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KEY POINTS

1. Accommodation—making concessions to rival powers in order to avoid conflict—is an
underappreciated great-power strategy, not the strategic folly that generations of U.S.
decisionmakers have made it out to be.

2. The strategy is particularly attractive when the issue at stake is of vital concern to the adversary but
only limited strategic significance for the United States, and when there is good reason to expect the
adversary's aims to be limited rather than broadly expansionist.

3. On Taiwan, China’s interests are vital and its ambitions unlikely to extend beyond the island, while
the United States has no vital interests at stake that would justify the risk of a great-power war.
Accommodation is therefore the strategically prudent course.

4. On Ukraine, Russia's overwhelming stake in the war’s outcome contrasts with the absence of any
vital U.S. interest. Russian ambitions are also specific to Ukraine rather than indicative of a broader
agenda of territorial aggrandizement. Here, too, accommodation best serves U.S. interests.

5. On both Taiwan and Ukraine, the United States should accommodate the core demands of its
adversaries, reducing the risk of a great-power conflict without undermining critical U.S. interests and
paving the way for more stable long-term relationships.

A TWENTY-FIRST-CENTURY NEVILLE
CHAMBERLAIN?

When President Donald Trump embarked on his trip to China for a summit with Xi Jinping in May 2026, many
had high hopes for the high-stakes meeting. The great-power relationship between the U.S. and China had
become increasingly confrontational in recent years and was in need of greater strategic stability.*

Yet instead of the meaningful advances Trump and Xi made toward repairing the U.S.-China relationship, the
main talking point quickly became Trump’s position on the issue of Taiwan.? Immediately following the
summit, Trump explicitly warned Taipei that he was “not looking to have somebody go independent.” He
further stressed his desire to avoid a conflict over the island, stating that “we're supposed to travel 9,500
miles to fight a war. I’'m not looking for that.”®* He remained intentionally ambiguous about whether he would
approve a $14 billion arms sale to Taiwan that Congress had approved in January 2026.*

Trump’s stance on Taiwan evoked critical responses from policymakers and pundits across the political
spectrum. Some drew a comparison to British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain’s policy of appeasement
toward Nazi Germany in the 1930s. One commentator stated that “Trump shows signs of appeasement to
Beijing on Taiwan.”®
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This was not the first time such comparisons were made in response to Trump’s willingness to break with
the U.S. foreign policy consensus. His determination to reach a negotiated end to the Russo-Ukrainian War,
pushing for a peace deal that would likely require Ukraine to cede part of its territory and abandon any
aspiration for future NATO membership, met similar criticism.® In his first interview after leaving the White
House, Joe Biden called the new administration’s Ukraine policy “modern-day appeasement.” Another
observer warned that Trump would be “remembered as the Neville Chamberlain of the 21st century.”’

The underlying assumption of Trump’s critics on Taiwan and Ukraine—that accommodating rival great
powers through concessions or compromises in order to avoid conflict is foolish—has long permeated the
U.S. foreign policy establishment. That accommodation is tantamount to strategic folly is widely viewed as a
truism informed by historical knowledge and strategic realities.

This conventional wisdom is mistaken. Accommodation is an important strategy in a great power’s toolkit
and can be a prudent choice under the right circumstances. Trump’s instincts are right: on both Taiwan and
Ukraine, the United States has strong incentives to engage in some form of accommodation toward China
and Russia, respectively, rather than adopting outright confrontational policies. In both cases, the interests
at stake are asymmetric—vital for the adversary, limited for the United States—and neither China nor Russia
is likely to harbor broadly expansionist ambitions beyond the issue at hand.

HOW U.S. DECISIONMAKERS REJECTED
ACCOMMODATION

The belief that a strategy of accommodation—making concessions to rival powers in order to avoid a conflict
with them—amounts to strategic folly has a long and storied history, especially among those tasked with
shaping U.S. foreign policy.

The classic historical case is that of interwar Britain and its attempt to appease Nazi Germany. Confronting
Hitler, who soon after his rise to power began revising the status quo in Europe—remilitarizing the Rhineland
in 1936, completing the Anschiuss with Austria in March 1938, and thereafter making demands for
Czechoslovakian territory—British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain concluded that his nation’s interests
would be best served by avoiding another great-power war. He sought a diplomatic solution to the
Czechoslovakian crisis in the form of the infamous Munich Agreement that gave Hitler the Sudetenland. In
return, the German dictator promised Chamberlain that their two nations would never go to war with one
another again.?

Mere months later, however, Hitler invaded and occupied the remainder of Czechoslovakia, and in
September 1939 attacked Poland. This historical example explains why any policy entailing the
accommodation of a peer competitor immediately draws comparisons to Munich and unrelenting
accusations of strategic naivete.®

Especially among U.S. policymakers, the purported “lessons of Munich” have long influenced strategic
decisionmaking. As Henry Kissinger noted during his time as secretary of state, “for a generation after World
War Il, statesmen and nations were traumatized by the experience of Munich,” which “was and remains a
crucial lesson.”*°
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That “lesson” featured prominently in Harry Truman’s decision to join the Korean War as well as Lyndon B.
Johnson'’s decision to officially deploy U.S. troops to fight in Vietnam.** The emerging interpretation of
containment as requiring decisive opposition to Soviet expansion anywhere in the world reflected the same
idea: give them an inch and they will take the whole world.*?

The collapse of the Soviet Union and subsequent U.S. experience during the unipolar era further enshrined
the anti-accommodation consensus. Given how decisively the United States had won the Cold War, it
seemed logical to conclude that U.S. officials’ conscious rejection of accommodative policies towards the
Soviets had been the right call.

