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Diversification at Wartime Speed”

History rarely repeats itself in form, but it often returns in logic. Europe is now approaching such a moment. In March 1939, when Adolf
Hitler annexed the remainder of Czechoslovakia, it became unmistakably clear that the British and French policy of appeasement had
failed. The Munich Agreement of September 1938, which surrendered the Sudetenland in the name of peace, had been defended as
pragmatic realism. Six months later, that realism was exposed as illusion. Concessions had not restrained ambition; they had legitimized it.

urope now faces a parallel reckoning—one shaped
== not by tanks and borders, but by Donald Trump’s
L Use of economic coercion, energy leverage,
and conditional security guarantees, layered onto an
already fragile European energy system. The danger
is not that history is repeating itself mechanically. It is
that Europe is once again mistaking accommodation
for strategy.

This is not an argument about personalities or moral
equivalence. It is an argument about patterns of
power. Appeasement is not defined by who demands
concessions, but by how those concessions are
rationalized. Then, Europe conceded territory to
buy peace. Now, it absorbs tariff threats, energy
dependence, and political pressure to preserve
stability in the transatlantic relationship. In both cases,
the wager is the same: that accommodation will cap
demands rather than invite escalation.

History suggests that wager rarely pays.

When Trump’s Economic Coercion Meets Europe’s
Energy Fragility

Appeasement is always most persuasive when it calls
itself realism. In the late 1930s, Britain and France
argued that compromise with Germany was necessary
to avoid war, protect fragile economies, and buy time
to prepare. Today, European leaders justify restraint
toward Trump’s rhetoric and actions—on tariffs, trade,
security commitments, and even sovereignty—as
pragmatism. The language has changed; the logic has
not.

Under Trump, economic tools are no longer neutral

instruments of policy. They are explicit levers of
compliance. Tariffs are threatened not merely to

i rebalance trade, but to extract political alignment.

Security guarantees are framed as transactional
rather than collective. Energy supply is folded into
loyalty tests. Even territorial questions are spoken
about in terms of strategic utility rather than legal
norms.

Europe’s vulnerability to this pressure does not stem
from weakness of values, but from weakness of
structure. Energy lies at the center of that fragility.
High power prices, carbon-driven cost pressures,
deindustrialization risks, and exposure to global gas
markets have left Europe economically brittle and
politically cautious. When energy security erodes,
strategic confidence erodes with it.

This is why appeasement becomes tempting. Not
because leaders lack resolve, but because resistance
appears immediately costly while accommodation
appears stabilizing. Yet appeasement never fails
because it seeks peace. It fails because it teaches the
coercer that pressure works.

The real danger for Europe is normalization. Once
economic coercion becomes routine, it stops
provoking resistance and starts being absorbed
as “the price of stability.” Sovereignty becomes
negotiable. Strategic red lines blur. Policy space
narrows. This is how appeasement embeds itself—
not through dramatic capitulation, but through
incremental adjustment.

Energy as the New Sudetenland: Two Emergency
Diversifications in Four Years

In 1938, the Sudetenland was portrayed as a limited
concession—painful but finite. The argument was
that Germany’s grievances would be satisfied and




peace preserved. When the rest of Czechoslovakia i
was absorbed in March 1939, it became clear that the
concession was never about territory. It was about ;| The annexation of Czechoslovakia in 1939 marked the
i moment when appeasement collapsed as policy. Britain
Today, energy plays a similar role in Europe’s strategic
i position of weakness. Deterrence delayed became
For the second time in just four years, Europe faces deterren_ce degraded. The cost was measured not only in
the need for rapid, emergency energy diversification. | War but in lost agency.
The first pivot came after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. :
: This wall is not marked by military invasion, but by the
pipeline gas at extraordinary speed. Infrastructure i normalization of coercion. Energy
immense economic weakness. Economic weakness fuels political
i fragmentation. Fragmentation invites pressure. Pressure
rewards appeasement. Each cycle narrows Europe’s
i strategic options.

But the second pivot now looming may be even more : The tragedy of appeasement is not that it avoids conflict—
i it is that it postpones it until resistance is more costly.
By replacing Russian pipelines with U.S.-dominated
LNG and global spot markets, Europe has exchanged
This does not require a rupture with the United States.
i Alliances matter. But alliances based on reciprocity are
resilient; alliances based on fear are not. When energy,
Europe is now a price-taker in a global gas market : trade, and security are treated as bargaining chips rather
i than shared commitments, the alliance itself becomes

: unstable.

§Czechoslovakia was sacrificed in 1939 to preserve
i an illusion of stability. Europe today risks sacrificing
i somethinglessvisible butequally vital: strategicautonomy.
Sovereignty that depends on constant accommodation is
the past two years quietly shielded Europe from higher :
prices; when that demand rebounds, Europe will be

i The lesson of 1939 is not that compromise is always

forced into direct competition with Asia. New LNG { \yrong It is that compromise without credible limits

supply expected in 2026 is more likely to flow east | jyites escalation. Once Hitler absorbed the rest of

i Czechoslovakia, appeasement ceased to be diplomacy

Europe is no longer hostage to a single supplier—but { and became self-deception.

precedent.

landscape.

Europe dismantled decades of dependence on Russian

was rewired, contracts rewritten, and
economic pain absorbed. That pivot was historic—and
unavoidable. Russian gas had become a geopolitical
weapon incompatible with European sovereignty.

challenging.

one form of dependence for another. Russian gas
carried geopolitical risk but relative price stability.
LNG offers political alignment but extreme volatility.

shaped by weather patterns, Asian demand, shipping
chokepoints, and producer strategy.

This system is fragile by design. Storage levels offer
comfort but not resilience, because withdrawal
capacity collapses late in winter. A cold March can
overwhelm supply. China’'s weak LNG demand over

than west.

to the global market itself.

leverage. When energy supply is tight, volatile, and i

externally priced, Europe’s ability to resist economic | accelerate, not wait for clarity that never comes. Internal

coercion shrinks. Tariff threats bite harder. Security :

conditionality carries more weight. Appeasement History does not demand repetition. But it does punish
i denial.
That is why this second diversification cannot be i tha price of avoiding confrontation today is often a far

gradual. It must occur at lightning speed. Hyper- greater confrontation tomorrow. Europe has reached

contract : that moment again—under Trump, under pressure, and

structures, technologies, and demand-side resilience— : underpowered by its own energy fragility. The choice is

is now a strategic necessity. Europe cannot afford no longer between stability and disruption, but between
i managed transformation now or forced adjustment later.

Energy, like the Sudetenland, is not the endgame. It is Appeasement bought time once.

£ It will not do so again. |

becomes not a choice, but a reflex.

diversification—across suppliers, regions,

another single-point dependency, even on an ally.

the test case.

Europe’s Choice Between Strategic Autonomy and
Repeated Dependence

and France were forced into resistance—but from a

Europe now stands before a similar wall.

insecurity feeds

Europe risks repeating that error if it continues to treat
Trump’s behavior as episodic rather than structural.

not sovereignty—it is managed dependence.

Europe still has agency—but agency erodes with time.

This matters profoundly in the context of Trump’s | Energy security must be treated as a pillar of sovereignty,

not merely a market outcome. Diversification must

divisions must be overcome, not managed around.
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