nations are publicly 

committed by agreement to defending them. President Obama talked in the capital of Estonia on 

September 3 and reaffirmed that the US would confront Russia, expressing, "You've lost your 

autonomy once previously, with NATO you'll at no point ever lose it in the future. 

The US of America is yet dedicated to recovering Ukraine's self-ruling and regional 

honesty. It does not acknowledge Russia's claims to Crimea or the other territories it has illegally 

annexed. Before the 2022 invasion, the United States supported a resolution of the Donbas conflict 

through the Minsk agreements. 

The US, Western powers, and their allies have implemented numerous measures to boost 

aid to Ukraine and penalize Russia for its 2022 offensive. By February 2023, the United States had 

allocated over $50 billion in assistance to Ukraine, comprising advanced military support like 

rocket and missile systems, helicopters, drones, and tanks. Several NATO partners are also 

offering comparable aid. (Stepanova, N. (2022).  

2.3.2   - Diplomatic Efforts and Sanctions Punishments to Russia: 

The US is primarily punishing Russia by imposing several rounds of very tough economic 

sanctions. These sanctions are intended as punishment and to deter Russia from further invasions. 

Initially targeting Putin and his inner political circle, the sanctions have now expanded to include 

the broader Russian economy, which was already on the brink of a downturn. The sanctions have 

been effective in hurting the Kremlin and the larger Russian economy, potentially preventing Putin 

from escalating the situation even further. However, they have not yet compelled him to back down 



Chapter Two: Double Standards in Global Governance: U.S. Policies toward Ukraine and 

Other Conflicts 

57 

 

or withdraw from Crimea. The burden of imposing these sanctions falls on the European Union, 

which heavily relies on Russian natural gas exports. Sanctioning Russia will hurt its economy. 

However, since Russian-backed rebels shot down Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 in July and Russian 

troops overtly invaded in August, even the usually cautious German Chancellor, Angela Merkel, 

has been supporting broad economic sanctions. 

Russia is also being diplomatically isolated by the United States and Europe. For instance, 

it has been removed from the Group of Eight (G8), an annual gathering of the world's most 

powerful industrialized and democratic nations. Additionally, NATO has suspended all practical 

cooperation with the Russian military. Some Russian banks were also excluded from the financial 

messaging system known as SWIFT by the governments of the United States and some European 

nations. They restricted Russia's access to its vast reserves of foreign currency and put Russia's 

central bank on the blacklist. Additionally, numerous influential Western businesses have ceased 

operations in Russia. In 2014, Russia was expelled from the Group of Eight, which is now the 

Group of Seven. 

In the meantime, international sanctions against Russia have significantly intensified, now 

targeting the assets of wealthy oligarchs and other individuals, as well as a substantial portion of 

its financial, energy, defense, and technology sectors. These sanctions have restricted Russia's 

access to its significant foreign reserves and placed Russia's central bank on the blacklist. 

Furthermore, numerous influential Western businesses have either ceased operations in Russia or 

withdrawn altogether. Russia also lost its long-awaited Nord Stream 2 pipeline due to the invasion, 

which led to Germany suspending its regulatory approval in February. Throughout the 

development of the natural gas pipeline, numerous critics, including officials from the United 

States and Ukraine, opposed it, arguing that it would provide Russia with increased political 
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influence over Ukraine and the European gas market. In August, Russia temporarily halted Nord 

Stream 1, which had been delivering as much as a third of Russia's natural gas to the European 

market. 

2.3.4 Analysis of U.S. Policy towards Ukraine 

 

The essential drivers of America strategy towards Ukraine have advanced altogether after 

some time, molded by international interests, security concerns, and an authentic setting. At first, 

the American state strategy was portrayed by an absence of acknowledgment of Ukraine's 

sovereignty, as seen during Wilson and Roosevelt's organizations, where Ukrainian self-assurance 

was frequently forfeited for more extensive international objectives. Following Ukraine's 

autonomy in 1991, the federal government perceived its essential significance, especially 

regarding atomic demilitarization and regional honesty, as illustrated in the Budapest Notice. 

Under the Obama and Trump organizations, USA help turned out to be more centered on military 

and compassionate help in light of Russian animosity, stressing the requirement for popularity-

based changes and battling disinformation. The Biden organization has additionally heightened 

this help, marking Russia's activities as decimation and upholding responsibility. Mostly, the U.S. 

strategy mirrors a mix of authenticity and vital interests, planning to support Ukraine as a stabilizer 

to Russian impact in Eastern Europe. (McCurdy, D. (2012).  

2.3.5 The US Policy Objectives and Interests in the Ukrainian Region: 

 

The geopolitical stability, military assistance, and support for democratic governance are 

the primary U.S. policy goals and interests in Ukraine. Since Ukraine's independence and Russia's 

annexation of Crimea, the United States has recognized Ukraine's strategic significance as a 

partner in countering Russian influence in Eastern Europe and the post-Soviet space. 
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The federal government plans to guarantee that Ukraine stays a sovereign, Free State, 

liberated from outer drive, especially by Russia. This integrates shielding Ukraine's territorial 

decency; particularly it’s in good shape to control locales like Crimea and the Donbas that have 

been the target of Russian antagonism. The US of America gives Ukraine significant military help, 

financial help, and discretionary sponsorship to achieve this. The arrangement of weapons, the 

guidance of Ukrainian soldiers, the sharing of insight, and the establishment of sanctions against 

Russia are parts of this help. 

In equal, the US plans to fortify NATO by extending the association's presence in Eastern 

Europe, expanding the preparation of its partners, and guaranteeing that NATO keeps on being a 

tenable obstacle against Russian hostility. Although this procedure has harmed European 

economies, the Biden organization's technique accentuates international contention, utilizing the 

contention to help NATO and advance U.S. monetary preference. 

Regardless of these endeavors, there are continuous discussions about whether The United 

States of America military systems are successful in accomplishing bigger objectives. A couple of 

specialists argue that the continuous techniques may not agree with the Public Wellbeing 

Procedure's targets of propelling a democratic framework and total security. All through Ukraine, 

help banter, significant inquiries like considering the difficulty of a total triumph, what is the 

objective the US is chasing after in Ukraine. What expenses and dangers is it able to take to 

accomplish these targets? Washington may face similar or even worse challenges in the future if 

these questions are left unanswered. 

Washington placed a strong emphasis on the primary goals of defending democracy and 

the United Nations Charter at the beginning of the war. By the end of the spring, some officials 

and strategists in the United States had called for permanently reducing Russia's power. However, 
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it is yet unclear whether this would in any case be an objective in case of a power shift in Russia. 

The US has kept up with its place that Ukraine ought to focus on safeguarding itself inside its 

nation against Russian animosity.  White House national security spokesman John Kirby stressed 

that the United States does not support or permit attacks outside of Ukraine unless necessary or 

when there are imminent threats. 

There are unique perspectives in regards to the targets of the US in Ukraine. The US of 

America, from certain perspectives, is chasing after expansive, general standards like maintaining 

a majority rule government and the global request. These are excellent targets, however they could 

bring about various results: that either the weighty value Russia paid has satisfactorily guarded 

general standards, or that Ukraine needs to win definitively to lay out these standards.  

On the other hand, more analysts who are objective maintain that the primary objective of 

the United States' arming of Ukraine is to reduce Russia's military capabilities at a reasonable cost 

by maintaining the flow of Western weapons. However, given Russia's capacity to rebuild its 

forces, this objective offers no clear endgame and suggests a long-term, semi-permanent 

commitment to the conflict. 

2.3.6 Ethical considerations in US policy towards Ukraine: 

 

What is the morally preferable course of action in Ukraine? At first glance, it seems 

obvious. Ukraine is the victim of an illegal war, its territory is occupied, its citizens have 

suffered greatly at the hands of the invader, and its adversary is an autocratic regime with 

numerous unsavory qualities. Strategic calculations aside, surely the proper moral course is to 

support Ukraine wholeheartedly. As Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky stated at a 

gathering at the Yalta European Strategy meeting in Kyiv this month: "When we are talking 
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about this war, we are always talking about morality." Not surprisingly, he conveyed the same 

message during his visit to Washington this week. 

The US sees its help for Ukraine as an ethical goal, attached in the need to shield a 

sovereign country against hostility. This point of view stresses the significance of upholding 

international law as well as democratic and self-determination principles. The moral contention 

places that neglecting to help Ukraine could encourage aggressors and subvert worldwide 

standards against regional triumph. This position is established in the moral standard of 

regarding public boundaries and self-governance. 

The US has focused on encouraging Ukraine in tending to human freedoms infringement, 

including the unlawful confinement and extradition of civilians, particularly youngsters. This 

responsibility mirrors a more extensive moral position that focuses on common liberties in 

international strategy. Besides, it brings up issues about the degree to which the US can 

accommodate its tactical help with the requirement for responsibility regarding denials of human 

rights inside Ukraine itself. While a military guide is pointed toward engaging Ukraine to protect 

itself, there are moral ramifications related to the possibility of expanded brutality and regular 

citizen casualties. Reports of denials of human rights abuses concerning the contention, 

including activities by Ukrainian powers, confound the ethical avocation for military help. The 

US should wrestle with the results of its guide, especially assuming that it prompts further 

enduring among regular citizens. 

The ethical considerations surrounding US support for Ukraine impact its credibility on 

the global stage. If the US is perceived as selectively applying its principles—supporting 
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Ukraine while overlooking human rights abuses—it may undermine its moral authority and 

leadership in advocating for democracy and human rights worldwide. 

Ethical support for Ukraine strengthens alliances with European countries and NATO 

members who share similar values and concerns about Russian aggression. The US's commitment 

to Ukraine is closely tied to its relationships with NATO allies and other partners. A consistent 

ethical stance that emphasizes human rights and accountability can strengthen alliances based on 

shared values. However, any perceived inconsistency or hypocrisy could strain these relationships 

and lead to skepticism among allies regarding US intentions. (Martynov, A. (2023).  

2.3.7 Potential Double Standards in US Policy towards Ukraine: 

 

Savants argues that while Washington has unequivocally supported Ukraine's sovereignty, 

it has not always applied consistent standards in different areas or conflicts. For example, U.S. 

approaches toward conflicts in the Middle East or its alliances with oppressive systems have 

sometimes seemed to contradict its stated commitment to sovereignty and human rights. This 

inconsistency can raise questions about the ethical effectiveness of The United States of America 

global policies. 

The US has emphasized human rights and democracy in its assistance to Ukraine, yet it 

has been criticized for overlooking similar violations within Ukraine. Reports indicate problems 

such as arbitrary detentions and limitations on freedom of expression, especially during wartime. 

While the US denounces human rights abuses by adversaries like Russia, its reaction to Ukraine's 

internal problems has been less forceful, leading to allegations of hypocrisy and selective support 

of human rights. 
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The US's approach to managing Ukraine differs significantly from its responses to various 

conflicts, such as those in Gaza or Syria. While the US has taken strong stances against Russian 

aggression in Ukraine, it has been more restrained in criticizing human rights violations by allies 

in different contexts. This inconsistency raises questions about the US's commitment to universal 

principles of justice and human rights. 

The obvious contradictions in US policy can undermine Ukraine's democratic foundations. 

If the US is seen as explicitly applying its standards, it could undermine the credibility of Ukraine's 

government and its efforts to promote values based on fame. This deterioration can lead to 

disillusionment among the Ukrainian public and reduce support for reforms. 

The fundamental duplicity in US policy towards Ukraine reflect a perplexing balance 

between ethical considerations, global interests, and the practical aspects of international relations. 

While the US's support for Ukraine is portrayed as a defense of sovereignty and democracy, the 

discrepancies in its application of human rights standards can have significant implications for 

Ukraine's internal stability and global reputation. Monitoring these double standards is crucial for 

advancing Ukraine's sovereignty and promoting a consistent, majority-rule future. 

Ethical considerations are paramount in U.S. policy towards Ukraine, especially regarding 

advancing democracy, human rights, and overall principles. However, potential double standards 

in the application of these principles can undermine the federal government legitimacy and weaken 

its ability to lead on global issues. Monitoring these Unequal treatment through consistent 

application of principles, particularly transparency and a fair approach to managing strategy and 

ethics, can assist in developing United States global strategy and supporting the rules-based 

international order. (Kravchenko, O.2020).  
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2.3.8 Comparison of US Responses to Russian Aggression in Ukraine vs. Other Conflicts: 

 

The strategic significance of Ukraine, the need to stay aware of NATO commitments, and 

a focus on upholding sovereignty and democratic values shape the U.S. approach to managing 

Russian aggression in Ukraine. This differs from how the US responds to other conflicts, where 

factors like local alliances, counterterrorism goals, and humanitarian concerns may play a more 

significant role. The various factors are underscored by the diversity of American foreign policy 

in response to the evolving dynamics and strategic needs of each specific situation. The key factors 

that determine how the US's foreign policy addresses Russian aggression in Ukraine distinguish it 

from its approach to managing other conflicts. 

2.3.8.1 Military Aid to Ukraine vs. Other Conflicts: 

 

Complete U.S. military assistance to Ukraine has reached a significant level of about $19.3 

billion since the beginning of the Biden administration, which includes advanced weaponry and 

training for Ukrainian forces. This assistance has transformed Ukraine into a testing ground for 

new military technologies and strategies. The aid to Ukraine aims to promote political and 

economic reforms and address urgent humanitarian needs. The States has consistently supported 

Ukraine's transition to a democratic society with a thriving market-based economy. The issue is a 

larger struggle between Russia and Western countries for influence in Eastern Europe. It has 

significant implications for NATO, European security cooperation, and U.S.-Russia relations. 