At the same time, the fact that the United States no longer faced any peer competitors served to preclude
the matter from being revisited. After all, why would the most powerful state in modern history consider
accommodating other actors on the international stage? Those who opposed the unipole’s demands were
forced to comply, and its vast power advantage meant the costs of military victory remained comparatively
low.

In retrospect, it has become clear that, even during the height of the unipolar moment, opting for
confrontation and military force as a default wasn’t the right approach. While battlefield victories came
quickly, strategic success proved much more elusive, and the staggering costs the United States incurred
from its military interventions far exceeded the limited U.S. interests at stake.*®

Now that the United States once again confronts adversaries with the ability to put up a serious fight, it is all
the more important that U.S. leaders critically interrogate their principled opposition to accommodation.**

WHY ACCOMMODATION CAN BE PRUDENT

The anti-accommodation consensus is a classic example of how decisionmakers are prone to misuse history
and, based on faulty analogies, arrive at policy recommendations that do not withstand proper scrutiny.*® A
sober look at how the world of great-power politics works reveals that accommodation can be a highly
effective tool for the pursuit of national security interests. The real strategic folly would be to categorically
exclude the possibility of ever making concessions to rival states.

First, the conclusion that “appeasing” a revisionist state by giving in to its demands is doomed to fail rests
on the assumption that said state has expansionist aims that go well beyond the crisis at hand. The
assumption is that one is always dealing with another Nazi Germany that will utilize whatever small gains it
makes for further expansion, with the ultimate goal being regional, if not global, dominance.

In fact, few states have ever, or will ever, exhibit the same relentless drive for territorial aggrandizement as
Hitler's Germany, which was under the control of a uniquely megalomaniacal and delusional leader.*® States’
primary goal is to survive, which requires them to ensure they retain capabilities on par with, but not above,
those of their rivals.'” Pursuing excessive power, especially through forceful means, typically backfires: in
response, other states form coalitions to confront the state that upsets the balance of power and constitutes
a common threat.*® Not coincidentally, Hitler's push for hegemony over Europe ended in an unmitigated
strategic disaster.*®

Moreover, the idea of cumulative gains, or that initial territorial acquisitions enable and incentivize further
conquest, does not withstand scrutiny. It is intuitively appealing to think that, in Churchill’s phrasing, a rival’s
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“appetite may grow with eating,” but it is not an accurate description of strategic reality.>® The logic of
cumulative gains constitutes a “myth of empire” that leads states to expand imprudently and undermine
their own security.*

Modern developments, including the increasing strength of nationalism and the shift to knowledge-based
economies, have made it much harder to reap the benefits of conquest, rendering the myth even more
dubious.?? Russia’s failure to translate its invasion of Ukraine into significant gains serves as a cautionary
tale.®

To be clear, this does not mean that there will never again be another state hell-bent on subduing its rivals
and conquering its own region of the world, regardless of how irrational such a quest might be. It does mean,
however, that the chances of a U.S. adversary harboring such ambitions are exceedingly slim. Most
adversaries will be committed to the status quo, or harbor only limited revisionist aims resulting from
narrowly defined grievances or strategic exigencies.?*

Far from doomed to fail, it is thus very possible that accommodation can achieve its central goal of avoiding
a great-power conflict.® If there’s a single issue over which an adversary seeks to upset the status quo,
compromising on it can satisfy the rival’s ambition, remove a potential flashpoint, and clear the way for
peaceful coexistence.

Of course, there is never any guarantee that the adversary’s ambitions are truly limited, or that they will not
expand over time.?® But given that broadly expansionist aims are the exception rather than the rule,
accommodation can be the right strategic response even in the face of residual uncertainty. The certain
costs of confronting an adversary, up to and including the risk of escalation into a major war, often outweigh
the risks of the adversary pursuing further revisionism down the line.?’

Second, accommodation is particularly attractive when the issue at stake is one of vital interest to the
adversary but lesser strategic significance for the United States. Cases involving such asymmetric interests
are common in international politics. For instance, although Central America lacks significant strategic value
for most states around the world, the United States has to monitor developments in the region closely,
simply because of its geographic proximity.

Not coincidentally, great powers in the past have frequently recognized their peers’ interests in their own
backyards as part of their spheres of influence. European great powers’ acceptance of U.S. predominance in
the Western Hemisphere under the Monroe Doctrine serves as a telling example.?®

In cases like this, the United States stands to benefit little from taking a tough stance. After all, the issue at
stake is of only limited strategic import, meaning that securing a favorable resolution is not required to
safeguard U.S. security. Moreover, the expected costs of a confrontation are particularly high under these
circumstances. An adversary that considers a vital interest to be threatened will be willing to bear
tremendous costs to secure it. Opting for a confrontational stance that might escalate into conflict thus
becomes particularly costly.?®

In fact, the balance of resolve in these situations (the adversary’s being particularly high, the United States’
limited) means the alternative to accommodation is rarely effective. After all, adopting a confrontational
attitude to deter the adversary from aggression only works if said adversary perceives the deterrent threat as
credible.*® And given that U.S. stakes are limited, the adversary will conclude that Washington will back down
rather than risk the costs of a sustained conflict.3* Confrontation is therefore doubly counterproductive when
asymmetric interests are involved: it is particularly costly and likely to fail.
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Finally, policymakers and pundits frequently understate the benefits of accommodation. Beyond its key
purpose of avoiding a crisis or conflict with a great-power adversary, making concessions on issues another
state greatly cares about can generate goodwill, laying the groundwork for reciprocated restraint and
perhaps even genuine cooperation in the future.? It also frees up diplomatic space to work together on
issues that otherwise might have been crowded out by the more salient flashpoint. Adopting a policy of
accommodation can empower moderate factions within the adversary’s domestic political system while
undermining hardliners’ efforts to paint the United States as an enemy.>?

