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Abstract 

Governments increasingly view economic interdependence not simply as a source of shared gains, but also as a potential 

source of strategic vulnerability, as goods, technologies, and infrastructure can be turned into instruments of coercion. 

Building on on Keohane and Nye’s distinction between sensitivity and vulnerability alongside the literatures on weaponized 

interdependence and network centrality, this paper argues that the dominant policy response, self-reliance, addresses only half 

the problem. Self-reliance reduces a state’s own exposure to disruption, but it does not make that state harder for others to 

replace. The paper develops irreplaceability as a distinct strategic objective with two dimensions- withstanding the loss of a 

relationship, and raising the cost others bear from losing access to what the state provides. Through case evidences of the 

United States, the EU, Japan, China, and India, it shows that much of current economic-security strategy, including friend-

shoring, de-risking, and new economic-security legislation, remains concentrated on the first dimension. China’s processing 

dominance and Taiwan’s position in semiconductor fabrication illustrate the second dimension, though reducing dependence 

can itself erode the capabilities that sustain it. India’s shift from Atmanirbhar Bharat toward strategic indispensability captures 

this tension directly. The paper concludes that irreplaceability is neither permanent nor guaranteed by reduced dependence 

alone; it must be actively sustained within the global networks that others continue to need. 

 

Keywords: Economic interdependence, weaponised interdependence, self-reliance, irreplaceability, economic security, global 
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Introduction 
The world is more interconnected today than ever, and 
governments are ever more concerned about this increasing 
interdependence. Economic linkages once seen as largely 
benign are now being treated as potential security 
vulnerabilities (European Commission, 2023) [19]. The 
paradox is clear, states are trying to reduce the risks of 
interdependence without giving up interdependence itself. 
Keohane and Nye’s framework of complex interdependence 
emphasises the multiple channels through which states are 
connected, including economic, political and social ties 
(Keohane & Nye, 2012) [37]. But interdependence does not 
mean equal dependence. As Keohane and Nye (2012) [37] 
point out, it is the asymmetry in dependence that becomes a 
source of power. The less dependent side has greater room 
to withstand changes in the relationship [1]. This asymmetry 
can also exist within wider networks, where control over 
central nodes gives some states greater influence over how 
goods, money and information move (Farrell & Newman, 
2019) [20]. Interdependence, therefore, is shaped not only by 
who depends on whom, but also by where states are 
positioned within the networks connecting them. This 
makes vulnerability central to understanding the politics of 
interdependence. 
 
When Interdependence Becomes Vulnerability 
Not every dependence creates the same vulnerability. 
Keohane and Nye distinguishes between “sensitivity”, or the 
immediate costs of a change elsewhere, and “vulnerability”, 
which persists even after a state tries to adjust (Keohane & 
Nye, 2012) [37] [2]. What matters, therefore, is not only how 
dependent a state is, but how easily it can find alternatives 
and at what cost. A state with few or costly alternatives has 
far less room to absorb a disruption. In global value chains, 
even creating those alternatives can be difficult because 
sunk costs and specialised investments make existing 

relationships resistant to change. Marvasi describes these 
GVCs as “sticky” and “less responsive to change.”(Marvasi, 
2022) [44]. The difficulty is visible in the economics of 
diversification. The IEA estimates that capital costs for new 
critical-mineral refining projects are 20 per cent to more 
than 150 per cent higher outside dominant suppliers, while 
operating costs are around 50 per cent higher on average 
(IEA, 2026). 

The COVID-19 pandemic brought these vulnerabilities into 

sharp focus. Between February and Apil 2020, global 

industrial production declined by 15 per cent, while world 

trade contracted by almost 17 per cent (Marvasi, 2023) [45]. 

