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EU Critical-Mineral Resilience
Extended strategic-choice analysis — why the leading directions fit, where they are strong, 
and where they can fail

STRATEGIC THESIS

Do not try to reproduce China’s integrated critical-mineral system at European scale. Reduce how decisive any single 
China-controlled conversion point can be by turning European demand, rules, finance, qualification and alliances into 
multiple usable routes.

Applied 6C case. Strategic analysis, not an implementation plan.

What this document adds

The short synthesis states the strategic choice. This extended version opens the result: it examines the five leading directions 
through the intermediate 6C relationships, shows what each one leverages, identifies its criticalities and contrasts it with 
directions that the simulation strongly rejects. The purpose is to make the path from model result to strategic judgement 
inspectable without turning the report into a technical printout.

Scope

 Strategic choice, not execution. No responsibilities, budgets, implementation calendar or operating commitments are 
prescribed.

 No raw simulation scores. Intermediate results are translated into strategic meaning rather than exposed as technical 
metrics.

 Human judgement remains decisive. The model structures comparison; it does not prove that the leading choice will 
succeed.



INSTITUTE FOR GENERATIVE STRATEGY

6C Model — EU Critical-Mineral Resilience  |  21 August 2026

STRATEGIC SITUATION

The strategic situation
Critical raw materials have become a question of industrial continuity, not simply procurement. Energy technologies, 
electronics, automotive manufacturing, aerospace and defence depend on chains in which the decisive vulnerability is often 
not the mineral in the ground but the refining, separation, conversion and downstream manufacturing stages that make it 
usable.

China holds a structurally strong position across many of these conversion stages. Its advantage combines processing scale, 
specialised know-how, industrial integration, infrastructure and the ability to translate policy decisions into licensing and 
export-control measures. The practical consequence is a timing asymmetry: China can alter conditions around existing 
capacity faster than Europe can finance, permit, build and qualify replacement routes.

The European Union brings a different set of strengths. It has a large market, substantial industrial demand, financial 
instruments, regulatory legitimacy, technological capabilities and an established policy architecture. The Critical Raw Materials 
Act, strategic projects, external partnerships, monitoring, stress testing and the RESourceEU Action Plan show that the issue 
has moved from diagnosis to coordinated policy. The unresolved gap is conversion: institutional intent does not yet equal 
qualified, deliverable alternative supply.

The relationship is therefore neither simple confrontation nor simple cooperation. China remains commercially important, and 
dialogue continues, while concentrated processing and administrative controls give it leverage over exposed European 
industries. The strategic problem is to reduce that leverage without creating an economically destructive form of self-
sufficiency.

The objective through 2030 is consequently narrower and more demanding than ‘decoupling’: secure resilient and 
economically sustainable access to critical minerals while preserving competitiveness and sufficient strategic freedom of 
action.

Strategic question

How can the EU make a disruption at one supplier, processor, licensing decision or route less capable of stopping a 
priority European industrial chain — without paying for resilience everywhere at once?

Evidence base: International Energy Agency; European Commission; European Court of Auditors; Eurostat; official Chinese trade-policy statements.
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HOW TO READ THE RESULT

The intermediate 6C relationships matter
The 6C simulation compares this context with the 60 strategic motors of the 6C Model. The ordering is only the visible result. 
The more important evidence for this extended report lies in the intermediate relational analysis: how each direction fits the 
EU, the counterpart, the objective and the relationships among them.

The intermediate results matter because strategic fit is not one-dimensional. Some strongly rejected directions look attractive 
when compared with the objective alone, but become poor choices once the actual EU–China relationship and the actor’s 
available capabilities are included. The leading directions are more balanced: they ask the EU to use resources it can 
plausibly coordinate while reducing reliance on the capabilities in which the present asymmetry is greatest.

The first five positions form a coherent family rather than five independent prescriptions: consolidate verified gains; redefine 
the rules that make alternatives usable; use time selectively; preserve information discipline; and build alliances around 
genuinely convergent interests. The lowest positions reject a very different posture: preventive self-disruption, rapid micro-
pilots, time as the primary lever, accumulation of small opportunistic gains and preventive barriers.