Think, for instance, of John F. Kennedy's decision to announce, mere months after the Cuban Missile Crisis,
that the United States would stop conducting nuclear tests in the atmosphere as long as other states
refrained from doing so. His speech made a great impression on Nikita Khrushchev and paved the way for
superpower cooperation. Ten days later, Washington and Moscow agreed to establish a crisis hotline, and
soon thereafter they signed the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Some observers predictably criticized
Kennedy’'s speech as an “appeasement cue.”** In fact, the accommodative gesture was exactly the right
course of action.

U.S. decisionmakers would do well to unlearn the fallacious “lessons of Munich” that have led them to deem
accommodation an unacceptable strategy. When the United States’ stake in a disputed issue is lower than
its adversary’s and there is good reason to believe that the adversary’s aims are genuinely limited,
accommodation is often the right strategic call. It promises to not only defuse the risk of great-power conflict
but also set the stage for mutual restraint and cooperation.

As it turns out, these conditions are met in each of the two cases where President Trump has signaled his
willingness to break with the foreign policy establishment and consider accommodation: Taiwan and
Ukraine.

ACCOMMODATING CHINA ON TAIWAN

Taiwan is widely perceived as the single most dangerous flashpoint in the relationship between the United
States and the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The PRC considers the island part of its national territory,
does not recognize the Republic of China or its government as legitimate, and appears poised to do
whatever is necessary, including use military force, to reclaim it.®®

On the other side of the Pacific, the United States officially adopted a “One China policy” in the 1970s,
formally recognizing the PRC as the only legal government of China and acknowledging, although not
explicitly endorsing, the idea that there is only one China and that Taiwan is a part of China. This was, in
essence, an accommodative policy, signaling to Beijing general U.S. support for its view on cross-strait
relations.

Around the same time, Congress also passed the Taiwan Relations Act, committing to provide the island with
defensive arms though not binding the United States to come to Taiwan's aid in the case of an invasion.
Overall, the official U.S. position became one of strategic ambiguity under which Washington avoided
definitively stating whether or not the United States would defend Taiwan.3®

While official policy has not changed in the decades since, officials in Washington have moved toward a less
ambiguous and more confrontational attitude over Taiwan. Today, many seem to strongly favor an increase
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in U.S. support, up to and including a commitment to protect Taiwan in the case of a Chinese invasion. As a
case in point, during his time in office, President Biden signaled the de facto end of strategic ambiguity.’

While the first Trump administration sent relatively mixed signals, the president is now moving away from the
approach of his predecessor. Trump’s focus is on lessening the likelihood of military confrontation between
the U.S. and China, leading him to not only re-embrace strategic ambiguity but consider accommodative
policies that go well beyond the One China policy.*®

Contrary to the frantic outcries of his critics, Trump’s instincts on this issue are right. Reversing the perilous
trend toward ensuring Taiwan’s security, and revising U.S. official policy to further accommodate China on
Taiwan, is the strategically prudent thing to do.

The dispute involves exactly the kind of asymmetric interests that make accommodation particularly
attractive. There is no doubt that China considers Taiwan a vital interest and is willing to bear tremendous
costs if necessary to secure control of the island. Part of the story is straightforward geopolitics. Located
right off the coast of the Chinese mainland, acquiring the island would greatly enhance China’s ability to
protect itself by denying any adversary the use of Taiwan as a base for attacks.?® As long as the island
remains independent or, even worse, allied with a key adversary, it represents a source of acute insecurity
for Beijing. As the centerpiece of the first island chain, China also requires Taiwan for unhindered access to
the western Pacific and the economic and strategic interests it contains.*°

In addition, there are strong ideological reasons for why Taiwan is immensely important to the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP). As a central part of its founding myth and self-understanding, the CCP views itself as
redressing the injustices imposed on China during the “Century of Humiliation,” when it was forced to cede
territory and autonomy to foreign powers. Reclaiming Taiwan would be a milestone achievement on this
quest.

The CCP has always considered itself the sole legitimate government of all China. This stance precludes
recognizing the government in Taipei, established after the Nationalists’ defeat in the Chinese Civil War. The
implication is straightforward: the CCP regards Taiwan as an inalienable part of Chinese territory.** For the
CCP regime, its own security and legitimacy are thus closely intertwined with cross-strait relations.

The interests the United States has in keeping Taiwan out of the PRC’s hands pale in comparison. To be
sure, Taiwan has developed extensive trading relationships with the United States and occupies a central
role in the market for semiconductors, with the Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company (TSMC)
producing a majority of the world’s most advanced chips in its fabs.*? In addition, many believe there are
significant moral stakes involved, that the United States has an obligation to support democratic Taiwan,
both in peacetime and war, in its efforts to remain independent from Beijing.*®

But while these interests are not negligible, they are not vital either. Although decisionmakers in Washington
have frequently blurred the distinction, not all strategic interests are truly necessary to secure America’s
core interests of protecting its territorial integrity, political independence, and prosperity.**

To be clear, the economic impact of Beijing regaining control over Taiwan would be significant, particularly as
it relates to semiconductor supply chains. Especially in the event of an invasion, the disruptions to chip
production could damage the global economy, at least in the short term.*® But the United States has already
taken important steps to prepare for a scenario where it can no longer rely on semiconductor imports from
Taiwan, including determined “reshoring” efforts to increase domestic production capacity for advanced
chips via the CHIPS and Science Act.*® Moreover, it is far from a foregone conclusion that the United States
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would be cut off from TSMC's products if political conditions on the island were to change. After all, China
has a strong interest in keeping the fabs running, both to meet its own domestic needs and to reap the
economic benefits.