Ukraine's geographical location as a key country in Eastern Europe, bordering both Russia 

and NATO member states, makes it strategically significant. The American leadership considers 
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Ukraine essential in countering Russian influence in Europe and maintaining regional stability. 

(Tsyhaniuk, V. (2021). 

In different conflicts, as in Syria, the U.S. has zeroed in more on counterterrorism works, 

humanitarian aid, and diplomatic endeavors as opposed to wide military help to neighborhood 

social occasions. The methodology shifts considering the particular objectives and nature of the 

question. The American state's relationship with Syria has been more restricted concerning 

organized military development. It has kept up with various nonconformist get-togethers, 

composed airstrikes against ISIS, and drove an organization against progressive social gatherings. 

Notwithstanding, direct military intercession has been more cautious in veering from Ukraine. The 

Syrian fight integrates different regional players, including Iran, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia, as well 

as global powers like Russia. The U.S. response needs to analyze these complex dynamics and 

challenges. 

Conflicts in Eastern Europe, such as those in the Balkans or Moldova, often involve 

complex ethnic tensions, regional demands, and political uncertainty. For example, the Yugoslav 

Conflicts that took place from 1991 to 2001 were characterized by ethnic strife and state 

fragmentation, while Moldova grappled with issues related to the Transnistrian region. American 

responses to Eastern European conflicts have varied depending on the nature of the conflict. For 

instance, during the Yugoslav Conflict, the U.S. led NATO airstrikes against Serbia to halt ethnic 

cleansing and support peace agreements. (Anton, Bebler.2023) 

2.3.8.2 Economic Sanctions and Humanitarian Aid to Ukraine vs. Other Conflicts: 
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The U.S. has imposed significant economic sanctions on Russia, targeting crucial sectors 

of its economy and individuals close to the Kremlin. These sanctions have led to widespread 

boycotts aimed at restricting its financial institutions, major corporations, and individuals 

associated with the Kremlin. The goal of these sanctions is to damage Russia's economy and limit 

its military funding capabilities, reflecting a coordinated effort with NATO and other allies 

globally isolate Russia. The sanctions aim to isolate Russia internationally and undermine its 

ability to sustain military operations, demonstrating a united effort with allies to exert pressure on 

the Kremlin. America response has been effective in garnering global support, imposing 

substantial costs on Russia, and providing essential assistance to Ukraine. However, the ongoing 

conflict and persistent Russian aggression underscore the limitations of current strategies. 

Additionally, they have imposed sanctions on various individuals, including President Vladimir 

Putin and oligarchs, to exert pressure on the Russian elite and create a widespread impact that 

could influence decision-making at the highest levels. 

In the aftermath of the sanctions, the Russian economy faced significant pressure, with 

inflation rates soaring and Gross Domestic Product contracting. In 2022, Russia's GDP was 

expected to decline by 3% to 4% due to the sanctions and the economic consequences of the 

conflict. Despite the initial impact, Russia has managed to adapt to the sanctions through various 

strategies, such as "sanction-proofing" its economy. This has included establishing foreign trade 

reserves, improving trade relations, and increasing domestic production to mitigate the effects of  

Western sanctions. By 2024, forecasts indicated a potential recovery in the Russian economy, with 

GDP growth projected at 2.6%. (Bergeijk, P. (2022).  
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- In contrast to the situation in Ukraine, The State's responses to other local conflicts have 

been more limited. 

In the Syrian Civil Conflict, the humanitarian emergency has been a more noticeable 

concentration, with efforts to address the situation of refugees and internally displaced people 

playing a central role. The Department of State's response has included humanitarian aid and 

support for international aid projects. They have implemented a policy of isolating and sanctioning 

the Assad regime, due to their use of chemical weapons and massive displacement of civilians. 

The response has included efforts to resolve these humanitarian issues but has not been as effective 

in changing the regime's behavior or ending the conflict. The complex dynamics of the Syrian 

Civil Conflict and the involvement of various regional actors have complicated the impact of 

sanctions. (Moret, E. (2015).  

In conflicts like the Yugoslav Conflicts, humanitarian considerations played a significant 

role in U.S. policy, including efforts to address ethnic cleansing and support non-aggression 

treaties. Humanitarian aid and support for refugees have been key components of The American 

leadership responses. During the Yugoslav Conflicts, diplomatic efforts included international 

peace talks and negotiations, leading to the Dayton Agreement and the eventual restructuring of 

the region. This contrasts with the ongoing challenges in Ukraine, where diplomatic objectives 

have been more difficult to achieve.  

2.3.8.3 Diplomatic Efforts in Ukraine vs. Other Conflicts: 

The U.S. has assembled a coalition of Western allies to present a united front against 

Russian aggression, bolstering NATO's eastern flank and increasing its military presence in 

Eastern Europe. This diplomatic effort emphasized the need for a coordinated response to what 
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was perceived as a direct challenge to the post-World War II order. They have consistently 

condemned Russia's actions in international forums, such as the United Nations, and have 

supported initiatives that call for an end to threats and respect for Ukraine's territorial integrity. 

This stance reinforces the legitimacy of Ukraine's struggle and aims to garner international support 

and solidarity for a negotiated resolution to the conflict, recognizing that a military solution alone 

may not be effective. This includes discussions on potential compromises that could lead to a de-

escalation and long-term peace. 
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The state's diplomatic strategies used in response to Russian aggression in Ukraine are 

characterized by a combination of alliance-building, economic sanctions, and efforts to engage in 

dialogue. These approaches demonstrate an acknowledgment of the complexities of the conflict 

and the need for a nuanced response. In contrast to other conflicts, such as the Syrian Civil War or 

the Russo-Georgian War, the federal government has adopted a more proactive and cohesive 

approach in Ukraine, emphasizing the importance of international cooperation and the 

preservation of sovereignty and regional stability. The effectiveness of these strategies continues 
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to evolve as the situation on the ground shifts, but they represent a significant commitment to 

countering Russian aggression in a crucial global context. 

In conflicts like the Syrian Civil Struggle, the Russo-Georgian Clash, and the Yugoslav 

Conflicts, the American response has as often as possible included diplomatic responsibility, 

humanitarian aid, and sponsorship for overall peacekeeping undertakings, instead of direct military 

intervention. 

The US's response to Syria has been complicated by the involvement of various actors, 

including Russia and Iran. The U.S. has aimed to shift its focus toward combating ISIS by 

engaging with other regional stakeholders and navigating the intricacies of Syrian internal politics. 

During the Russo-Georgian Clash in 2008, the response was limited to humanitarian aid 

and diplomatic assessments, without imposing comprehensive sanctions on Russia. The absence 

of fundamental economic actions may have contributed to the restricted effectiveness of 

Washington influence in the situation. Washington provided humanitarian assistance to Georgia, 

such as food and medical supplies, but refrained from focusing on military aid. This strategy 

demonstrated a cautious approach aimed at avoiding a confrontation with Russia.   (Tsedilina, E. 

(2022).  

Comparative Analysis 

Aspect Ukraine Response Russo-Georgian War Response 
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Military Support Extensive ($175 billion) Limited; humanitarian aid only 

Economic 

Sanctions 

Comprehensive and coordinated 

against Russia 

Minimal; no significant sanctions 

imposed 

Diplomatic 

Engagement Strong coalition-building with allies 

Diplomatic condemnation, but 

limited action 

Nature of Conflict 

Direct military aggression against a 

sovereign state 

Regional conflict involving 

separatist movements 

Aspect Ukraine Response Russo-Georgian War Response 

Military Support Extensive ($175 billion) Limited; humanitarian aid only 

Economic 

Sanctions 

Comprehensive and coordinated 

against Russia 

Minimal; no significant sanctions 

imposed 
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Diplomatic 

Engagement Strong coalition-building with allies 

Diplomatic condemnation, but 

limited action 

Nature of Conflict 

Direct military aggression against a 

sovereign state 

Regional conflict involving 

separatist movements 

 

The stark differences in these approaches highlight how the U.S. focuses on its responses 

considering perceived risks, the potential for conflicts, and the strategic implications for its global 

policy objectives. In Ukraine, the United States has orchestrated a comprehensive response to 

counter a conventional military threat, while in Syria, the intricacies of the civil war and conflicting 

interests have prompted a more cautious and nuanced approach. 

The American administration response to Russian aggression in Ukraine includes nearby 

military assistance, expansive economic sanctions, and a strategic focus on countering Russian 

influence, reflecting the high global stakes involved. In contrast, responses to other Eastern 

European conflicts have been tailored to the specific nature of each dispute, often involving 

diplomatic, humanitarian, and peacekeeping efforts rather than confrontation with a major power. 

These differing approaches underscore how the United States' global strategy is adapted to the 

unique dynamics and strategic requirements of each situation. 

-2.4 Global Reactions to U.S. Policy in Ukraine: 
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-Norman Finkelstein summarized the global reaction in the following quote: 

”The Biden administration provoked a war between Russia and Ukraine and then blocked a 

settlement of that bloody conflict. The Biden administration has been egregiously complicit in 

Israel's genocidal war against the people of Gaza. The Biden administration has put the US on a 

collision course with three nuclear powers: Russia, Iran, and China. The Biden administration 

has gone along with the most outrageous assault on academic freedom and free speech since the 

McCarthy era. This capitulation gives the lie to the claim that Biden is a bulwark against 

Trumpian fascism.  Joe Biden is part of the problem, not the solution.  

I believe that Dr. Cornel West can and will sound the alarm that if we continue on this path, it 

will be a veritable miracle if our country survives intact or at all."  (For Peace, P.2020).  

The global powers' reactions to U.S. foreign policy in the Ukrainian conflict are impacted 

by a perplexing transaction of interests and values. Western countries, particularly in Europe, 

generally support The United States of America endeavors to counter Russian aggression because 

of aggregate security concerns and moral objectives. Then again, non-Western nations like China 

and India take more careful or unbiased positions, offsetting their verifiable binds with Russia 

against the U.S. impact. This distinction features the difficulties the American administration faces 

in revitalizing a bound-together global reaction to the conflict, as changing public interests and 

values muddle worldwide collaboration. Every country's international advantages, verifiable ties, 

and values add to an overwhelming snare of unions and pressures, molding these reactions. 

Western Powers 

2.4.1. European Union and NATO Members Reactions to U.S. Policy in Ukraine: 
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European countries, especially those in NATO and the EU, have largely lined up with 

American policy, giving military and humanitarian guidance to Ukraine. Their help is driven by a 

common interest in keeping up with European security and stability, as well as maintaining global 

standards against territorial aggression. The feelings of responsibility and disgrace over past 

disappointments in managing Russia have likewise affected European reactions. Numerous 

pioneers feel an ethical constraint to help Ukraine as a method for redressing past inaction or 

conciliation towards Russia, which some contend added to the ongoing emergency. For example, 

The UK has been one of the most vocal allies of Ukraine, giving significant military help. This 

lines up with its verifiable job as a global power and its obligation to NATO. The UK considers 

the conflict to be a valuable chance to reaffirm its global impact post-Brexit and to counter Russian 

aggression, which is seen as a danger to European stability. 

In any case, there are internal discussions inside the EU in regards to the level and sort of 

this help, with specific part states upholding expanded conciliatory contribution. A few European 

pioneers and investigators have voiced worries about the potential for Washington activities to 

raise the conflict or put extra weight on European economies. There are likewise conversations 

about the requirement for a planned and economical way to deal with help Ukraine that offsets 

military guidance with political endeavors. (Thomson, C., Mader, M., Münchow, F., Reifler, J., & 

Schoen, H. (2023). 

2.4.2 Non-Western Powers 

2.4.2.1. Russian Reaction to U.S. Policy in Ukraine: 

 

Russia sees the United States' support for Ukraine as an immediate threat to its influence 

and security interests. According to Moscow, the US involvement is part of a larger strategy to 

encircle and debilitate Russia. The assistance provided by the US to Ukraine, both in terms of 
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financial aid and military support, is considered provocative and is believed to exacerbate the 

ongoing conflict. Russian authorities have been outspoken in their criticism of US support for 

Ukraine, guaranteeing that it infringes upon Russia's sphere of influence, undermines its security, 

and intensifies existing tensions. 

Furthermore, Moscow declares that the military guidance and advanced weaponry 

provided by the United States to Ukraine have contributed to the escalation of the conflict, 

significantly challenging political objectives. This assistance is perceived as bolstering Ukraine's 

resolve and undermining global diplomatic efforts, thereby prioritizing military solutions over 

diplomatic ones. Consequently, Russian officials argue that achieving a negotiated settlement 

becomes increasingly difficult due to U.S. military support. (Eichensehr, K., Camia, E., Meyer, 

K., Pazhwak, M., Rutherford, A., & Wade, K. (2022).  

2.4.2.2 China's Reaction to U.S. Policy in Ukraine: 

 

China has tried to maintain a neutral stance while simultaneously fostering a crucial 

partnership with Russia. This approach highlights China's desire to avoid alienating either the 

United States or Russia. China has emphasized the importance of engaging in trade and achieving 

a ceasefire, positioning itself as a potential mediator in the ongoing conflict. However, its 

reluctance explicitly condemn Russia has strained its relationships with Western nations, 

particularly the United States. Additionally, European countries perceive China's inaction as tacit 

support for Russian aggression. 