Figure. Relative relational fit of the leading five and strongly rejected five directions. The chart uses intermediate relationship distances but intentionally 
omits raw values.
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FIRST LEADING DIRECTION

Consolidate results and stabilize the context
The simulation places consolidation first. Its intermediate pattern is revealing: the direction fits the EU and the resilience 
objective well even though the direct EU–China relationship remains adverse. In other words, it does not require Europe to 
neutralise China through immediate parity; it requires Europe to make each verified gain harder to reverse.

Why it fits

The EU already possesses policy architecture, market demand, financial instruments and external partnerships. What it lacks 
is a reliable conversion chain from designation to financing, from financing to permits and production, from production to 
technical qualification, and from qualification to dependable demand and replenishment. Consolidation turns this gap itself into 
the organising problem. It asks whether each initiative has crossed from political intent into continuity that manufacturers can 
actually use.

Strategic strengths

It exploits capabilities the EU can coordinate now: 
aggregated demand, financing, qualification, reserves, 
recycling, substitution and partner links. It is cumulative 
rather than heroic: each completed layer lowers the value of 
the next licensing shock. It also protects against a common 
policy failure — treating a temporary easing of pressure as 
evidence that the structural dependency has disappeared.

Criticalities

The largest risk is false completion. Project status, financing 
announcements or diplomatic agreements can be mistaken 
for supply security while permitting, commissioning, 
qualification, delivery or replenishment remain unresolved. 
Higher-cost alternatives may lose industrial and political 
support. Concentrating on one flagship project, partner or 
technology would simply recreate the dependency in 
another form.

Conditions of validity

The direction remains valid only if progress is judged by operational milestones and by the number of critical failure points 
actually retired. Near-term buffers must protect continuity while slower capacity matures. If the European project pipeline 
repeatedly fails to become qualified and commercially usable, consolidation becomes management of promises rather than 
resilience.

What the rejected contrast reveals

Preventive self-disruption is placed last. The contrast is important because radical renewal can look compatible with the 
resilience objective in isolation. Once the actual relationship with China is included, however, it demands speed and resource 
conversion on a scale that magnifies Europe’s current disadvantage. The model therefore prefers compounding verified 
capacity to destroying and rebuilding the system pre-emptively.

Decision implication

Measure progress by dependencies made non-critical, not by projects announced.

Intermediate relational signature
EU ↔ direction

Strong
Direction ↔ objective

Strong
EU ↔ China

Constrained

Primary leverage: institutional coordination and sequencing   |   Primary constraint: time-to-capacity conversion
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SECOND LEADING DIRECTION

Redefine the rules of the game
The second direction has one of the cleanest relational patterns in the simulation: it fits both the European actor and the 
resilience objective strongly, while demanding much less direct industrial symmetry with China. This makes rule-setting a 
genuine strategic lever rather than a substitute for missing capacity.

Why it fits

Europe cannot rapidly reproduce every processing advantage, but it can influence the conditions under which alternative 
capacity becomes investable and usable. Common specifications, credible long-term purchasing, qualification pathways, 
traceability, emergency procedures, market access and financing conditions can turn fragmented projects into a system. The 
strategic act is not regulation for its own sake; it is changing the payoff structure around non-dominant routes.

Strategic strengths

This direction converts market size and institutional 
legitimacy into leverage without requiring immediate control 
of refining capacity. It can lower commercial uncertainty for 
projects, create predictable demand and make different 
suppliers interoperable for European manufacturers. It also 
gives partners a reason to invest in resilience because 
access to European demand becomes more credible.

Criticalities

Rules can become a new source of fragility. Requirements 
that are too costly, slow or exclusionary may reduce the 
number of viable alternatives and damage competitiveness. 
Standards do not create tonnes of qualified material; 
procurement preferences do not replace processing 
technology. Rule-setting also needs partner acceptance, 
otherwise Europe can end up regulating a market that 
alternative suppliers cannot economically serve.