The more plausible concern is not an outright denial of exports but that China selectively withholds supplies
as a source of coercive leverage. This risk is real, but one that can be addressed through careful
management and reduction of U.S. dependency—which is what the United States is already doing.*’
Furthermore, China can only keep TSMC fabs running if U.S. allies such as the Netherlands and Japan, as
well as the United States itself, continue to contribute the necessary resources and equipment.*®

Some warn that control of Taiwan could serve as a springboard for further Chinese aggression in East Asia.
But the geography of other possible targets such as Japan or the Philippines, combined with the continued
military superiority the United States enjoys in the region, would strongly deter Beijing from pursuing
revisionism beyond the first island chain. As Lyle Goldstein summarizes, “if China were to conquer Taiwan, it
would do little to facilitate further Chinese military expansion.”*°

Relatedly, it is far from obvious that China harbors expansive ambitions beyond Taiwan. Contrary to the
assertions of many China hawks, there is little reason to think China views the acquisition of Taiwan as
merely the first of many steps on its road to further territorial aggrandizement and regional hegemony. True,
its intentions are uncertain, but that uncertainty should be taken seriously: while the United States cannot
be fully confident in China’s benign intentions, it similarly cannot be sure that China is malign.

If anything, the available evidence on China’s intentions as well as the geopolitical circumstances it
confronts in its region suggest that China has only limited revisionist aims. A recent study of Chinese foreign
policy rhetoric found that China is likely a “status quo power” that is “more inwardly focused than externally
oriented” and whose aims are decidedly “limited.” While the study’s authors confirm that China cares deeply
about unification with Taiwan, they find little support for the popular notion that the CCP views claiming the
island “as the stepping stone to further Chinese expansionism.”>°

This is not surprising. Even if Chinese leaders, in theory, would like to expand China’s influence throughout
East Asia, the geopolitical environment they have to operate in renders any such ambitions futile.>* This is, in
part, due to U.S. alliance commitments to various states in the region, but the strength these states
themselves possess is of at least equal significance. East Asian countries have significant latent power
potential and are already translating it into real capabilities.> If the need arose, states like Japan could opt
to acquire their own nuclear deterrents for even greater protection from external threats.>® The strength of
nationalistic sentiment in the region means that any threats to national sovereignty would encounter fierce
resistance.>*

The fact that, first, Taiwan is of vital concern to China but involves only limited stakes for the United States
and, second, China is unlikely to pursue expansion beyond the island, suggests that it would be prudent for
Washington to formally abandon strategic ambiguity in favor of an accommodative policy that renounces any
intention to defend Taiwan. Doing so would drastically reduce the risk of a great-power war, ease diplomatic
tensions, and facilitate an improvement in U.S.-Sino relations.

Such a move toward accommodating China on Taiwan could take various forms. In its most extreme form,

the United States could opt to officially end its support for Taiwan, cancel any prior plans to defend Taiwan,
and, in the style of a grand bargain, elicit various concessions from China in return, including, for instance,
the peaceful resolution of territorial disputes in the South China Sea.®®
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However, such a drastic approach—prudent as it may be—is unlikely to find the necessary political backing in
Washington. More realistically, the United States could begin changing course by adopting what Charles
Glaser has called a “U.S.-supported self-defense option,” which entails trimming the U.S. commitment to
Taiwan significantly.®® In essence, the United States would abandon strategic ambiguity and clearly state
that it would not intervene militarily in the case of an invasion or blockade. At the same time, it would
continue to aid Taiwan in strengthening its own defensive capabilities in peacetime, including by providing
military aid and assisting in the training of its forces.

Whichever form of accommodation Washington ultimately pursues will leave the United States better off
than it is currently. Most officials today appear poised to resolve strategic ambiguity in favor of defending
Taiwan if push came to shove, raising the risk of a devastating conventional war with the potential to
escalate to the nuclear level. Given that the United States has only a limited stake in the dispute between
Beijing and Taiwan, it should be an easy choice to eliminate this risk.

ACCOMMODATING RUSSIA ON UKRAINE

The outbreak of the Russo-Ukrainian War, which started with Russia's full-scale invasion of Ukraine in
February 2022, reminded policymakers that international politics is a grim and dangerous business.®” Widely
perceived as an unprovoked attempt to violently annex another sovereign state’s territory, Russia’s decision
to invade Ukraine drew intense condemnation from across the West. President Biden quickly responded by
authorizing hundreds of millions of dollars in military aid and deploying additional U.S. troops to NATO’s
eastern flank. During the Biden administration, U.S. aid to Kyiv continued to grow significantly, reflecting the
widespread belief in Washington that ensuring Russia suffered defeat was of critical importance for the
United States.>®

Upon entering office for the second time, Trump quickly revealed that on this issue, too, he had markedly
different instincts than his predecessor. Instead of committing himself to aiding Ukraine for as long as it took
for it to emerge victorious, he stated that his central goal was to reach a speedy, negotiated end to the war.
As he proclaimed during his re-election campaign in 2024, “| think it's the U.S.’s best interest to get this war
finished and just get it done, negotiate a deal.” Since then, he has largely remained consistent in his
messaging on this issue.®®

In sharp contrast to his rhetoric, Trump so far has done much less than observers initially expected to end
the Ukraine war, likely fearing that making major concessions to Russia would prove deeply unpopular at
home and abroad. Yet the president has every reason to act on his instincts: accommodating Russia and
limiting U.S. costs and escalation risks is the strategically prudent course of action.