The conflict in Ukraine has further intensified the existing tensions in Sino-U.S. relations. 

The United States perceives China's reluctance openly oppose Russia as tantamount to complicity, 

leading to increased scrutiny of China's global ambitions and military activities. This dynamic 
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contributes to a broader narrative of rivalry between the two powers, affecting their collaboration 

in various areas, including trade and efforts to combat climate change. 

Moreover, China has closely observed the United States in light of escalating conflicts and 

has sought arrangements that contribute to global instability. Chinese authorities and media have 

consistently emphasized the dangers associated with increasing tensions, arguing that the 

American state support for Ukraine reflects broader issues of American interventionism. China 

has repeatedly underscored the importance of dialogue and exchange, advocating for a diplomatic 

approach over external intervention. (Kuznetsov, D. (2016). 

2.4.2.3 Middle Eastern Reaction to U.S. Policy in Ukraine: 

 

Nations in the Middle East have exhibited varying reactions to the American stance on 

Ukraine, affected by their geopolitical advantages and affiliations. A few countries are aligning 

their energy strategies with Russia, while others support the U.S. due to economic ties. This 

divergence in response illustrates a broader trend of non-Western nations asserting their 

preferences in a multipolar world. Many of these countries prioritize stability, which may 

complicate the American administration response regarding their regional conflicts. They often 

advocate for diplomatic solutions rather than military escalation to avoid becoming entangled in 

the geopolitical debates between major powers. 

Academics in the Middle East argue that U.S. support for Ukraine diverts attention from 

pressing regional issues, such as the conflicts in Syria and Yemen. There is skepticism regarding 

the potential for United States interventions and concerns about the implications of such assistance 

for global energy markets and geopolitical dynamics. (Parakhonsky, B., & Yavorska, G. (2020).  
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Here is a table that presents the differing perspectives and criticisms from various global 

powers regarding U.S. support for Ukraine, reflecting a complex interplay of geopolitical interests 

and evident circumstances. 

Region/Country View of U.S. Support for Ukraine Criticism 

Russia Sees U.S. support as a challenge to 

its influence and security. 

- Interference: Viewed as meddling 

in Russia's sphere of influence. 

- Escalation: Believes it inflames the 

conflict. 

- Violation: Claims it violates 

agreements like Minsk. 

- Geopolitical Manipulation: 

Perceives it as part of a strategy to 

encircle and weaken Russia. 

China Maintains a neutral stance but is 

wary of U.S. actions affecting global 

stability. 

- Interventionism: Criticizes U.S. 

for exacerbating global instability. 

- Diplomatic Solutions: Emphasizes 

the need for dialogue rather than 

intervention. 

European 

Union 

Generally supports U.S. efforts, 

aligning with the goal of countering 

Russian aggression and supporting 

European security. 

- Economic Burden: Concerns 

about the impact on European 

economies. 

- Coordination: Calls for a 

coordinated approach and balance 
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between military aid and diplomatic 

efforts. 

Middle East Reactions vary, but generally 

cautious about U.S. involvement due 

to regional implications. 

- Regional Distraction: Argues U.S. 

focus on Ukraine detracts from 

pressing Middle Eastern issues. 

- Global Stability: Concerned about 

the impact on global energy markets 

and geopolitical alignments. 

 

In summary, while the American state and its Western allies have strong reasons for 

supporting Ukraine, other global powers such as Russia and China perceive U.S. actions as part of 

a larger geopolitical struggle. Countries in the Global South often adopt more neutral or pragmatic 

positions towards Russia, reflecting their preferences and vulnerabilities to U.S. foreign policy. 

Europe remains dependent on American leadership but should assume a more proactive role in 

supporting Ukraine moving forward.  (Kondratenko, O. (2020). 

Conclusion:  

 

In this section, we have investigated the critical contrasts in the U.S. international strategy 

approach toward Ukraine contrasted with different contentions, especially in the Middle East and 

Eastern Europe. An essential finding is the specific implementation of standards like sovereignty, 

human rights, and military mediation, which are applied diversely relying upon the locale and key 

interests. While the United States of America unequivocally advocates for Ukraine's sovereignty 
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and human rights notwithstanding Russian aggression, its stance in different struggles, like in Syria 

and Palestine, reflects conflicting needs, uncovering a double norm in its global scheme. 

 

The U.S. reliably upholds Ukraine's regional uprightness and supremacy, which is an 

emergency in countering Russian expansionism. Nevertheless, in the Middle East, especially in 

Israel and Palestine, the States will in general disregard infringement of sovereignty, featuring an 

essential predisposition. Its mediation in Ukraine is legitimate in light of protecting human rights 

and advancing democracy. Conversely, the U.S. reaction to human rights infringement in places 

like Syria has been less confident, demonstrating an error in its human rights promotion. 
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Introduction: 

 

Since the onset of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022, the U.S. has framed its support 

for Ukraine as part of a broader effort to defend democracy and international law. Conversely, in 

the Palestinian conflict, the U.S. has often prioritized its strategic alliance with Israel, even when 

this support contradicts its stated commitment to human rights and sovereignty. These contrasting 

ways to deal with Ukraine and Palestine outline the perplexing exchange between moral 

responsibilities and realpolitik in U.S. international strategy, as well as the job of homegrown 

political impacts in molding these results. 

The reason for this study is to look at the US international strategy approaches in the 

struggles of Ukraine and Palestine to feature the irregularities and double norms in how the U.S. 

applies standards like sovereignty, human rights, and military help. This examination will uncover 

how international interests, key partnerships, and homegrown tensions, eventually influence the 

U.S. place in worldwide administration and shape these distinctions. 

2.5 Historical context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict: 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict traces back to the furthest limit of the last 100 years. In 

1947, the Assembled Countries embraced Goal 181, the Parcel Plan, which tried to separate the 

English Order of Palestine into Middle Easterner and Jewish states. On May 14, 1948, the Province 

of Israel was made, starting the primary Bedouin-Israeli Conflict. The conflict finished in 1949 

with Israel's triumph, however, 750,000 Palestinians were uprooted, and the territory was separated 

into three sections: the Province of Israel, the West Bank (of the Jordan Stream), and the Gaza 

Strip. 
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In the late 1800s, the ascent of the Zionist movement, which looked to lay out a Jewish 

homeland in Palestine, started in the late nineteenth 100 years. This movement arose because of 

developing anti-Semitism in Europe and the longing for Jewish self-determination. 

Simultaneously, Bedouin nationalism was growing, with nearby populaces in the Middle East, 

including Palestine, looking for independence from the Ottoman Realm and opposing foreign 

control. 

During The Second Great War, the English government gave the Balfour Statement 1917, 

which communicated help for the foundation of a "national home for the Jewish people" in 

Palestine. This conflicted with English vows to the Bedouins for independence assuming they 

upheld the Partners against the Ottomans, making way for future pressures among Jews and Middle 

Easterners in Palestine. 

After The Second Great War, the Class of Countries allowed England the command to 

oversee Palestine. During this period, Jewish migration to Palestine expanded, especially as Jews 

escaped rising anti-Semitism in Europe. Strains among Jews and Bedouins heightened due to 

contending national desires. The 1929 Hebron Slaughter and the 1936-1939 Middle Easterner 

Revolt were savage showdowns during this period. Middle Easterner pioneers dreaded Jewish 

migration and land buys would prompt the displacement of Palestinian Bedouins. Because of rising 

savagery, the Unified Countries proposed a Parcel Plan that would partition Palestine into isolated 

Jewish and Bedouin states, with Jerusalem under international control. Jewish pioneers 

acknowledged the arrangement, yet Palestinian Middle Easterners and adjoining Bedouin states 

dismissed it, considering it an uncalled-for division of their homeland. This dismissal prompted 

expanded brutality among Jewish and Middle Eastern people in Palestine. (Adem, S. (2019). 
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On May 14, 1948, Israel pronounced its independence, and the following day, Middle 

Eastern states (Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq) did not acknowledge this foundation. That 

prompted the 1948 Middle Easterner-Israeli Conflict finishing with an Israeli triumph; however, 

it likewise prompted the displacement of a huge number of Palestinians, an occasion known as the 

Nakba ("fiasco"). 

Israel extended its territory past the UN parcel borders, while Jordan added the West Bank 

and East Jerusalem, and Gaza went under Egyptian control. The exile emergency that came about 

remains a central issue of the conflict. 

In June 1967, Israel battled Egypt, Jordan, and Syria in the Six-Day War, catching the West 

Bank, the Gaza Strip, East Jerusalem, the Sinai Landmass, and the Golan Levels. This triumph 

emphatically changed the conflict's elements, with Israel turning into an occupying control over 

Palestinian regions. The occupation of the West Bank and Gaza remains perhaps the most 

disagreeable issue in the conflict, energizing Palestinian resistance and international analysis. In 

1973, Egypt and Syria sent off an unexpected assault on Israel during the Jewish occasion of Yom 

Kippur, planning to recover regions lost in the Six-Day War. While the conflict finished with a 

ceasefire, it prompted expanded pressures and further set Israel's command over involved domains. 

The result of the conflict, remembering Israeli settlement extension for the West Bank and Gaza, 

developed Palestinian disdain and resistance. 

In December 1987, Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza sent off the Principal Intifada, 

a well-known uprising against Israeli occupation. The Intifada included broad fights, strikes, and 

brutal conflicts with Israeli powers. This period denoted a defining moment in international 

familiarity with the Palestinian situation and prompted expanded strain for negotiations between 
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Israel and the Palestinians. The Oslo Accords addressed a huge endeavor at peace, with Israel and 

the Palestine Freedom Association (PLO) perceiving one another and consenting to a structure for 

Palestinian self-governance in pieces of the West Bank and Gaza. The agreements likewise 

imagined a two-state arrangement. In any case, major questions like the situation with Jerusalem, 

lines, evacuees, and Israeli settlements were left unsettled, and the peace cycle eventually slowed 

down, prompting expanded frustration on the two sides. (Tessler, M. 1994).  

In 2000, after bombed peace negotiations, the Subsequent Intifada broke out, set apart by 

significantly more extraordinary savagery than the first. Self-destruction bombings, Israeli military 

tasks, and far-reaching viciousness prompted a huge number of passings on the two sides. This 

period set a profound feeling of question and skepticism about the chance of a peaceful goal to the 

conflict. 

In 2005, Israel pulled out its pilgrims and military from Gaza, however before long, Hamas, 

an Islamist aggressor bunch, assumed command over the strip following decisions. This prompted 

rehashed patterns of viciousness among Hamas and Israel, remembering battles for 2008-09, 2012,  

2014, and 2023-24. Gaza stays under an Israeli blockade, and everyday environments for 

Palestinians there have decayed fundamentally. (Pressman, J.2020).  

2.6 Operation Al-Aqsa Flood (7 October): 

The Palestinian resistance in Occupied Gaza launched a resistance operation by the name 

of Al-Aqsa Flood around 6:30 a.m. on Saturday, Oct. 7; this unprecedented land, air, and sea attack 

has been the most powerful hit the Israeli Occupation has experienced in the last 50 years. 
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While the Israeli Occupation Forces (IOF) were completely unaware, the Palestinian group, 

Hamas, fired 5,000 rockets into illegal Israeli settlements. Simultaneously. Palestinians took over 

bulldozers and began tearing down the very same border fence that was caging them in. Some of 

the most stunning images to come out of the Al-Aqsa Flood operation were the Palestinian fighters 

who flew into settlements on motor-powered hang gliders landing in the infamous Erez crossing, 

which separates Gaza from the rest of Occupied Palestine and the world, making it the largest 

open-air prison on earth. As of this morning, Al Jazeera reported that the latest death toll stood at 

576 Palestinians and at least 800 Israelis. (Samuel, M.2023).  

The Gaza Strip holds over 2.1 million Palestinian residents, while approximately 1.7 

million of them are refugees who have been ethnically cleansed. Israel controls everything from 

the amount of electricity Gaza receives per day to the number of calories that enter the besieged 

strip. Ironically, condemnation from Westerners and U.S. politicians equates Palestinian resistance 

to Israeli violence. Palestine has no army and is not funded by the US government, unlike Israel. 

The Palestinian resistance is an original liberation movement. At the same time, since its 

establishment, Israel has been an illegal occupying entity that has committed human rights 

atrocities every day for more than seven decades. Since October 7, US President Joe Biden has 

promised to send additional aid to Israel. Gaza was subjected to multiple large-scale attacks against 

it and received nothing. Palestinian human rights lawyer Noura Erekat tweeted: "Any 

condemnation of violence is corrupt if it does not begin and end with condemnation of Israeli 

apartheid, settlement colonialism, and occupation." 

After being asked to condemn Hamas on BBC News, Husam Zomlot, the head of the 

Palestinian Mission to the UK, said: "[Gaza] is the biggest open-air prison. Two million have been 
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taken captive by Israel for the last 16 years." For politicians and news analysts to attempt to equate 

both sides as guilty is flat-out inaccurate, irresponsible, and racist. Palestinian resistance 

knowingly gets far more demonized than Israeli colonial violence ever has, even though 

Palestinians have done nothing out of the ordinary for their situation, while Israel continues its 

reign of war crimes. Constantly, Palestinians who are invited to speak on news programs are 

bombarded with questions demanding that they condemn their people's struggle for self-

determination, just as BBC News did to Zomlot. 