Conditions of validity

A rule is strategically useful only if it measurably improves bankability, qualification, interoperability, continuity or 
replenishment. If it mainly increases compliance cost or protects uncompetitive capacity, it should not be treated as a 
resilience measure.

What the rejected contrast reveals

Preventive barriers appear only in 56th place. This separation is especially informative: the model rewards changing the rules 
but rejects building walls before robust alternatives exist. The preferred use of regulation is therefore enabling rather than 
exclusionary — closer to underwriting a resilient market than to shielding Europe from trade.

Decision implication

A useful rule makes an alternative route financeable and usable; an ineffective rule merely makes dependence more 
expensive.

Intermediate relational signature
EU ↔ direction

Very strong
Direction ↔ objective

Very strong
EU ↔ China

Moderate tension

Primary leverage: market power and regulatory legitimacy   |   Primary constraint: rules without physical capacity
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THIRD LEADING DIRECTION

Use selective patience instead of reactive tempo
The third direction is deliberately paradoxical. Its fit with the EU and the objective is strong, yet the direct EU–China 
relationship remains difficult. This shows that the recommendation is not based on Europe controlling time better than China. 
It is based on refusing to let every external signal dictate European sequencing.

Why it fits

China can change licensing or supply conditions around existing capacity more quickly than Europe can build alternatives. 
Reacting to every signal would therefore consume political capital and investment attention on the counterpart’s timetable. 
Selective patience means differentiating the portfolio: act immediately where a delay could cause irreversible industrial 
exposure; preserve options where reserves, substitutes or existing routes already provide cover.

Strategic strengths

The direction preserves scarce resources, reduces the risk 
of premature lock-in and allows technical and commercial 
information to improve before capital is committed. It also 
prevents temporary facilitation from China from resetting 
European priorities. Where buffers exist, waiting can 
increase option quality rather than simply postpone action.

Criticalities

Europe’s time availability is itself weak. Patience becomes 
dangerous if it is applied to a production-critical bottleneck 
with thin inventories, no qualified substitute or long 
commissioning lead times. Political systems can also relabel 
inaction as prudence. The discipline therefore requires 
explicit thresholds that distinguish reversible delay from 
irreversible loss of options.

Conditions of validity

Waiting is justified only where continuity is protected and the delay has a defined informational or option value. The moment a 
bottleneck approaches an irreversible lead-time boundary, selective patience must give way to early commitment.

What the rejected contrast reveals

Managing time as the primary lever is 58th. The difference is fundamental. Tempo control assumes the actor can stretch or 
compress the confrontation to its advantage; the EU does not possess that freedom in this scenario. Selective patience uses 
time defensively and locally, while the rejected direction tries to make time itself the source of power.

Decision implication

Because time is scarce, urgency must be selective rather than applied across the board.

Intermediate relational signature
EU ↔ direction

Strong
Direction ↔ objective

Strong
EU ↔ China

High tension

Primary leverage: option preservation   |   Primary constraint: short time and thin buffers
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FOURTH LEADING DIRECTION

Maintain information discipline while preserving real options
The fourth direction is more conditional than the first three. Its intermediate results show a workable fit with the EU and the 
objective, but also continuing friction in the relationship with China. Its useful form is therefore narrow: protect contingency 
architecture without weakening the trust required to build it.

Why it fits

Resilience programmes create signals. Announcing every fallback route, readiness threshold, reserve policy or sequencing 
assumption can allow a counterpart to target the weakest point or to use selective concessions to slow diversification. At the 
same time, European resilience depends on Member States, companies, financiers and partners sharing enough information 
to coordinate. The strategic problem is not secrecy versus transparency, but deciding which information must be common and 
which contingency detail need not be public.

Strategic strengths

Disciplined disclosure can preserve optionality, reduce 
performative over-promising and prevent incomplete 
readiness from becoming an easy target. It reinforces the 
principle that public claims should follow deliverable 
capacity rather than precede it. It also leaves room to test 
substitutes, reserves and fallback routes before they are 
treated as commitments.