First, as with Taiwan, the war involves precisely the kind of asymmetric interests that make accommodation
attractive. As evidenced by its willingness to bear tremendous human, economic, and political costs over the
last four years, Russia considers vital national interests to be at stake. Most importantly, Ukraine is located
within Russia’s immediate neighborhood, meaning any adverse developments there directly affect Russian
security.®°

Heightening the strategic stakes is that Ukraine represents a crucial geographic buffer between the Russian
homeland and NATO territory. Against this backdrop, it makes sense that before the invasion, Russian
leaders repeatedly expressed their concerns about NATO’s eastward expansion and the increasing political
and military integration of Ukraine into the American alliance bloc.®*
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Moscow's view on the history of the Russo-Ukrainian relationship further raises the perceived stakes for
Russian leaders. Putin has long maintained that Ukraine is not an independent nation but rather an integral
part of Russian civilization. To him, the creation of Ukraine was a Bolshevik "mistake" he now seeks to
rectify.®? These arguments have been rightly criticized as historical distortions that serve as propaganda.®®
Yet they reinforce that Russia will bear extraordinary costs to shape Ukraine’s future.

While the stakes in Ukraine could hardly be higher for Russia, it is difficult to see how the war meaningfully
threatens U.S. strategic interests. In fact, most of the arguments alleging that Ukraine is vital to the U.S. are
specious.

For instance, some claim that defending Ukraine is required to protect the “rules-based order” and the
peace and prosperity it has generated for the United States and its allies. But as many critics have
convincingly argued, the liberal norms and institutions comprising that order only ever mattered on the
margins. It was mostly U.S. power that created the conditions conducive to the security and wealth of the
Western world.®*

Even if one believed in the importance of strengthening the liberal norms violated by Russia’s invasion,
specifically that of territorial integrity, this does not require pushing for a Ukrainian victory. Ensuring that
violations of the norm are costly suffices—and Russia has already suffered great costs as a consequence of
the war.®®

The claim that the United States needs to help Ukraine to victory because a failure to do so would undermine
the credibility of U.S. commitments elsewhere is similarly fallacious. Scholars of international relations have
shown that the credibility of deterrent threats does not depend on a state’s past actions but rather the
stakes involved in a given dispute.®® What the United States does vis-a-vis Ukraine is unlikely to affect how
its adversaries view the credibility of its commitments to, say, Japan or Germany.

As a fallback position, pundits now argue that Ukraine contains vital natural resources, especially critical
minerals, and that securing them is worth incurring significant costs for the United States. This argument,
too, does not withstand scrutiny. It remains unclear to what extent the deposits Ukraine has identified are
economically recoverable, or whether they are large enough to warrant the multi-billion-dollar investments it
would take to extract them.®” All in all, any interests the United States might have in confronting Russia over
Ukraine are hardly vital.

Second, as with China, there is little reason to fear that Russia will utilize a favorable settlement with Ukraine
to embark on further aggression beyond its borders. While Russia’s revisionist aims toward Ukraine are
evident, it's hardly clear that Putin’s long game is more far-reaching territorial aggrandizement.

For one thing, the central reason behind the Russian decision for war was Ukraine’s increasingly tight
relationship with the West and particularly the possibility of NATO forces being deployed on its territory.®®
Had it not been for this drift of Ukraine out of Russia’s orbit—whether because it created strategic
vulnerabilities or violated long-held ideological self-conceptions—it is unlikely the war would have occurred. In
other words, the reasons for war were specific to the Ukrainian situation and do not indicate a desire for
further expansion.

Russia lacks the means to go on the offensive against any other European state. After more than four years

of intense warfare, its military capabilities have degraded significantly, to the point that it will take years for it
to compensate for the losses it has suffered. More fundamentally, the balance of power strongly favors the
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Europeans, who possess a much larger power potential than Russia and are beginning to translate it into
capabilities.®®

Those who warn of Russia moving farther westward also ignore that an attack on a NATO member would
involve risks of an entirely different magnitude for Moscow than any of its prior revisionist acts. Unlike
Ukraine, the Baltics, the Nordics, and other plausible targets in Europe are protected by the American
nuclear umbrella. A Russian attack would likely draw a much more direct and effective collective response
than the invasion of Ukraine triggered.

The case for accommodation in the Russo-Ukrainian context thus rests on the same basic logic as in the
Taiwan case. Russia has demonstrated its willingness to do whatever it takes to shape Ukraine’s political
future, while the United States has no vital interests at stake in the war’s outcome. And with Russian
ambitions unlikely to extend beyond Ukraine, the risks of a negotiated settlement that accommodates
Russian demands are far more manageable than most commentators suggest.

In this case, too, the United States can pursue accommodation in various ways. The U.S. can use Ukraine’s
deep dependence on its military aid—up to and including cutting the provision of weapons systems, training,
and intelligence—to push Kyiv toward a negotiated settlement, bring an end to the war, and eliminate the
risks of a direct NATO-Russia confrontation. That deal should include the key concession Russia has
consistently asked for: taking Ukrainian NATO membership off the table.

Any settlement will have to include a resolution regarding the territories Russia currently occupies. Since a
return to pre-war boundaries is not a serious proposition given how the war has developed and is likely to
continue, freezing the borders at their current lines of contact is the most plausible solution.

Finally, to provide for Ukraine’s security after the war, the United States should embrace what Jennifer
Kavanagh has described as an “armed nonalignment model.” This would entail Ukraine committing to
permanent neutrality while relying on the further development of its own military capabilities—initially aided
by Western assistance—as the primary guarantor of its security.”

EMBRACING THE UNCOMFORTABLE

Accommodating China on Taiwan, or Russia on Ukraine, will be uncomfortable. To many, it will feel like
rewarding adversaries for their immoral behavior. It will force U.S. leaders to resist their instinct to confront
every challenge to the status quo with the utmost strength and resolve. They will draw accusations of being
“appeasers” who do not know the basic lessons of history.