According to a statement from the Ministry of Health in Gaza, from October 7, 2023, to 

August 21, 2024, more than 40,223 martyrs and 92,981 have been injured because of Netanyahu's 

blockade policy, (who also called Palestinians “human animals”) due to the cutting of food, water, 

and electricity. There is no reaction from the same world leaders and political analysts who 

condemned Palestinians resisting their genocidal oppressor. (Asma Barakat, A. (2023, October 9). 

This statement reflected Noam Chomsky previous quote, which justified Palestinian resistance 

movement: “You take my water, burn my olive trees, destroy my house, take my job, steal my 

land, imprison my father, kill my mother, bombard my country, starve us all, humiliate us all, but 

I am to blame: I shot a rocket back."  (Gusterson, H.2002).  

2.7 US policy objectives and interests in the Palestinian region: 

A fundamental objective of the U.S. in the region is to provide unwavering support for 

Israel's security. Israel receives critical military aid, intelligence sharing, and diplomatic backing 

from the U.S. This support is essential for Israel's defense, particularly in light of conflicts with 

Palestinian groups such as Hamas and the broader Arab world. The Biden administration has 

supplied Israel with advanced defense systems, including the Iron Dome, which protects Israeli 

urban areas from rocket attacks. This military assistance ensures Israel maintains a significant 
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military advantage over potential adversaries. The U.S. has consistently advocated for a two-state 

solution as the most viable resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This vision envisions the 

coexistence of Israel and a sovereign Palestinian state. Its approach, particularly through previous 

administrations, has focused on facilitating peace agreements, most notably the Camp David 

Accords and the Oslo Accords; however, progress has slowed in recent years. 

The United States has consistently supported the prospect of a two-state solution, which 

envisions Israel and a sovereign Palestinian state coexisting peacefully side by side. This objective 

aims to address both Israeli security concerns and Palestinian aspirations for self-determination. A 

peaceful resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would enhance stability in the broader Middle 

East, reduce regional tensions, and diminish the influence of extremist groups. Achieving this goal 

would also strengthen U.S. relations with Arab states, many of which have historically supported 

the Palestinian cause. (Hamdi, O.2018).  

While supporting Israel, the U.S. also aims to maintain positive relations with Arab 

countries, many of which have traditionally supported the Palestinian cause. Diplomatic efforts, 

such as promoting normalization between Israel and Arab states (e.g., the Abraham Accords), are 

emphasized as a means to reduce regional tensions. These normalization initiatives align with the 

broader U.S. objective of integrating Israel into the Middle Eastern diplomatic framework, thereby 

shifting the regional focus from conflict to economic and security cooperation. Additionally, 

establishing relationships with Arab states, many of which play a significant role in global energy 

markets, is vital for U.S. energy security and economic interests. 

Noam Chomsky claims "Hamas is regularly described as 'Iranian-backed Hamas, which is 

dedicated to the destruction of Israel.' One will be hard put to find something like 'democratically 

elected Hamas, which has long been calling for a two-state settlement in accord with the 
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international consensus'-blocked for over 30 years by the US and Israel. All true, but not a useful 

contribution to the Party Line, hence dispensable." (Chomsky, N., & Schivone, G. 2008) 

The United States aims to counter Iran's influence in the Palestinian region, particularly 

through its support of groups such as Hamas and Hezbollah. U.S. policy seeks to diminish Iran's 

capacity to leverage the Israeli-Palestinian conflict to advance its global agenda. Iran's influence 

is a key component of U.S. strategy in the Middle East. Its support for Palestinian militants and its 

antagonism toward Israel are perceived as destabilizing factors in the region. U.S. actions in the 

Palestinian area are essential to its broader efforts to weaken Iran's regional influence and contain 

its nuclear ambitions. 

Progressing conflicts, such as the one in Gaza following the Hamas attacks in October 2023, have 

prompted a reevaluation of U.S. policy in the region due to perceived double standards. The 

explicit support for a majority-rule government and fundamental freedoms is often viewed as 

contradictory to the unwavering support for Israel, particularly during military operations in Gaza 

that resulted in significant civilian casualties. There are calls for a comprehensive assessment of 

American strategies, especially in light of the humanitarian crisis caused by Israeli military actions. 

The U.S. is being urged to reconsider its support for Israel and ensure alignment with international 

humanitarian standards. There is a clear need for proactive American engagement to facilitate a 

ceasefire and promote negotiations. On the middle issues of the conflict while ensuring that 

American helplines up with tries to achieve an evenhanded and get peace. 

U.S. policy focuses on the Palestinian district change personally with greater key interests 

in the Middle East, which consolidate ensuring Israel's security, countering the Iranian effect, 

progressing regional strength, and advancing democratic organization. While the U.S. means to 

counterbalance support for Israel with humanitarian and diplomatic undertakings in the Palestinian 
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spaces, this balance is quite a bit dependable by political tensions and battling regional 

components. Staying aware of trustworthiness in the Palestinian area is seen as essential for the 

security of Israel as well as concerning greater Middle Eastern peace and U.S. influence in the 

area.  (Phillips, M. (1997). 

2.8 US diplomatic and economic support for Israel: 

 

According to Noam Chomsky ,The US and Israel have demanded further that Palestinians 

not only recognize Israel's rights as a state in the international system, but that they also recognize 

Israel's abstract right to exist, a concept that has no place in international law or diplomacy, and a 

right claimed by no one. In effect, the US and Israel are demanding that Palestinians . . . formally 

accept the legitimacy of their expulsion from their own land. They cannot be expected to accept 

that, just as Mexico does not grant the US the right to exist on half of Mexico's territory, gained 

by conquest. Israel has been the largest recipient of US foreign aid since World War II, and 

according to official US indicators, total US aid to Israel between 1946 and 2023 amounted to 

about $158.6 billion. According to data from the US Agency for International Development, the 

amount of aid is much larger than official estimates, as the total US aid committed to Israel during 

the same period reached about $260 billion. (Chomsky, N., Wainwright, J., & Nir, O. (2018).  

Most of the US aid to Israel goes to the military sector. According to official US estimates, 

the volume of US military aid to Israel between 1946 and 2023 amounted to about $114.4 billion, 

in addition to about $9.9 billion for missile defense. American support for Israel began with its 

establishment in 1948 when America was the first country to recognize the establishment of the 

Israeli occupation state. Since that time, there has been a long and continuous history of political, 
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military, and economic support, including cooperation in the fields of education, health, energy, 

and scientific research. 

The extent of American political support and foreign aid to Israel reflects the extent of the 

interest that successive American administrations have given to establishing the presence of the 

occupying state in the Middle East, which the United States considers a vital partner in the region, 

with which it shares common strategic goals. (Roth, A.2009).  

2.9 Forms of American support for Israel:  

2.9.1 First: Political support for Israel: 

The United States was the first to recognize Israel as an "independent state," with President 

Harry Truman stating "recognition" immediately following the declaration of the State of Israel 

on May 14, 1948. On March 28, 1949, diplomatic relations were established between the two 

parties, when US Ambassador James Grover McDonald presented his credentials to Israel, making 

it America’s most important partner in the Middle East, as they share close relations and common 

interests. 

Since that time, the United States has taken upon itself the task of supporting the occupying 

state politically in its conflict with the Arabs and supporting the settlement policy that it imposes 

on the ground in Palestine and the Arab countries at the expense of historical Arab and Palestinian 

rights. Since the establishment of Israel, every American president has affirmed his commitment 

to Israel’s security and stability after his inauguration. This commitment is not linked to the ruling 

party, but rather is an issue closely linked to the general strategy of the United States. Therefore, 

we find it rare for American officials to criticize Israel, regardless of their party affiliations. 

American political and diplomatic support for Israel was not affected even during times of 
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disagreement or tension between the American administration and the Israeli government. 

(Lieberman, R. (2009).  

2.9.1.1 The Use of Veto Power for Supporting Israel: 

The United States has used international institutions such as the United Nations and its 

main bodies, including the Security Council, to support Israel. It has consistently used its veto 

power to block draft resolutions condemning Israel or calling for its withdrawal from the occupied 

territories, which has prevented the Security Council from achieving justice for the Palestinian 

people. 

The first time America used its veto in favor of Israel was in 1972, in a draft resolution that 

included a complaint regarding the occupation’s aggression against Lebanon. It then continued to 

use its veto to support Israel over the decades, until the number of times the American veto was 

used in favor of the occupying state reached 45 times from 1972 until 2023. 

On February 20, 2024, the United States used its veto to block a draft resolution submitted 

by Algeria. The resolution called for a "humanitarian truce to allow full, rapid, safe and unhindered 

access for humanitarian aid" to Gaza in response to Israeli military attacks and civilian massacres 

following Operation "Noah’s Flood" carried out by the Palestinian resistance, led by the Izz ad-

Din al-Qassam Brigades, the military wing of Hamas. 

The United States also completely disavowed most of the UN resolutions supporting Palestinian 

rights and provided Israel with cover and protection to evade implementing or abiding by these 

resolutions. 

It always rushes to provide the necessary political cover to protect Israel during the 

repeated attacks on Gaza, Lebanon, and Syria, and all it does during the Israeli attacks is demand 
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that all parties exercise self-restraint while responding to the Palestinian resistance operations with 

the most heinous expressions of censure, condemnation, and denunciation. 

During the era of former US President Donald Trump, the matter developed into imposing 

political and economic sanctions on countries that voted against Israel. The United States even 

withdrew from institutions affiliated with the United Nations and stopped paying its share of 

funding for those institutions because they had made decisions against Israel. (Usher, G. (2011).  

2.9.1.2 The US Military support for Israel: 

 

US military aid to Israel began in 1949, but military cooperation between them began in 

1952 with the signing of a bilateral logistical support agreement, followed by an agreement on 

their political and security cooperation. 

Since 1958, Israel has received American security and military aid, and this aid became 

permanent after the 1967 war, following France’s termination of its security relations with Israel. 

The 1973 war was a prominent stage in American military support, as America provided Israel 

with all kinds of weapons during and after the war through an air bridge, thus contributing to 

rebuilding the Israeli military force that had been damaged by the war. 

American aid reached its peak after the peace treaty with Egypt in 1979, and in 1985, 

former Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres and former US Secretary of State George Shultz 

agreed on an annual grant of $3 billion to Israel, most of it for security and the purchase of military 

equipment. According to official US estimates, the volume of US military aid to Israel between 

1946 and 2023 amounted to approximately $114.4 billion, in addition to approximately $9.9 

billion for missile defense. In 2016, the Israeli government and the US signed a 10-year 
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Memorandum of Understanding on military assistance, covering fiscal years 2019 through 2028. 

Because of continued American military aid, the Israeli armed forces have become one of the most 

technologically advanced armies in the world. Congress approved in 2008 that Israel would be 

able to overcome any conventional threat from any single state, a coalition of several states, or 

several non-international groups and organizations. (Holt, B. 2014).  

2.9.1.3 American Economic support for Israel: 

 

America has been keen to support the Israeli economy, to achieve the principle established 

by successive American administrations regarding the necessity of Israel’s absolute superiority 

over its neighbors. According to official American statistics, the total American economic aid to 

the occupying state in the period between 1946 and 2020 amounted to about 34.3 billion dollars. 

American support was not limited to the official support provided by the government but rather 

extended to Israel receiving a range of aid from American institutions and civil society 

organizations, which, according to some estimates, amounted to nearly the size of American 

government aid. During Israel's economic recovery in the late 1990s, the total value of aid was not 

reduced. Instead, economic aid was redirected to military aid, and the United States bolstered the 

loan program for Israel. This included providing long-term loans and grants that contributed to the 

development of infrastructure, such as roads, bridges, and electricity, as well as various sectors of 

the Israeli economy. American aid also contributed to the construction of housing and colonies for 

Jews coming from the former Soviet Union, Ethiopia, and others, and provided them with job 

opportunities in various fields. 

The support led to Israel being classified among the advanced, wealthy, and high-income 

industrial countries; however, this official American support for the Israeli economy has stopped 
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since 2021, while military support and support for the missile defense program have continued, 

according to the Congressional Research Service. (Rodman, D. (1995).  

2.10 US Responses to Israeli Occupation and Human Rights Violations in the Palestinian 

Territories: 

 

Earlier this year, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) announced that it had sufficient 

evidence to suggest that the Israeli "state" had committed genocide in Gaza. On May 20 May, ICC 

Prosecutor Karim Khan adopted this compelling evidence of the Zionists' deliberate genocide of 

Palestinians. However, Western weapons continued to flow. Not surprisingly, the main source of 

arms is the United States, followed by Germany, Italy, and Britain. Despite the announcement by 

some European countries of their intention to reduce or even freeze their arms supplies to the 

Zionist "state", these governments continue to find legal caveats to delay the total ban. Italy. 

However, Washington remains the main supplier of weapons to Tel Aviv. In 2016, the two 

sides signed another memorandum of understanding that would allow the occupying power to 

receive $38 billion in U.S. military aid. This is the third memorandum of understanding signed 

between the two parties and is supposed to cover the period between 2018 and 2028. Italy, For 

example, the government insists on respecting previously signed "orders" and has suspended the 

processing of arms export licenses for the United Kingdom "pending a wider review." 

However, U.S. policymakers have not shied away from fueling the war of aggression on Gaza and 

have doubled down on their previous commitments, allocating another $26 billion in addition to 

$17 billion in military aid. Therefore, when it urges the United States to end the war in Gaza while 

continuing to flood the occupying "state" with more weapons, it is exposing its hypocrisy that 

taints the human rights record with deeply flawed policies. The same hypocrisy applies to other 
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countries, mostly Western, that brazenly pretend to be defenders of human rights and international 

peace. 