Criticalities

Opacity can rapidly destroy the very coalition on which 
European resilience depends. Partners need reliable 
demand signals; investors need clarity; institutions require 
accountability; safety and market authorities cannot operate 
on strategic ambiguity. If limited disclosure hides genuine 
incapacity, inconsistent commitments or political 
disagreement, the direction becomes counterproductive.

Conditions of validity

Transparency should be complete toward the actors who must finance, qualify, regulate and operate the alternatives. 
Restraint belongs only around contingency sequencing, internal readiness thresholds and fallback architecture that does not 
need to be public. The direction should be abandoned wherever reduced disclosure lowers trust more than it protects 
optionality.

What the rejected contrast reveals

This direction should not be confused with deception. The simulation does not make manipulation the organising principle of 
the result. The strategic value lies in disciplined sequencing of information: credible commitments outward, complete 
coordination inward, and no unnecessary publication of the entire contingency map.

Decision implication

Be transparent about commitments and standards; be restrained about contingency sequencing.

Intermediate relational signature
EU ↔ direction

Good
Direction ↔ objective

Good
EU ↔ China

High tension

Primary leverage: contingency preparation   |   Primary constraint: trust, governance and coordination
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FIFTH LEADING DIRECTION

Build alliances where interests genuinely converge
The fifth direction fits both the EU and the resilience objective very strongly. Its difficulty appears elsewhere: alliances take 
time, China retains substantial processing leverage, and partners can introduce new dependencies. The strategy is therefore 
not ‘more partnerships’; it is selective coalition design around concrete conversion gaps.

Why it fits

Europe can combine market access, financing, industrial demand, regulatory standards and qualification with capabilities that 
sit outside the Union: geological resources, processing know-how, equipment, recycling, logistics or reserve capacity. The 
coalition becomes strategic when these contributions connect into a route that an industrial user can actually switch to under 
pressure.

Strategic strengths

Alliances let Europe distribute capital intensity and 
development risk across actors whose interests overlap 
without requiring identical political objectives. They can 
create several technically distinct routes, increase 
bargaining freedom and accelerate qualification by linking 
demand to partner capacity. This plays directly to European 
coordination and market power.

Criticalities

An agreement can remain symbolic if it stops at exploration 
rights, memoranda or political alignment. A new partner 
may become a single point of failure; different countries 
may still depend on the same Chinese processor, 
equipment vendor or qualification regime. Coordination 
costs are significant, partners can become competitors, and 
higher-cost resilience may weaken when commodity prices 
fall or Chinese supply becomes temporarily easier.

Conditions of validity

Partners should be selected by the specific bottleneck they remove and by the independence of their failure mode, not by 
geography alone. Each coalition needs commercial demand, qualification, logistics, replenishment and a credible exit from 
any new single-source dependency.

What the rejected contrast reveals

The opposite error is to turn resilience into a broad political bloc. The current context remains interdependent, and a rigid 
coalition can make cooperation harder without changing physical supply. The useful alliance is narrow enough to solve a 
stage-specific problem and open enough to preserve trade where trade remains economically beneficial.

Decision implication

Diversify capabilities and failure modes, not flags.

Intermediate relational signature
EU ↔ direction

Very strong
Direction ↔ objective

Very strong
EU ↔ China

Moderate tension

Primary leverage: coalition-building and market power   |   Primary constraint: coordination speed and new dependencies
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CROSS-STRATEGY SYNTHESIS

The five directions constrain one another
The strategic value does not come from applying five independent ideas. It comes from their mutual constraints. Each leading 
direction prevents another from degenerating into an attractive but incomplete policy.

If isolated It can degenerate into The corrective constraint

Consolidation without rule-setting can lock in the first available alternative 
even if it is costly or creates a new 
dependency.

Rules keep the market open and define 
what “usable resilience” must mean.

Rule-setting without consolidation can become regulation without physical 
continuity.

Consolidation forces every rule to prove 
itself in qualified supply.

Patience without thresholds can become delay. Chokepoint discipline defines where 
waiting is reversible and where it is not.

Information discipline without alliance 
trust

can become opacity. Coalition building determines who must 
receive full information to act.

Alliances without consolidation can multiply agreements while leaving the 
same conversion bottleneck intact.