Still, a clear-eyed assessment of political reality suggests that accommodation will better serve American
interests than confrontation. It is the hallmark of a realistic foreign policy to see the world as it is, not as one
would like it to be, and to opt for the prudent yet uncomfortable choice when circumstances require.

No matter how unpalatable it might be to make concessions on Taiwan and Ukraine, the limited costs
involved for the United States are far outweighed by the benefits of reducing the likelihood of a major war
and achieving more cooperative relations at a moment when the risks of great-power conflict are reaching
new heights.

10 DEFP.ORG / @DEFPRIORITIES il



ACCOMMODATION: AN UNDERUTILIZED
STRATEGY FOR GREAT-POWER RIVALS

ENDNOTES

1 Spencer Feingold and Miriam Schive, “What to Expect from the Trump-Xi Summit,” World Economic Forum, May 8, 2026,
https://www.weforum.org/stories/2026/05/what-to-expect-trump-xi-summit-china-us/.

2 Lyle Goldstein and J. Tedford Tyler, “How Trump and Xi Traded a New Cold War for a Cold Peace,” T/ME, May 19, 2026,
https://time.com/article/2026/05/19/trump-xi-beijing-new-cold-war-cold-peace/.

8 Madison Colombo, “Trump Warns Taiwan Not to Expect Blank Checks from U.S. Military After Intense Xi Summit,” Fox News, May
15, 2026, https://www.foxnews.com/media/trump-warns-taiwan-expect-blank-check-us-military-intense-xi-summit.

4 Patrick Maguire, “Lawmakers Press Trump for Military Support for Taiwan After Xi Summit,” CBS News, May 15, 2026,
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/lawmakers-press-trump-for-military-support-for-taiwan-after-he-leaves-arms-package-unresolved/.
5 “Trump Shows Signs of Appeasement to Beijing on Taiwan Issue,” Intelligence Online, May 1, 2026,
https://www.intelligenceonline.com/asia-pacific/2026/01/05/trump-shows-signs-of-appeasement-to-beijing-on-taiwan-
issue,110589696-art.

6 Tim Luckhurst, “History Shows That Donald Trump is Making a Serious Error in Appeasing Vladimir Putin,” The Conversation, May
23, 2025, https://theconversation.com/history-shows-that-donald-trump-is-making-a-serious-error-in-appeasing-vladimir-putin-
257252.

" Nick Robinson, “Trump Appeasing Putin with Pressure on Ukraine, Biden Tells BBC,” BBC, May 7, 2025,
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cOm9mvemxrwo; Christian Caryl, “Don’t Call This a ‘Peace Plan,”” Foreign Policy, November 24,
2025, https://foreignpolicy.com/2025/11/24/trump-russia-ukraine-peace-plan-putin-appeasement-munich-neville-chamberlain/.
8 Sean Scanlon, “Appeasement and ‘Peace for Our Time,”” National World War Il Museum, October 15, 2024,
https://www.nationalww2museum.org/war/articles/appeasement-and-peace-our-time.

° Fredrik Logevall and Kenneth Osgood, “The Ghost of Munich: America’s Appeasement Complex,” World Affairs, 173, no. 2 (2010):
14.

10 “Address by Secretary of State Kissinger, Boston, March 11, 1976,” Office of the Historian, U.S. Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1969-1976, Volume XXXVIII, Part 1, Foundations of Foreign Policy, 1973-1976, Document 71,
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v38p1,/d7 1.

1 Harry S. Truman, “Radio and Television Address to the American People on the Situation in Korea, July 19, 1950,” American
Presidency Project, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/radio-and-television-address-the-american-people-the-situation-
korea; Doris Kearns, Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream (New York: Harper and Row, 1976).

12 John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National Security Policy During the Cold War (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2005).

13 Christopher McCallion, “Grand Strategy: The Limits of Military Force,” Defense Priorities, March 18, 2025,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/grand-strategy-the-limits-of-military-force/#putting-diplomacy-back-at-the-center-of-us-
statecraft.

14 Joshua Shifrinson, “The End of the American Era,” Foreign Affairs, October 17, 2023.

15 Ernest R. May, ‘Lessons’ of the Past: The Use and Misuse of History in American Forejgn Policy (New York: Oxford University Press,
1973); Yuen Foong Khong, Analogies at War: Korea, Munich, Dien Bien Phu, and the Vietnam Decisions of 1965 (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1992).

16 Sebastian Haffner, The Meaning of Hitler (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979).

17 Kenneth N. Walltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading: Addison-Wesley, 1979).

18 Stephen M. Walt, 7he Origins of Alliances (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987).

19 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, updated ed. (New York: W.W. Norton, 2014).

20 Winston Churchill, “I Have Watched This Famous Island,” America’s National Churchill Museum, delivered March 24, 1938,
https://www.nationalchurchillmuseum.org/i-have-watched-this-famous-island.html.

21 Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991); Robert Jervis,
“Domino Beliefs and Strategic Behavior,” in Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, eds., Dominoes and Bandwagons. Strategic Beliefs and
Great Power Competition in the Eurasian Rimland (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 20-50.

22 John J. Mearsheimer, The Great Delusion: Liberal Dreams and International Realities (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018);
Stephen G. Brooks, “The Globalization of Production and the Changing Benefits of Conquest,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, 43, no.
5 (1999): 646-670.

23 Andrew Kosenko and Peter Liberman, “Russia’s Costly Conquest in Ukraine: When Expansion Yields Few Gains,” Forejgn Affairs,
February 5, 2025, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/ukraine/russias-costly-conquest-ukraine.