According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, between 2019 and 

2023, the United States alone accounted for a 42 percent share of global arms exports, followed 

by France at 11 percent. 

The extreme United States response to the genocide was Blinken's statement to journalists 

on 17 October 2023. At our request, the United States and Israel agreed to develop a plan that 

would lead to humanitarian access by donor States and multilateral organizations to civilians in 

Gaza. “The United States shared Israel's concern that Hamas might seize, destroy, or deny access 

to aid entering Gaza 

Blinken said the United States would continue to make assessments about foreign nations’ 

records on human rights, and potentially authorize consequences for countries that fall short, 

regardless of their status as an enemy or partner of the United States. Washington has long been 

Israel’s chief ally and military backer. 

“As we’re looking at human rights and the condition of human rights around the world, we 

apply the same standard to everyone,” he told reporters. “That doesn’t change whether the country 

in question is an adversary or competitor, a friend or an ally.” (Ryan, M., & Birnbaum, M. (2024, 

April 23).  

In a report released in 2022, Amnesty International accused Israel of committing apartheid 

against Palestinians. The report cited systematic discrimination, land confiscations, and forced 

displacement as elements of an apartheid system. Human Rights Watch (HRW) Report (2021): 

HRW also released a report accusing Israel of apartheid and persecution in its treatment of 
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Palestinians. Both reports received global attention and pressured Israel and its allies, particularly 

the U.S., to address these allegations. While human rights organizations raise global awareness 

and pressure governments, U.S. diplomatic protection of Israel often prevents significant 

international action. Nonetheless, these reports shape public opinion and increase scrutiny of U.S. 

foreign policy. 

The US State Department, on behalf of Matteo Miller, added that it saw no evidence that 

Israel was deliberately killing civilians during its war on the Gaza Strip, and had no information 

to suggest that the Israeli government was targeting journalists in the conflict. 

US state spokesperson Matthew Miller confirmed in a press release that Israel was issuing 

more specific requests for evacuation in the southern Gaza Strip representing an improvement 

compared to the evacuation of an entire city. He said. It was early to make a final assessment of 

Israel's response to our advice to protect civilians in its military operations, but the United States 

saw "improvement" in Israel's determination of the scope of its objectives in Gaza while extending 

the post-armistice military operation to areas in the south of the Strip. 

"We have seen a more specific request for evictions than in the past weeks in the north of 

the sector, but we still expect civilian casualties as a result of the Gaza military operation, which  

unfortunately happens in all wars," Miller acknowledged. He stressed that Washington was 

seeking to increase the frequency of the introduction of humanitarian assistance into Gaza to more 

than 200 trucks a day, calling on civilians to go to United Nations centers registered with Israel as 

areas outside the battlefield. (Farah, M., & AbdAllah, M. (2018).  

2.11 Comparison of US Approaches to the Ukrainian and Palestinian Conflicts: 
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The conflicts in Ukraine and Gaza have highlighted the contradictions in how Western 

countries handle global conflicts. The United States and Western countries support Ukraine in its 

war against Russia, citing violations of international law and human rights. However, their stance 

on the war in Gaza is contradictory. Instead of condemning Israel for violating international law 

and committing acts of genocide against civilians in Gaza, they supported Israel and prevented the 

Security Council from issuing a ceasefire resolution. This is despite accusations against the 

Palestinian resistance of carrying out terrorist acts against Israel. 

 2.11.1 The American Position on the War in Ukraine: 

 

Russian President Vladimir Putin initiated the Russian-Ukrainian war due to Ukraine's desire to 

join NATO, which he perceived as a threat to Russian influence. Russia considers Ukraine as part 

of its territory and believes that Ukraine joining NATO would limit Russian influence and grant a 

greater role to Western countries. In response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine, Western 

countries and the United States of America declared their support for the Ukrainian government, 

denouncing the invasion as a clear violation of human rights by Russia. And international law, by 

providing financial, military, and diplomatic support to Ukraine and imposing economic sanctions 

on Russia 

President Joe Biden in a March 2022 address emphasized that The United States stands 

with the Ukrainian people. Sovereignty and territorial integrity are paramount to international 

peace. We cannot let Russia trample on Ukraine’s right to exist as a free, independent state. "The 

United States strongly condemns the Russian invasion of Ukraine. The US president has described 

Russian leader Vladimir Putin as a war criminal, accusing Russia of committing war crimes against 

civilians in Ukraine. The United States has accused Russia of committing genocide in Ukraine and 

violating human rights. The US is leading an alliance of 50 countries in support of Ukraine and is 
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working to secure the delivery of security assistance to the Ukrainian people. Additionally, the US 

has been mobilizing UN agencies and NGOs to provide humanitarian aid to Ukraine. 

Since the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, the United States, Britain, and the 

European Union have collectively implemented 16,500 sanctions against Russia. The European 

Union has frozen 70% of the assets of Russian banks. Furthermore, Western countries have taken 

several measures to impose restrictions on the Russian economy, including the United States and 

Britain's ban on Russian oil and gas. (Tsedilina, E.2022).  

2.11.2 The US Position on the War in Gaza: 

Since Israel declared its war on Gaza, the United States has harnessed all means to provide 

military and financial assistance to Israel in addition to supporting the Israeli position in all 

international and regional. During the 2023 Gaza conflict, Secretary of State Antony Blinken 

stated: “Israel has the right to defend itself against rocket attacks. We remain committed to Israel's 

security and our ironclad partnership." The support provided by the United States to Israel in the 

war launched on Gaza can be addressed as follows:  

On the military level, the United States provided the Israeli army with weapons and military 

equipment and even established an air bridge to supply Israel with weapons, in addition to 

providing intelligence to support the Israeli occupation. 

The United States has used its veto power multiple times to support Israel's actions against 

the Palestinian people. During a Security Council meeting on December 8, 2023, in response to a 

letter from the Secretary-General of the United Nations, António Guterres, calling for urgent 

intervention for a ceasefire, the UAE proposed a project called "Humanity, Justice and Peace." 

This project aimed to secure an immediate ceasefire for humanitarian reasons and ensure 
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humanitarian access to Gaza. Although the project was supported by 96 UN member states, the 

United States vetoed the draft resolution, stating concerns that it could escalate the conflict in Gaza 

and alleging that Hamas did not desire peace. 

Brazil proposed a humanitarian truce project in Gaza to allow aid to reach the area and 

prevent Israel from displacing residents of northern Gaza to the south. The proposal included a 

direct condemnation of Hamas for its resistance against Israel. Russia suggested adding a 

condemnation of Israel's attack on the Arab National Hospital in the Gaza Strip to the Brazilian 

draft resolution. However, the United States used its veto power to vote against this, preventing 

the Security Council from implementing the resolution.  (Güss, C., Safazada, I., Schaffer, M., 

Cash, J., & Bekhor, Y. (2018). 

During the Security Council meeting on December 22, 2023, Russia proposed a draft 

resolution for a ceasefire in Gaza for humanitarian reasons. However, the United States used its 

veto power to block the resolution in support of its ally Israel. The U.S. argued that the ceasefire 

would hinder the ongoing negotiations for the situation in Gaza. Despite the Security Council's 

affirmation of the need to increase humanitarian aid in Gaza, the U.S. consistently prevents the 

issuance of any resolutions that contradict its support for Israel, hindering the international 

community from making decisive decisions regarding Gaza.  

Russian representative to the Security Council, Vassily Nebenzia, criticized the U.S.'s 

behavior, condemning it as irresponsible.  

During the Security Council meeting on November 20, 2023, Algeria proposed a draft 

resolution for an urgent ceasefire in Gaza and an increase in humanitarian aid. However, the United 

States vetoed the proposal, arguing that it could negatively influence the negotiations related to 

the situation in Gaza. This marked the third time the United States had vetoed a ceasefire proposal 
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for Gaza, disregarding the dire humanitarian conditions faced by the civilians there. (Nichols, M. 

(n.d.). 

In March 2024, the United States submitted a proposal to the Security Council calling for 

a 6-week ceasefire in Gaza. The proposal included the condition of releasing hostages and 

providing humanitarian access to Gaza. It was supported by 11 Security Council member states 

but was rejected by Russia, China, and Algeria. The United States emphasized that the ceasefire 

was contingent upon the release of hostages. Despite the ceasefire being the main goal, the decision 

was not supported by the aforementioned countries. However, it is conditional on the release of 

the hostages. 

Upon closer examination, it becomes evident that the proposal did not explicitly demand a 

ceasefire, which is what Russia criticized. The resolution did not contain language explicitly 

calling for a ceasefire if deemed necessary. Russia described the resolution as not calling for a 

ceasefire and accused Washington of manipulating the international community. The proposal 

condemned terrorist acts in Gaza, specifically referencing Hamas' attacks on southern Israel, but 

it did not address Israel's actions against civilians in Gaza.  (John, R. R., Tara. (2024, February 

19).  

The resolution addresses Washington's rejection of any attempts to settle the situation in 

Gaza. It questions how Washington can seek a ceasefire and calm the situation in Gaza while 

supporting Israel's actions that involve the forced displacement and extermination of Palestinians. 

The resolution criticizes Washington for providing military and financial assistance to Israel and 

for using its veto power to prevent the Security Council from issuing any resolution calling for an 

immediate ceasefire in Gaza. Additionally, Washington has condemned the use of the Russian and 

Chinese veto power to stop the US draft resolution, describing it as malicious. This raises concerns 

https://democraticac.de/?p=96003#_ftn16
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about the inconsistency in Washington's stance, as it has used its veto power to obstruct resolutions 

calling for a ceasefire in the past, leading to the ongoing genocide of Palestinians since October 

2023, resulting in the deaths of over 30,000 civilians in Gaza. 

Here is a table showing the similarities and differences in U.S. approaches to the Ukrainian and 

Palestinian conflicts: 

Aspect Ukraine Conflict Palestinian 

Conflict 

Similarities Differences 

U.S. Military 

Support 

Extensive military 

aid, including 

advanced 

weaponry, 

training, and 

intelligence 

sharing to Ukraine 

to resist Russian 

aggression. 

Consistent 

military aid to 

Israel, including 

advanced 

weaponry, 

missile defense 

systems (e.g., 

Iron Dome), and 

military 

equipment. 

In both 

conflicts, the 

U.S. provides 

significant 

military 

support to its 

allies 

(Ukraine and 

Israel). 

The U.S. supports 

Ukraine directly 

while supporting 

Israel in the 

conflict with 

Palestinians 

indirectly. Aid to 

Palestinians is 

minimal. 

Diplomatic 

Stance 

Strong 

international 

diplomatic 

backing for 

Ukraine; advocacy 

U.S. is a staunch 

ally of Israel, 

often defending it 

in international 

forums, 

The U.S. 

actively 

defends its 

allies 

(Ukraine and 

The U.S. directly 

condemns Russian 

aggression but 

remains hesitant to 

criticize Israel’s 
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for Ukrainian 

sovereignty and 

territorial 

integrity. 

particularly at the 

U.N., sometimes 

vetoing 

resolutions 

critical of Israeli 

actions. 

Israel) in 

global 

diplomatic 

arenas. 

actions, including 

settlements or 

military operations 

in Palestinian 

territories. 

Human Rights 

and Civilian 

Casualties 

Emphasizes the 

need to protect 

Ukrainian civilians 

and condemns 

Russian war 

crimes. 

While the U.S. 

calls for de-

escalation in 

Gaza, it rarely 

holds Israel 

accountable for 

civilian 

casualties caused 

by its military 

operations. 

U.S. 

rhetorically 

calls for 

minimizing 

civilian 

casualties in 

both conflicts. 

The U.S. takes a 

stronger stance on 

Russian human 

rights violations 

than it does on 

Israel’s treatment 

of Palestinians. 

Territorial 

Sovereignty 

U.S. advocates 

strongly for 

Ukraine's right to 

maintain its 

territorial 

integrity, 

The U.S. 

supports a two-

state solution but 

has historically 

allowed Israeli 

settlements to 

expand, 

U.S. rhetoric 

supports the 

idea of 

territorial 

integrity in 

both cases. 

The U.S. takes a 

clearer and more 

consistent stance 

on Ukrainian 

territorial integrity 

than on Palestinian 

land rights. 
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including Crimea 

and Donbas. 

Palestinian 

territorial claims. 

Use of 

Sanctions 

Imposes 

significant 

economic 

sanctions on 

Russia as 

punishment for its 

invasion of 

Ukraine and 

continued 

aggression. 

Palestinian 

territorial claims. 

Rarely sanctions 

Israel, and 

instead provides 

significant 

economic and 

military aid. The 

U.S. occasionally 

sends economic 

aid to 

Palestinians but 

does not pressure 

Israel similarly. 

Economic 

tools 

(sanctions and 

aid) are used 

in both 

conflicts as an 

advantage. 

The U.S. has 

applied extensive 

sanctions against 

Russia but not 

against Israel, 

despite 

accusations of 

human rights 

violations and 

international law 

violations. 

Framing of the 

Conflict 

Frames the 

conflict as a 

struggle between 

democracy and 

authoritarianism, 

with Ukraine 

symbolizing 

Frames the 

Israeli-

Palestinian 

conflict primarily 

in terms of 

Israel's right to 

self-defense 

Both conflicts 

are framed as 

part of larger 

geopolitical 

struggles by 

the U.S. 