Consolidation and rule-setting require 
partners to become deliverable routes, 
not diplomatic symbols.

Compositional thesis

The coherent posture is not “diversify faster”. It is to build a system in which European market power, rules, alliances 
and selective timing progressively convert into independent operating options — while every new option is tested 
against cost, qualification and the risk of creating another single point of failure.
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STRATEGIC INSIGHTS

Second-order implications from the full pattern
These propositions are not restatements of a single motor. They emerge from the tension between leading and rejected 
directions and from the relational structure of the case.

1. The scarce resource is conversion credibility, not project count.
Europe already has projects, policy tools and partners. What remains scarce is confidence that commitments will become 
qualified material at the required time, cost and scale. A smaller portfolio of routes that reliably cross the conversion chain can 
be strategically stronger than a larger project pipeline.

2. Diversify failure modes, not flags.
Geographic diversification is a weak proxy for resilience. Two mines in different countries can still fail together if they depend 
on the same separation plant, equipment, technology, logistics corridor or downstream qualification regime. The relevant 
design question is whether alternatives can be disabled by the same event.

3. Scarce time increases the value of selective waiting.
The intuitive answer to a short horizon is acceleration everywhere. The simulation suggests the opposite: when time is scarce, 
simultaneous urgency can waste the very resources needed at irreversible bottlenecks. Waiting becomes valuable only where 
continuity is protected and delay improves options.

4. Regulation should underwrite alternatives, not protect incapacity.
Rule-setting ranks near the top while preventive barriers are strongly rejected. The non-obvious implication is that European 
regulatory power is most valuable when it lowers investment and qualification risk for alternatives, not when it excludes 
incumbent supply before replacement capacity is ready.

5. Greater resilience can make interdependence more sustainable.
If Chinese supply remains useful but is no longer decisive, trade can continue without turning every disruption into an 
existential industrial threat. The strategic endpoint is therefore not necessarily less interaction with China; it is less unilateral 
veto power embedded in that interaction.



INSTITUTE FOR GENERATIVE STRATEGY

6C Model — EU Critical-Mineral Resilience  |  21 August 2026

INTEGRATED STRATEGIC CHOICE

From asymmetric dependence to leverage-neutralising interdependence
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE

China can remain commercially important, but no single processing, licensing or conversion point under Chinese 
control should be able to impose an unacceptable interruption on a priority European industrial chain.

What success would mean in 2030

Not self-sufficiency. Success means that critical European uses have several qualified routes with genuinely different failure 
modes; alternative capacity is backed by credible demand; reserves, recycling and substitution cover long development 
cycles; and China remains a relevant supplier without retaining a practical veto over continuity.

What could change the choice

 Evidence that Chinese leverage is materially narrower or less durable than currently observed would reduce the value of 
expensive redundancy in affected chains.

 Alternative processing, substitution or recycling capacity maturing much faster and more cheaply than expected would 
make a more direct industrial-capacity strategy viable.

 Persistent failure of European market, regulatory and coalition instruments to convert projects into qualified supply would 
show that system-shaping alone is insufficient and that the strategic balance must be reconsidered.

Methodological boundary

The 6C Model compares a structured context with its 60 strategic motors and evaluates the relational compatibility of actor, 
counterpart, objective and strategic direction. This report interprets those relationships; it does not prove causality, predict 
outcomes or replace economic, technical and political verification. It stops deliberately before implementation planning.

Principal sources
International Energy Agency: Global Critical Minerals Outlook 2026.

European Commission: RESourceEU Action Plan — Accelerating our critical raw materials strategy to adapt to a new reality, 3 December 2025.

European Court of Auditors: Special Report 04/2026, Critical raw materials for the energy transition — Not a rock-solid policy.

European Commission / Eurostat: Critical Raw Materials Act, strategic-project information and 2025 EU rare-earth trade data.

Ministry of Commerce of the People’s Republic of China: Official statements and measures concerning rare-earth-related export controls and 
licensing, 2025–2026.

FINAL FORMULATION

Do not make Europe a smaller copy of the dominant system. Build a form of interdependence in which the dominant 
system matters less.
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