11 DEFP.ORG / @DEFPRIORITIES T



ACCOMMODATION: AN UNDERUTILIZED
STRATEGY FOR GREAT-POWER RIVALS

24 Charles L. Glaser, Rational Theory of International Politics: The Logic of Competition and Cooperation (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2010).

25 Stephen R. Rock, Appeasement in International Politics (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2000).

26 Sebastian Rosato, /ntentions in Great Power Politics: Uncertainty and the Roots of Conflict (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2021).

27 Robert Powell, “Uncertainty, Shifting Power, and Appeasement,” American Political Science Review, 90, no. 4 (1996): 749-764.
28 Lindsey O’Rourke and Joshua Shifrinson, “Squaring the Circle on Spheres of Influence: The Overlooked Benefits,” Washington
Quarterly, 45, no. 2 (2022): 105-124.

29 Andrew Mack, “Why Big Nations Lose Small Wars: The Politics of Asymmetric Conflict,” World Politics, 27, no. 2 (1975): 175-200.
30 Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966).

31 Daryl G. Press, Calculating Credibility: How Leaders Assess Military Threats (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005).

32 Robert Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).

33 Miroslav Nincic, “Getting What You Want: Positive Inducements in International Relations,” /nternational Security, 35, no. 1
(2010): 138-183.

34 James M. Lindsay, “John F. Kennedy’s ‘Strategy of Peace’ Speech and the Push to Limit Nuclear Weapons,” Council on Foreign
Relations, June 10, 2026, https://www.cfr.org/articles/john-f-kennedys-strategy-of-peace-speech-and-the-push-to-limit-nuclear-
weapons.

35 “Questions and Answers Concerning the Taiwan Question (2): What is the One-China Principle? What is the Basis of the One-China
Principle?” Mission of the People’s Republic of China to the European Union, August 15, 2022, https://eu.china-
mission.gov.cn/eng/more/20220812Taiwan/202208/t20220815_10743591.htm.

36 Susan V. Lawrence, “The U.S. ‘One-China’ Policy and Taiwan,” Congressional Research Service, no. IF12503, August 18, 2025,
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/IF12503.

37 Phelim Kine, “Biden Leaves No Doubt: ‘Strategic Ambiguity’ Toward Taiwan is Dead,” Politico, September 19, 2022,
https://www.politico.com/news/2022/09/19/biden-leaves-no-doubt-strategic-ambiguity-toward-taiwan-is-dead-00057658.

38 Marcin Jerzewski, “U.S.-Taiwan Relations under Trump 2.0,” Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, December 18, 2025,
https://www.kas.de/en/web/auslandsinformationen/artikel/detail/-/content/us-taiwan-relations-under-trump-2-0; Vivek Mishra,
“Did Trump Just Blunt the Strategic Ambiguity on Taiwan?” Observer Research Foundation, May 19, 2026,
https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/did-trump-just-blunt-the-strategic-ambiguity-on-taiwan.

39 Mike Sweeney, “How Militarily Useful Would Taiwan Be to China?” Defense Priorities, April 12, 2022,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/how-militarily-useful-would-taiwan-be-to-china/.

40 Mike Sweeney, “Challenges to Chinese Blue-Water Operations,” Defense Priorities, April 30, 2024,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/challenges-to-chinese-blue-water-operations/#chinas-maritime-geography.

41 Dean Cheng, “Why Taiwan Matters to Beijing,” Heritage Foundation, September 23, 2022,
https://www.heritage.org/china/report/why-taiwan-matters-beijing.

42 Robyn Klingler-Vidra, “How Taiwan Came to Dominate the Global Chip Industry,” The Conversation, April 1, 2026,
https://theconversation.com/how-taiwan-came-to-dominate-the-global-chip-industry-276939.

43 Michael D. Swaine, “Taiwan: An Important but Non-Vital U.S. Interest,” Quincy Institute for Responsible Statecraft, September 25,
2025, https://quincyinst.org/research/taiwan-an-important-but-non-vital-u-s-interest/#h-taiwan-is-an-important-interest.

44 Michael C. Desch, “The Keys that Lock Up the World: Identifying American Interests in the Periphery,” International Security, 14,
no. 1 (1989): 86-121.

45 Jason Chau, “The World Would Be Plunged into a Manufacturing Crisis Unseen since 1929’: Chris Miller on Chip War and Taiwan,”
Oxford Political Review, March 19, 2023, https://oxfordpoliticalreview.com/2023/03/19/the-world-would-be-plunged-into-a-
manufacturing-crisis-unseen-since-1929-chris-miller-on-chip-war-and-taiwan/.

46 “H.R. 4346 - CHIPS and Science Act,” PL no. 117-167, 117th Congress (2021), accessed through the Library of Congress,
https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/house-bill/4346.

47 John Ruwitch, “As Political Winds Shift, Top Chipmaker TSMC Looks Beyond Taiwan,” NPR, December 1, 2025,
https://www.npr.org/2025/12/01/nx-s1-5620992/tsmc-chipmaker-expands-beyond-taiwan.

48 Andre Barbe and Will Hunt, “Preserving the Chokepoints: Reducing the Risks of Offshoring Among U.S. Semiconductor
Manufacturing Equipment Firms,” Center for Security and Emerging Technology, May 2022,
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/preserving-the-chokepoints/.