Democracy is 

more strongly 

emphasized in 

Ukraine, while the 

Palestinian 

conflict is more 

framed around 
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democratic 

resistance against 

Russian autocracy. 

against terrorism, 

with little 

emphasis on 

Palestinian 

sovereignty or 

rights. 

security and 

terrorism. 

International 

Law and 

Accountability 

Calls for Russia to 

be held 

accountable for 

violations of 

international law 

and human rights 

abuses. 

Often shields 

Israel from 

international 

accountability, 

including 

through vetoes in 

the U.N. Security 

Council against 

resolutions 

condemning 

Israeli actions. 

The U.S. 

emphasizes 

the 

importance of 

international 

law, 

selectively 

applying this 

principle in 

both conflicts. 

The U.S. pushes 

for international 

law enforcement 

in Ukraine but 

resists 

international 

scrutiny of Israeli 

actions in 

Palestine. 

Public 

Justification 

U.S. officials 

regularly cite the 

defense of 

democracy, human 

rights, and 

sovereignty as 

U.S. officials 

justify support 

for Israel largely 

in terms of 

security and the 

right to self-

Both are 

publicly 

justified in 

terms of 

defending 

allies and 

Ukraine support is 

framed around 

democracy and 

sovereignty, while 

Israeli support 

focuses on 
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justifications for 

support to 

Ukraine. 

defense, often 

ignoring broader 

human rights 

concerns. 

ensuring 

security. 

counterterrorism 

and security. 

Humanitarian 

Aid 

Provides 

humanitarian aid 

to Ukraine in 

addition to 

military support to 

address 

displacement, 

civilian casualties,  

In addition, war 

damage. 

Provides some 

economic aid to 

Palestinians but 

far less compared 

to the military 

assistance given 

to Israel. The 

focus is more on  

It is ensuring 

Israel’s security. 

The U.S. 

provides 

humanitarian 

assistance to 

civilian 

populations in 

both conflicts. 

In both cases, the 

U.S. prioritizes 

military aid over 

humanitarian aid, 

with a larger 

disparity in 

Palestinian aid. 

*(Güss, C., Safazada, I., Schaffer, M., Cash, J., & Bekhor, Y. (2018).  

2.12 Global Reactions to Double Standards of the US Foreign Policy toward Palestine: 

Many countries perceive a double standard in Washington's contrasting responses to Gaza 

and Ukraine. On April 23, 2024, U.S. Secretary of State Blinken denied double standards in 

applying U.S. law. Concerning the Israeli army's violations in Gaza, he said that these accusations 

were under review. This statement followed the massacre perpetrated by the Israeli occupation of 

the families in Al-Shifa civilian hospital in Gaza. The US administration did not show the same 

harsh reaction to Tel Aviv as it did against Russia. This has provoked widespread criticism 
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internationally and displeasure in social media platforms, among the most prominent responses the 

world has seen: 

2.12.1 At the American level: 

2.12.1.1 Divisions in the US State 

The Department has seen a wave of resignations never seen before and Great resigned "in 

opposition to Washington's policy of war in Gaza," in at least the third similar move from the U.S. 

State Department due to this crisis. 

"I resigned in April 2024 after 18 years of outstanding service, objecting to US policy in Gaza," 

she wrote on LinkedIn. 

Hala Rharrit also noted that there were "double standards" in U.S. policy on the effects of 

the war, including the humanitarian crisis and the killing of Palestinian journalists in Gaza. Rharrit 

said that some U.S. State Department workers encouraged her to continue sharing her comments 

objecting to U.S. policy, telling her that those objections would be moved "to the highest levels of 

decision makers", but others "silenced and marginalized" her as she described them. 

"I am fundamentally concerned that we are on the wrong side of history and harming our 

interests," she said, referring to the US administration's strong support for Israel in the war on the 

Gaza Strip. (Hansler, J. (2024, May 3). 

2.12.1.2 Wave resignations 

 Anil Schillen: resigned from the Human Rights Office of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

in late March, writing in an article by CNN that she could not serve a Government that "allowed 

such atrocities". Ministry official Josh Paul resigned in October. 



 

112 

 

Tariq Habash, an American of Palestinian descent, left his position as Special Assistant in 

the Planning Office of the Department of Education in January. He said that the Biden 

administration is "recovering" from atrocities in Gaza. - 

Stacey Gilbert: Served in the Foreign Office's Office of Population, Refugees, and 

Immigration, stepping down in late May. She had resigned over a report to Congress in which the 

Administration had falsely stated that Israel was not blocking humanitarian assistance from Gaza. 

In November, more than 1,000 State Department USAID officials signed an open letter 

calling for an immediate ceasefire, and cables critical of the administration's policy were sent to 

the State Department's internal "opposition channel".  (Harb, A. 2023, November 8).  

2.12.1.3 American universities Reactions to Double Standards of the US Foreign Policy 

toward Palestine: 

Student pro-Palestinian protests are escalating from Los Angeles to New York, and 

Washington through Austin, Boston, Chicago, and Atlanta. Sit-ins and demonstrations have 

included internationally renowned universities such as Harvard, Yale, Colombia, and Princeton, 

denouncing the Israeli war on Gaza and demanding that students picket on campus to stop 

American support for Israel in this war, denouncing what they called the war of extermination 

against Gazans. 

University students are demanding a ceasefire in Gaza, cutting off the University's ongoing 

financial investments in companies that support Israel's military effort in Gaza and, in some cases, 

cutting off all ties with Israel. These protests were organized by alliances of largely independent 

student groups. 
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The common denominator of these protests was the raising of pro-Palestinian slogans and 

demands to end the killings of civilians in Gaza, and to stop US military, financial and political 

support for Israel. The protesters set up tents on the campuses of several universities and organized 

solidarity activities with Palestine and the Gaza Strip, far from any threat of violence or disruption 

to study, according to US media. 

However, the Biden administration did not deplore the proliferation of unprecedented sit-

in camps in university courtyards and solidarity events for students who chanted slogans such as 

"free Palestine" and "stop American support for Israel". After repeated warnings, American police 

officers, who carried batons at many universities, resorted to a large campaign of arrests of dozens 

of students amid scenes of violence transmitted by social media and some US and international 

television channels. 

As demonstrators insisted on their right to freedom of speech peacefully, pro-Israel voices 

had moved to respond to the protest movement. During a visit to Columbia University in New 

York State, U.S. Speaker Mike Johnson tried to reassure Jewish students about their fears of anti-

Semitism on college campuses. "Israel and Jewish students on campus will not stand alone... 

Jewish students should not face such violence on American soil.  

In Israel, Israeli Defense Minister Yoav Gallant called on U.S. authorities to intervene to 

protect Jews in the United States and stop demonstrations in support of the Gaza Strip at American 

universities. In an X-platform post, Glant considered the demonstrations at American universities 

anti-Semitic and incitement to terrorism. 
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In those protests, pro-Palestinian student groups responded by accusing them of being anti-

Semitic by stating that "we strongly reject any form of hatred and intolerance, and stand vigilant 

against non-student individuals trying to disrupt the solidarity formed by some Palestinian, 

Muslim, Arab, Jewish and pro-Palestinian students. These represent the full diversity of support 

for Palestinians within our country... A few “individuals have tried to use the order to carry out 

their agenda, have acted unacceptably." 

2.12.2The Global Level 

2.12.2.1 Middle East Reactions to Double Standards of the US Foreign Policy toward 

Palestine: 

The file of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict comes at the forefront of the Arab "resentment" 

of Western policies, especially the United States. The Algerian Foreign Minister pointed out that, 

when it comes to violations of international law on the subject of genocide in Gaza, our failure to 

move the United States on other issues of great interest put its credibility at stake. He adds, "The 

Arab States have resentment with the international system, whether because of the lack of respect 

for international legitimacy in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict or in a file such as Algeria's proposed 

ceasefire case, where United States Ambassador to the United Nations Linda Thomas Greenfield 

used the veto. 

The West criticizes Russia for invading Ukraine, citing occupation and annexation of an 

independent state, and violating international law. However, Arab States see this as "double 

standards," especially when comparing it to the American position on the situation in the Middle 

East. They point out that Israel has occupied Arab territories for decades and violated the rights of 

the Palestinian people on multiple levels. The Arab response to these Unequal treatments is not 

limited to official reactions but also resonates at a popular level. (Bobkin, N. (2022).  
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2.12.2.2European Union: 

The European Union and individual European nations have been deriding Israel's exercises 

in the Palestinian territories, particularly concerning settlement advancement and military 

operations in Gaza. Nonetheless, they try not to compel the actual degree of strain on Israel that 

the U.S. does on nations like Russia in the Ukraine battle. European nations regularly express 

disillusionment with U.S. respect, particularly when it blocks objectives in international bodies 

like the United Nations that call for Israel to be viewed as answerable for its exercises. European 

normal society organizations, especially human rights get-togethers, are dynamically vocal about 

the double standards in U.S. procedure. NGOs, for instance, Amnesty International and Human 

Rights Watch regularly highlight human rights violations by Israel and examine the U.S. for 

protecting Israel from international assessment. (Pardo, S. (2019).  

2.12.2.3 Global South Reactions to Double Standards of the US Foreign Policy toward 

Palestine: 

In the Global South, nations like South Africa, Brazil, and various African and Latin 

American nations express backbone with the Palestinian explanation. They much of the time draw 

matches between the clashes of Palestinians and their own evident experiences with expansionism 

and apartheid. South Africa, explicitly, has been vocal in condemning U.S. Contradictory 

standards, a large part of the time contrasting the Israeli occupation with apartheid. These nations 

habitually criticize the U.S. for attacking international guidelines by supporting Israel's occupation 

and settlement works out. Various Overall South nations use social affairs, for instance, the United 

Nations and the Non-Aligned Movement to get down on U.S. anomalies. They battle that while 

the U.S. pushes for endorsements and objectives against various violators of international 
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guidelines, it uses its dismissal capacity to shield Israel from tantamount outcomes. *(H.A., H. 

(2023, November 3). 

2.12.2.4 Non-Governmental Organizations and Human Rights Groups 

Both HRW and Amnesty International have been incredibly censorious of U.S. 

international procedure towards Palestine, particularly its persistent assistance for Israel paying 

little heed to advancing violations of international guidelines. Amnesty's report naming Israel's 

treatment of Palestinians as "apartheid" began chat and further uncovered U.S. hypocrisy, 

interestingly, with its approvals on Russia over Ukraine. 

The BDS movement has gathered forward speed as a work to think about Israel 

dependable through financial and political strain. Various unintelligible see the U.S. 

government's crackdown on BDS works out, including denoting the movement as anti-Semitic, 

particularly when appears differently concerning the U.S... This has incited charges of 

dishonesty, with intellectuals battling that the U.S. will use money-related strain explicitly, 

dependent upon its fundamental benefits. 

International Reactions to the U.S'. Clear Discrimination in its international technique 

towards Palestine versus Ukraine are separated by expansive examination, particularly among 

nations in the Middle East, the Overall South, and human rights organizations. The U.S. is 

viewed as expressly applying its standards of human liberties and worldwide rules, focusing on 

key schemes, especially with Israel, over a predictable strategy for overseeing general debates. 

This oddity cripples U.S. reliability, particularly in districts where general assessment 

unequivocally keeps up with Palestinian privileges. Intelligent people fight that the U.S'. Explicit 
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systems reflect more noteworthy worldwide interests instead of a guaranteed obligation to 

esteem and common liberties.  (ACHRS. (2023, October 29). 

Conclusion:  

 

The investigation of this part was about the historical settings that add to the diligence of 

two sets of rules in U.S. foreign policy, especially in its ways of dealing with the Ukrainian and 

Palestinian conflicts. The critical theoretical points of view offered important insights into how 

national interest, identity, and worldwide norms shape U.S. policy choices. By applying these 

theories, we saw that U.S. foreign policy frequently focuses on vital and international objectives 

over the reliable use of human rights standards, prompting moral inconsistencies. 

The section's near examination highlighted how the U.S. maintains Ukraine's power 

against Russian disdain while simultaneously disregarding comparative common freedoms and 

territorial issues in Palestine. The U.S's. strong military, monetary, and conciliatory sponsorship 

of Ukraine stands apart firmly from its unsuitable assistance for Israel paying little mind to 

advancing global regulation encroachment in the Palestinian areas. These models frame how 

historical collusions, key interests, and power components shape double standards in U.S. 

international strategy. It adds to the general paper by analyzing the ethical consequences of 

clashing U.S. international strategy practices. It shows how U.S. Unequal treatment affects its 

overall acceptability and drive, raising critical issues about the legitimacy of its self-

communicated job as a promoter of a vote-based system and common freedoms. In addition, the 

discussion of theoretical structures helps contextualize the key manners of thinking behind these 

coherent irregularities, highlighting the astounding amicability between virtues and rational 

interests in worldwide relations. 
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The discoveries in this section have wide ramifications for the investigation of global 

relations, especially concerning how significant powers like the U.S. explore the strain between 

moral obligations and realpolitik. The double standards seen in U.S. international strategy could 

provoke decreased overall effect, particularly in multilateral foundations where calls for 

consistency and conventionality in the use of global standards are principal. This section's 

examination in like manner includes the meaning of looking at the ethical underpinnings of 

international strategy decisions in a globalized world. It expands on the historical and theoretical 

setting laid out in the past chapter, giving a more profound investigation of how U.S. foreign 

policy toward Ukraine and Palestine developed. The experiences acquired here lay the basis for 

the ensuing chapter, which will focus on the down-to-earth results of this hypocrisy, especially 

concerning regional steadiness, international strategy, and worldwide impression of U.S. 

authority. 
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Introduction: 

The fundamental purpose of this chapter is to resume the essential findings from the 

analysis of U.S. foreign policy and its utilization of double standards in the Ukrainian and 

Palestinian conflicts. This branch will re-examine the main themes explored throughout the 

dissertation, such as the U.S. varying procedures to power, individual liberties, and worldwide law 

in these two domains. It centers around making a far-reaching inference on how U.S. activities 

reflect the specific satisfaction of worldwide guidelines because of political-economic interests, 

adding to the cohesion of instability in the two settings. 