49 Lyle Goldstein, “Target Taiwan: Military Risk from Chinese Conquest,” Defense Priorities, December 23, 2025,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/target-taiwan-military-risk-from-chinese-conquest/. For others questioning the military
value of control over Taiwan for China, see Jonathan D. Caverley, “So What? Reassessing the Military Implications of Chinese Control
of Taiwan,” 7exas National Security Review, 8, no. 3 (2025): 28-53; Mike Sweeney, “How Militarily Useful Would Taiwan Be to

12 DEFP.ORG / @DEFPRIORITIES ip



ACCOMMODATION: AN UNDERUTILIZED
STRATEGY FOR GREAT-POWER RIVALS

China?” Defense Priorities, April 12, 2022, https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/how-militarily-useful-would-taiwan-be-to-
china/.

50 David C. Kang, Jackie S. H. Wong, and Zenobia T. Chan, “What Does China Want?” /nternational Security, 50, no. 1 (2025): 46-81.
51 Stephen M. Walt, “Stop Worrying About Chinese Hegemony in Asia,” Foreign Policy, May 31, 2023,
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/31/stop-worrying-about-chinese-hegemony-in-asia/ .

52 Ken Moriyasu, “‘Geopolitical Powder Keg’ Asia Jacks Up Global Military Spending,” Nikkei Asia, April 25, 2022,
https://asia.nikkei.com/politics/international-relations/indo-pacific/geopolitical-powder-keg-asia-jacks-up-global-military-spending.
53 Moritz S. Graefrath and Mark A. Raymond, “America’s Allies Should Go Nuclear,” Foreign Affairs, November 19, 2025,
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/canada/americas-allies-should-go-nuclear.

54 Stephen M. Walt, “Hedging on Hegemony: The Realist Debate over how to Respond to China,” /nternational Security, 49, no. 4
(2025): 37-70.

55 Charles L. Glaser, “A U.S.-China Grand Bargain? The Hard Choice Between Military Competition and Accommodation,”
International Security, 39, no. 4 (2015): 49-90; Charles L. Glaser, Retrench, Defenad, Compete: Securing America’s Future Against a
Rising China (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2025).

56 Charles L. Glaser, “Considering a U.S.-Supported Self-Defense Option for Taiwan,” Washington Quarterly, 48, no. 1 (2025): 187 -
204.

57 Tanisha M. Fazal and Paul Poast, “War Is Not Over: What the Optimists Get Wrong About Conflict,” Forejgn Affairs, 98, no. 6
(2019): 74-83.

58 Jonathan Masters and Will Merrow, “Here’s How Much Aid the United States Has Sent Ukraine,” Council on Foreign Relations,
February 23, 2026, https://www.cfr.org/articles/how-much-us-aid-going-ukraine.

59 Martin Fornusek, “‘I'm Going to Stop the Wars’ - Trump Says, As He Claims Victory,” Yahoo! News, November 6, 2024,
https://www.yahoo.com/news/trump-claims-victory-us-election-074022676.html.

60 John J. Mearsheimer, “Why the Ukraine Crisis is the West’s Fault: The Liberal Delusions That Provoked Putin,” Forejgn Affairs, 93,
no. 5 (2014): 77-89.

61 Barry R. Posen, “Putin’s Preventive War: The 2022 Invasion of Ukraine,” /nternational Security, 49, no. 3 (2024): 7-49.

62 Vladimir Putin, “On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians,” President of Russia, July 12, 2021,
http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66181.

63 “V]adimir Putin’s Historical Disinformation,” U.S. Department of State, May 6, 2022, https://2021-2025.state.gov/disarming-
disinformation/vladimir-putins-historical-disinformation/.

64 Patrick Porter, “A World Imagined: Nostalgia and Liberal Order,” Cato Institute, Policy Analysis no. 843, June 5, 2018,
https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/world-imagined-nostalgia-liberal-order; Marc Trachtenberg, “The Rules-Based International
Order: A Historical Analysis,” /nternational Security, 50, no. 2 (2025): 7-54.

65 Seth G. Jones and Riley McCabe, “Russia’s Grinding War in Ukraine: Massive Losses and Tiny Gains for a Declining Great Power,”
Center for Strategic and International Studies, January 27, 2026, https://www.csis.org/analysis/russias-grinding-war-ukraine.

56 Daryl G. Press, Calculating Credibility: How Leaders Assess Military Threats (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005).

67 David Uren, “The Value of Ukraine’s Critical Minerals Is Overstated,” 7he Strategist, March 6, 2025,
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/the-value-of-ukraines-critical-minerals-is-overstated/; Eve Warburton and Olga Boichak, “Why
Zelensky—Not Trump—May Have ‘Won’ the U.S.-Ukraine Minerals Deal,” The Conversation, May 5, 2025,
https://theconversation.com/why-zelensky-not-trump-may-have-won-the-us-ukraine-minerals-deal-255875; Scott L. Montgomery,
“U.S., Ukraine Sign ‘Economic Partnership’ Centered on Ukraine’s Wealth of Critical Minerals—But Extracting Them Isn’t So Simple,”
The Conversation, March 11, 2025, https://theconversation.com/us-ukraine-sign-economic-partnership-centered-on-ukraines-
wealth-of-critical-minerals-but-extracting-them-isnt-so-simple-250996.

68 Barry R. Posen, “Putin’s Preventive War: The 2022 Invasion of Ukraine,” /nternational Security, 49, no. 3 (2024): 7-49.

69 Benjamin Friedman and Moritz Graefrath, “Stop Bargaining With Europe, Start Leaving,” Defense Priorities, May 27, 2026,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/explainers/stop-bargaining-with-europe-start-leaving/.

0 Jennifer Kavanagh, “An Armed Nonalignment Model for Ukraine’s Postwar Security,” Defense Priorities, December 15, 2025,
https://www.defensepriorities.org/reports/an-armed-nonalignment-model-for-ukraines-postwar-security/.

13 DEFP.ORG / @DEFPRIORITIES il