It will offer a review of how the U.S. strictly protects Ukraine's sovereignty against Russian 

hostility while overlooking the Israeli occupation of Palestinian territories. In addition, analyzes 

the U.S. condemnation of human rights contraventions in Ukraine compared to its muted response 

to the same violations in Palestine. Furthermore, it will provide the broader impact of U.S. 

hypocrisy on its reliability in multinational organizations like the UN and NATO and on efforts to 

encourage peace and safety in the Middle East and Eastern Europe. 

This study is important within the area of the thesis because it not only reinforces the findings but 

also gives a critical reflection on the implications of U.S. hypocrisy. The examination of these 

twofold norms presents a view of the limits of U.S. the board in worldwide administration and the 

ramifications for global regulation, human liberties reinforcement, and conflict resolution. By 

taking note of these inconsistencies, the part underlines the requirement for more rational and 

ethically grounded U.S. international concerns that direction with its expressed qualities and lift 

long haul worldwide steadiness. 
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3.2 The Zionist Lobby's Control and Contribution to United States Resolutions:  

The Zionist lobby in the United States is a powerful force that influences the US 

administration to prioritize Israel's interests. It exerts pressure on various fronts, including 

Congress, election campaigns, research centers, and the economy. The lobby succeeded in 

portraying Israel as a victim and convinced the American people to be vocal supporters. 

Additionally, the US government provides economic assistance and weapons to support Israel 

politically, making it a top priority in its foreign policy. These factors raise doubts about the United 

States' integrity as a mediator in the peace process. Any solutions proposed by the United States 

must be viewed with suspicion and uncertainty, rather than as objective and contextualized.  (Haija, 

R. (2006).  

The 2024 United States elections are seeing intense competition between the candidates 

Donald Trump and Kamala Harris. Both candidates are showing strong interest in supporting 

Israel. It is believed that a candidate cannot become president without the endorsement of the  

Zionist lobby. This is evident in their support for the Democratic and Republican parties, the two 

main political parties in America. They support most politicians in the United States with money. 

The AIPAC conference, which precedes elections in November 2024, will not have a chance to 

be President of the United States, and AIPAC holds a conference every year in April. That is why 

they have a huge influence on the US administration, politicians, and legislative decision-makers 

in the USA. An example of their influence is their pressure on Biden. He is certainly under great 

pressure from the Zionist lobby, and the American president himself is Jewish. For the record, 

Biden declared in the election campaign and after becoming President of the United States that he 
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is a Zionist. He said, "I am a Zionist." He also said that if Israel were not united, it would be united. 

(Mearsheimer, J., & Walt, S. (2009).  

Therefore, the Zionist lobby certainly has a huge influence on politics within the United 

States, especially in the recent events that took place in the October 7 attack, where Biden stressed 

Israel's right to defend itself, ignoring the genocide and the persecution against the Palestinian 

people for nearly 75 years and only condemning the Hamas group. On October 7, 2023, Hamas 

carried out an operation against Israeli communities in Gaza. This event highlighted the strong 

relationship between the US and Israel, as well as their support for Israel's decisive response to the 

Gaza Strip. This response was in reaction to serious violations of international law and war crimes 

committed against civilians in the Strip. The positions of President Joe Biden's administration 

underscored the extent of strong U.S. political and military support for Israel and the influence of 

Zionist lobbyists and lobbies in U.S. policy toward Israel. The lobby has also been able to force 

36 of the 50 states in the United States to criminalize the boycott of Israeli products from the 

settlements to fight the Palestinian BDS campaign, i.e. the campaign to boycott products from the 

settlements. They managed to get the support of 36 states and have them pass internal laws 

prohibiting the boycott of products from the settlements, if you do, you could lose your job in the 

state, and there is even a decision to sign the person not to boycott Israeli products. They also have 

the power of the media to target anyone who talks about Israel or against Zionism or against what 

Israel is doing against the Palestinian people and non-Palestinians. (Lieberman, R. (2009).  

One example of the Jewish lobby under Trump is unprecedented influence even by his 

usual standards. At the forefront was the American decision to move his embassy from Tel Aviv 

to Jerusalem, as Trump chose the most sensitive day in Palestinian history, Nakba Day, in which 
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the Palestinians commemorate the day when more than 760,000 Palestinians were displaced in the 

1948 war from their homeland, to make his decision. Not only that, but the White House also 

praised the Israeli snipers who massacred dozens of Palestinian civilians protesting the seventieth 

anniversary of the Nakba on May 15, 2018. State Department representative Heather Nauert said: 

"Israel has the right to defend itself but Hamas bears responsibility." Moreover, the United States 

sought to block a UN Security Council statement calling for an international investigation into the 

killing of 59 Palestinians by Israeli forces near the security fence separating the eastern Gaza Strip 

from Israel. The United States has resorted to using the right to "break the silence" of the draft 

statement prepared by Kuwait, the only Arab member of the Council, in coordination with 

representatives of some member states. Israel was confident of the support and export of the United 

States for its defense, as Trump's UN envoy Nikki Haley put it: " Haley said in a speech at a UN 

Security Council meeting on the bloody violence in Gaza: "No country in this room can show more 

restraint than Israel does." None of these steps served any clear national interest to the United 

States as much as they were aimed primarily at Israel's supreme interest.  (Ivanova, N.2022).  

The traditional relationship between the two parties was based on many claims and 

justifications as a strategic relationship based on shared democratic values and strategic interests 

between them. The perception of Israel as the cornerstone and protector of American interests in 

the Middle East, and the preservation of Israel's security, power, and dominance in the region is 

given US Middle East policy. Israel is an instrument of American pressure in international strategy, 

in addition to continuing to support political regimes loyal to the US administration and working 

to establish diplomatic relations between Washington's allies in the Middle East. (East Asian 

Regional Order. International Journal of Korean Unification Studies, Vol. 31, No. 2. 31-59.) 
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3.3 The US Response to Ukrainian and Palestinian Clashes: 

The U.S. has provided large military support to Ukraine, including progressed arms, 

practice, and intelligence assistance. This directed building Ukraine’s defense in the face of 

Russian hostility. 

Since the seizure of Ukraine in 2022, Russia has suffered broad global condemnation for alleged 

battle violations and acts of genocide. Particular circumstances, such as the massacres in Bucha 

and Mariupol, have drawn sharp disapproval and calls for responsibility. The United States has 

candidly accused Russia of committing genocide. The ICC has opened investigations, and various 

international leaders have called for legal action against Russian officials. (Tsedilina, E.2022).  

Economically, the US has imposed extensive economic sanctions on Russia. These 

sanctions include freezing the assets of Russian individuals, government officials, and businesses.  

Restrictions on transactions with Russian banks. Bans on exporting certain goods and technologies 

to Russia, particularly those that could support its military capabilities. Restrictions on the import 

of Russian oil and gas, aimed to weaken Russia's primary revenue source. Travel bans and asset 

freezes on key political figures, oligarchs, and military leaders involved in the aggression against 

Ukraine. (Tsyhaniuk, V. (2021).  

In contrast, while the number of civilian victims in Israel's bombing of the Al-Ahli Arabi 

Hospital in northern Gaza was much greater than the losses in Russia's targeting of the Maternity 

Hospital in Mariupol on March 9, 2022, the US ignored to check Israel responsible. However, the 

US did comment on the targeting of the hospital in Mariupol, describing it as an "injustice" and a 

"disgrace to the entire world.  ("Webb-Pullman, J., Rantisi, Y., Kuhail, I., Sersawi, M., Alsosi, A., 

& Hasira, M. (2018).  
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After the strike on the nursing home in Gaza, Biden said he was "deeply sorry by the 

explosion". "Based on what I've seen, it appears as though it was done by the other team, not you," 

he said at a news conference with Israeli Prime. 

While there have been calls from some international bodies and human rights organizations 

to investigate Israel for war crimes or genocide, the response has been more muted compared to 

Russia. Main Western forces, including the United States, often support Israel's right to self-

defense and avoid marking its crimes as a massacre. They even make direct statements that 

implicitly suggest they view Israeli attacks as "legitimate acts," without a single condemnation. 

Biden immediately portrayed what happened in Ukraine as "genocide" but deferred to reporters 

when questioned about Israel. (Amine.2024, July 11).  

Various international actors and human rights organizations called for sanctions against 

Israel due to its actions in Gaza and the West Bank, but the actual implementation of significant 

economic sanctions has been limited. Some Pro-Palestinian nations and organizations have 

charged specific limitations on Israel, such as forbidding products from Israeli settlements in the 

occupied areas or divesting from companies involved in the occupation. 

Boycott, Divestment, Sanctions (BDS) Movement is a universal operation promoting 

various forms of blacklisting against Israeli and pro-Israeli companies' products and services. This 

has been a widely spread and successful movement that gained huge support all over the world. 

Although the United States continues its strong diplomatic and economic relationships with Zionist 

states. It restricted boycotts that were targeting Israeli companies and institutions. (Hitchcock, 

J.2023).  
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To sum up, the contrasting American responses to the Russia-Ukraine war and the Gaza-

Israel conflict starkly illustrate the presence of Partisanship. While Russia's actions in Ukraine 

have been met with swift and severe condemnations, legal actions, and economic sanctions, Israel's 

genocide in Gaza has often received more muted criticism and less stringent repercussions. 

3.4 Influence of the United States Double Standards on Its Credibility with Global and 

Domestic Diplomatic Relations 

 The use of double standards by the U.S. significantly undermines its validity between the 

two partners and enemies. When the U.S. advances itself as a worldwide manager advocating for 

democracy and human rights but simultaneously engages in unambiguous enforcement of these 

principles, it makes a legitimacy hole. This inconsistency prompts doubt about the US. 

Commitment to its communicated values and principles prompted partners to question whether 

they can depend on the U.S. for consistent aid on themes of governance and human rights. 

Researchers argue that such legitimacy issues can weaken alliances and reduce the US. Influence 

in international forums, as partners would search for alternative partnerships that align even more 

intimately with their values and interests.  

Many pioneers and nations no longer trust the U.S. and its systems. The apparent lip service 

in U.S. foreign policy decisions contributes to a significant loss of trust in the U.S. administration. 

Countries that notice the U.S. utilization of Unequal treatment could feel reasonable in pursuing 

their interests regardless of U.S. preferences or international norms. For instance, the U.S. reaction 

to Israel's strategic operations in Gaza in response to October 7, 2023, was separated by a 

reluctance to significant loss of Palestinian civilians' lives. This provoked wherever 

disappointment among nations and the formation of a thought maintaining that the killing of 

civilians in Gaza has continued with U.S. backing. This inconsistency cultivates an environment 



Chapter Four: The Impact of Double Standards on U.S. Credibility: Ukraine, Palestine, 

and the Global Stage 

129 

 

where nations could engage in a retaliatory approach to behaving. It undermines pleasing 

endeavors on worldwide challenges such as terrorism. The misuse of trust is particularly 

pronounced in regions where the U.S. has historically applied influence. Nearby pioneers and 

populations, become increasingly suspicious of U.S. intentions and commitments. (Hejazi, A., 

Smith, D., and White, R. (2024). 

Double standards significantly muddle the U.S. endeavors to agree, particularly in regions 

such as climate change and arms control. When the U.S. advocates for worldwide cooperation, but 

simultaneously applies different standards to itself and its partners, it undermines the trust 

necessary for compelling multilateral negotiations. For instance, during the Paris Agreement 

discussions, the U.S. confronted analysis of its historical emissions and reluctance to focus on 

binding focuses while urging different nations to make a substantial move against environmental 

change. This visible fraud has prompted suspiciousness among different territories regarding the 

U.S. commitment to worldwide natural intentions, complicating consensus-building attempts. In 

the domain of weapons control, the U.S. has pushed for non-proliferation deals while preserving 

and modernizing its nuclear weaponry. This dual methodology brings up issues about the U.S. 

sincerity in promoting disarmament. It leads different nations to either oppose compliance or 

pursue their tactical advancements as a countermeasure. (Thakur, R. (2014).  

 The resulting absence of trust can slow down negotiations and weaken the effectiveness 

of international frameworks designed to advance security and steadiness. Researchers argue that 

such challenges in multilateral agreements hinder progress on pressing worldwide issues and 

diminish the U.S. influence in shaping international norms and approaches. Homegrown 
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perceptions of duplicity can likewise have profound implications for public opinion and political 

discourse regarding U.S. foreign policy.  

At the point when residents see irregularity in applying U.S. standards abroad, it can 

expand uncertainty and investigation of government activities. For example, the public response 

against U.S. military intercessions has frequently begun from discernment that fundamental 

interests motivate these activities more than philanthropic worries. This dissatisfaction can 

appear in decreased public help for unfamiliar directions, military commitment, and worldwide 

collaboration. On a global scale, citizens question the veracity of American actions. Furthermore, 

the political talk encompassing international strategy can become hypnotized.  

Various groups impact instances of dual principles to push their plans. For instance, 

analysts of U.S. international policy might discuss that the government does not uphold the 

democratic principles it was founded on. Advocates could safeguard specific activities as 

fundamental for public safety. This polarization jumbles the limit of policymakers to fabricate 

agreement on international strategy drives. It eventually impacts the U.S. ability to carry out lucid 

and effective frameworks in global relations. In this way, the local response against double 

principles lays out a difficult climate for U.S. trailblazers. They will end up battling with both 

global assumptions and local opinions. (Oskamp, S. (1965).  

3.5 The effect of the US double standards in the resolution of Ukrainian and Palestinian 

conflicts: 

The notion of "double standards" in international law can be understood in different 

manners, but in general, it relates to circumstances in which several lawful standards are used by 

different countries in similar situations. Regarding Palestine and Ukraine, there are arguments 
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declaring that there are contrary standards in dealing with wars in the two nations. For illustration, 

when Russia took rule of Crimea in 2014, the US foreign policy accused Russia's operations of an 

assault on international order. However, its reaction to Israel's 1967 seizure of territories in the 

West Bank, Gaza Strip, and East Jerusalem was much more limited, although several United 

Nations (UN) resolutions condemned the move. 

Factors such as strategic interests, historical and cultural aspects, as well as the impact of 

giant powers such as the United States can be the reason for different responses in dealing with 

the conflicts in Palestine and Ukraine. Some argue that there is a pro-Israel bias in America that 

permits Israel to break international law without serious implications. The existence of unfair 

treatment in the white house can affect conflict determination efforts in both countries because it 

can cause suspicion and pressure in international relations, and raise the chance of future conflicts 

if a country feels that it is not known or judged unjustly by the international society. (Aswadi, 

K.2023).  

The existence of double standards in Washington can endanger balance and safety in 

Ukraine, Palestine, and the world at large, as well as become an obstacle in efforts to solve conflicts 

in both countries. Hence, countries and international institutions are asked to support the stable 

and fair application of international law in treating global conflicts. Although most countries agree 

that international law must be in use regardless of the interests or strengths of a state, the existence 

of US hypocrisy is still a controversial and complex topic in practice. (2022). the duplicity of 

Western Countries toward Ukraine and Palestine “Western Hypocrisy”. Central European 

Management Journal.) 

 



Chapter Four: The Impact of Double Standards on U.S. Credibility: Ukraine, Palestine, 

and the Global Stage 

132 

 

The efficiency of conflict resolution mostly relies upon how the US foreign policy managed 

the situation. When there is a double standard applied, this can affect clash resolution in Ukraine 

and Palestine because settlement efforts can be obstructed. In these two conflicts, several countries 

have interests in Ukraine and Palestine, and it is sometimes witnessed that they exercise various 

discrimination in addressing the conflicts in Ukraine and Palestine. This could hinder efforts to 

resolve the conflict efficaciously and extend the suffering of the Ukrainian and Palestinian citizens. 

Principal countries such as Russia and the United States have crucial interests in Ukraine. Russia 

wants to retain its influence in the area, while the United States wants to expand its influence in 

Eastern Europe. The two countries have conflicting interests and can apply double standards in 

addressing the Ukrainian conflict. For example, Russia denies external interference in the 

Ukrainian conflict, but at the same time supports pro-Russian rebels in the Donbas zone. On the 

other hand, the United States aids the Ukrainian authority and condemns Russia's actions in the 

Donbas land. They demanded that Russia stop supporting pro-Russian rebels and give back Crimea 

to Ukraine. (Marples, D.2022).  

3.6 Media Influence and American Universities Movement: 

Media scope of the Gaza genocide frequently utilizes less serious language, The selection 

of language depicting Israeli activities as "conflicts" or "explosions" as opposed to obvious 

"genocide", "ethnic purifying "or "massacres". This manipulation of vocabulary shapes the 

audience's perception and international discourse and leads to the extent of misconception and 

misrepresentation of the event. Also highlights double standards. 

The media's framing of conflicts in Ukraine and Gaza also shapes public opinion and 

political actions. The powerful condemnation of Russia is highly agreed upon, whereas criticisms 
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of Israel often meet blowback and accusations of bias or antisemitism. A striking example is how 

Meta now removes posts containing the term "Zionist" considering it as a form of hate speech and 

"antisemitism". (Amer, M. 2022).  

However, students in American universities were conscious about this manipulation and 

their activism has increasingly focused on issues related to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 

including calls for justice in Gaza. These movements often cover protests, boycotts, and 

scholastic incidents focused on increasing consciousness about the environment in Gaza and 

supporting Palestinian freedom.  

Exceptional scholar associations like Students for Justice in Palestine (SJP) and the 

Boycott, Divestment, Sanctions (BDS) evolution have been in the main place of these endeavors. 

These gatherings arrange different exercises, including demonstrations, instructive discussions, 

and petitions requesting that university organizations be stripped from companies engaged with 

the Israeli occupation. Notwithstanding significant threats, these scholars proceed to adjust and 

push for justice, featuring the continuous battle for Palestinian resolution in scholastic spaces. 

(Hammond, K. (2011). 

Conclusion:  

This final section of the dissertation offers a comprehensive study of the key findings and 

perceptions achieved from the comparison analysis of U.S. international policy in the Ukrainian 

and Palestinian conflicts. The investigation highlights important double standards in how the U.S. 

uses international regulations and main principles, such as supremacy, human rights, and 

international law, across these two regions. While the U.S. approach toward Ukraine is designed 

as a protection of democracy and international order, its manner toward Palestine shows a clear 

bias, deeply impacted by strategic alliances and internal political stresses. 
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The U.S. firmly defends Ukraine’s sovereignty, condemning Russia’s incorporation of 

Crimea and interference in Donbas. On the other hand, its assistance in Israel’s occupation of 

Palestinian lands demonstrates a selective utilization of the principle of regional integrity, 

weakening the reliability of its international policy. While the U.S. emphatically condemns human 

rights violations by Russia in Ukraine, its muted reaction to Israel’s actions in Gaza and the West 

Bank explains an inconsistency in the protection of human rights internationally. This selective 

advocacy lessens U.S. leadership in promoting global human rights. 
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General conclusion: 

This study showed how a comparative analysis of double standards in U.S. foreign affairs 

is critically examine how the American state fundamentally applies conflicting standards while 

resolving two equal struggle circumstances. In Ukraine, the U.S. has situated itself as a protector 

of authority and democracy, while in the Palestinian clash; it has persistently upheld Israel 

regardless of infringement of international regulation and human rights. This investigation tries 

to uncover how key interests, momentous coalitions, and international inspirations shape these 

Inconsistencies. 

The study talked about the more extensive comprehension of U.S. foreign policy by 

revealing the intricacies of American direction. It features how U.S. foreign relations are not 

exclusively performed by democratic moralities or fundamental right but is frequently 

determined by logical, international, and security interests. By interpreting these inconsistencies, 

researchers, and policymakers can acquire pieces of knowledge into the more profound 

inspirations driving the federal government activities, testing the discernment that its foreign 

relations is generally built on moral norms. 

The various systems of the US are introduced to show the distinct international stakes in 

each contention. In Ukraine, the U.S. upholds Ukraine in countering Russian hostility and 

maintains international standards of supremacy, which additionally debilitates Russia's impact in 

Europe. On the other hand, the American administration upholds Israel because of its well-

established strategic alliances, its impact in the Middle East, and local political contemplations. 

These distinctions mirror American prioritization of specific key partnerships and interests over 

the reliable utilization of international regulation. 



General Conclusion 

139 

 

Key factors incorporate worldwide alliances, politic interests, and local political pressure. 

As part of its resistance to Russian expansionism, the United States emphasizes fundamental 

human rights in Ukraine and alleviates fundamental human rights concerns in Palestine through 

cooperation with Israel. Domestic campaigning gatherings and political contemplations likewise 

assume a huge part, especially concerning U.S. relations with Israel. 

In Ukraine, the government upholds the right to self-ruling by condemning Russian 

impedance and support Ukrainian power. Alternately, in Palestine, the United States does not 

completely uphold Palestinian cases to self-governing because of its essential coalition with 

Israel and worries over territorial soundness. This irregularity mirrors the prioritization of 

international collusions over the guideline of self-assurance. The double standards subvert the 

U.S's. credibility as a worldwide pioneer in advancing democracy and human rights. At the point 

when the United States applies conflicting standards, it chances being viewed as double-dealing, 

which disintegrates trust among partners and debilitates its ethical expert on the worldwide stage 

 According to a realist viewpoint, the distinctions mirror the U.S's. quest for public 

interests and power. Realism argue that states focus on their security and diplomatic goals, which 

explains why the United States of America defends Ukraine to counter Russia however supports 

Israel for territorial strength between Arabs. Constructivism, notwithstanding, would reprimand 

these inconsistencies for disintegrating the regularizing force of international regulation and 

reducing the trustworthiness of American moral power 

The findings propose that U.S. foreign policy is principally determined by realistic 

contemplations of force, security, and strategic unions, as opposed to a reliable obligation to 

advance democracy or human rights. Standards are specifically applied in light of strategical 

computations 
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The twofold principles address the American state'. More wide global methods of staying 

aware of commonplace effects, countering rival controls, and getting key affiliations. The United 

States is concerned about limiting Russian influence in Ukraine, while in Palestine it is focused on 

its essential relationship with Israel, demonstrating that international stability frequently prevails 

over moral or legal consistency. Further investigation into America global politics with other 

conflict areas, such as Syria, Yemen, or Venezuela, where comparable duplicity may be observed, 

is needed. As well, study could focus on the function that political campaigns and interest groups 

act in the formation of these double standards. 
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Résumé 

La politique internationale des États-Unis est l’approche par laquelle les États-Unis traitent avec 

les pays étrangers. Les États-Unis sont toujours profondément influents dans le monde en tant que 

principale superpuissance. La création d’un monde sûr et démocratique pour le peuple américain 

et la communauté internationale est l’objectif premier de la politique étrangère des États-Unis. Au 

moyen d’une analyse comparative, l’étude révèle comment les priorités stratégiques et les 

pressions politiques intérieures façonnent de façon significative les réponses des États-Unis aux 

conflits internationaux, ce qui entraîne souvent des applications contradictoires des normes 

morales et juridiques. L’étude utilise l’Ukraine et la Palestine comme études de cas pour examiner 

les doubles standards qui existent dans les affaires étrangères des États-Unis. Ce travail vise à 

déterminer si la politique étrangère des É.-U. envers la Palestine était une double norme. L’analyse 

examine comment les incohérences dans les décisions stratégiques américaines soutiennent 

fermement la suprématie ukrainienne malgré l’hostilité russe tout en faisant progresser 

l’occupation israélienne et la violation des droits de la personne en Palestine. Les résultats 

montrent les ramifications plus étendues de ces normes hypocrites, en particulier concernant la 

validité du gouvernement américain dans le leadership mondial et les relations mondiales. Cette 

étude examine également ce que ces irrégularités signifient pour les relations diplomatiques des 

États, ajoute à l’insécurité provinciale et sape les valeurs de liberté et de droits fondamentaux de 

la personne que les É.‐U. prétendent maintenir sur la scène mondiale. 

Mots clés: Des États-Unis, l’Ukraine, la Palestine, les doubles standards 



 

 

 

 ملخص

السياسة الدولية للولايات المتحدة هي النهج الذي تتعامل به الولايات المتحدة مع الدول الأجنبية. لا تزال الولايات المتحدة ذات 

العالم باعتبارها القوة العظمى الرئيسية. إن إنشاء عالم آمن وديمقراطي للشعب الأمريكي والمجتمع الدولي هو  نفوذ عميق في

الهدف الرئيسي للسياسة الخارجية للولايات المتحدة. من خلال تحليل مقارن، تكشف الدراسة كيف أن الأولويات الاستراتيجية 

استجابات الولايات المتحدة للصراعات الدولية، مما يؤدي في كثير من الأحيان إلى والضغوط السياسية المحلية تشكل بشكل كبير 

تطبيقات متناقضة للمعايير الأخلاقية والقانونية. تستخدم الدراسة أوكرانيا وفلسطين كدراستي حالة لدراسة المعايير المزدوجة 

التحقيق فيما إذا كانت السياسة الخارجية الأمريكية تجاه  الواضحة في الشؤون الخارجية للولايات المتحدة. يسعى هذا العمل إلى

فلسطين مزدوجة المعايير. يدرس التحليل كيف أن التناقضات في قرارات الإستراتيجية الأمريكية تدعم بثبات السيادة الأوكرانية 

الإنسان في فلسطين. تظهر النتائج على الرغم من العداء الروسي بينما تحرك في نفس الوقت الاحتلال الإسرائيلي وانتهاك حقوق 

التداعيات الأكثر شمولاً لهذه المعايير المنافقة، لا سيما فيما يتعلق بصلاحية الحكومة الأمريكية في القيادة العالمية والعلاقات 

لايات، وتضيف إلى انعدام العالمية. تتناول الدراسة بالإضافة إلى ذلك ما تعنيه هذه المخالفات بالنسبة للعلاقات الدبلوماسية بين الو

الأمن في المقاطعات وتقوض قيم الحرية وحقوق الإنسان الأساسية التي تدعي الولايات المتحدة الحفاظ عليها على المسرح 

 العالمي.

 ,الازدواجية المعاييرفلسطين , أوكرانيا,الولايات المتحدة: الكلمات المفتاحية
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