Disruptions to global supply chains showed how difficult it 

could be to replace suppliers when production was highly 

concentrated (Javorcik, 2020) [33]. The problem was not 

interdependence itself, but the concentration of dependence 

in systems built primarily for efficiency. The pursuit of 

efficiency had itself contributed to the concentration that 

made some supply chains difficult to replace. Global value 

chains did not disappear after the shock; they proved more 

resilient than a simple deglobalisation narrative would 

suggest (Marvasi, 2022) [44]. Greater domestic production 

does not automatically eliminate vulnerability. As Marvasi 

notes two things- (i) “the idea that resilience can be obtained 

by increasing the reliance on domestic production does not 

find support in the facts.” and, (ii) “reshoring provides 

protection from foreign shocks at the cost of increasing the 

already high exposure towards domestic shocks”, since 

greater diversification can sometimes come from sourcing 

more inputs internationally rather than less (Marvasi, 2022) 

[44]. 

The shift from economic dependence to strategic 

vulnerability became clearer with recent geopolitical shocks. 

Russia’s weaponisation of energy assets during the Ukraine 
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war has shown how dependence on a critical resource could 

become a security risk (LaBelle, 2023) [19]. The same pattern 

and logic is seen in semiconductors and critical minerals, as 

now supply chains have become closely tied to national 

security and great-power competition (Luo and Van Assche, 

2023) [43]. Meanwhile, the concentration is particularly 

higher at the refining stage with the average share of the top 

refined supplier across energy minerals reached around 72 

per cent in 2025 [24], up from 70 per cent in 2020 (IEA, 

2026) [32]. This is explicitly mentioned in the US policy and 

White House order on processed critical minerals being 

essential for “economic and national security”, directed a 

Section 232 investigation into their national-security 

implications (White House, 2025) [67]. 

The strategic importance of these dependencies also 

depends on where they sit within wider networks. Control 

over central nodes or “chokepoints” gives states influence 

beyond the value of the resource itself, particularly when 

such nodes are difficult to bypass (Farrell & Newman, 

2019) [20]. The Red Sea disruption shows the vulnerability in 

physical networks. During January and February 2024 [64], 

Suez Canal trade was 50 per cent lower than its level a year 

earlier. While rerouting around the Cape of Good Hope 

increased average delivery times by 10 days or more 

(Kamali et al., 2024). By mid-2024 [35], diversions from the 

Red Sea and Panama Canal have raised global vessel 

demand by 3 per cent and container-ship demand by 12 per 

cent relative to the level that would otherwise have been 

required without the disruptions (UNCTAD, 2024) [29]. 

In critical minerals also, for instance, processing can 

become a source of leverage because downstream industries 

may depend on a small number of specialised processing 

networks (Deberdt et al., 2026) [14]. China has been the 

leading refined-material producer for 19 out of all 20 

minerals analysed by the IEA in 2025 [13], accounting for an 

average market share of approximately 70 per cent (IEA, 

2025) [13]. Economic interdependence, therefore, is no longer 

being viewed only through the lens of trade and efficiency; 

it is increasingly being treated as a question of security. 

 

Managing the Strategic Dependence 

The United States experience reflect this shift. Washington 

is building domestic capacity in critical technologies while 

also reshaping its external supply chains. The CHIPS Act 

seeks to secure US semiconductor production, while the 

policy of friend-shoring encourages companies to diversify 

supply chains among allies or trusted partners. “Friend-

shoring” refers to building and deepening relationships with 

geopolitical partners who share common values and 

approaches in the global economy (Yellen, 2022) [71]. 

However, semiconductor production itself is largely 

international, with different stages of production that are 

spread across countries (Kwon, 2026) [7]. The aim is to 

identify those dependencies that benefit and those where 

disruption would carry disproportionate strategic costs. 

Washington is trying to decide where dependence is 

acceptable and where it is not. In critical sectors, the effort 

is to create alternatives at home and among trusted partners. 

The European Union has taken a similar approach through 

“open strategic autonomy” and de-risking. Rather than 

seeking to decouple from major trading partners, the EU 

aims to address specific vulnerabilities while preserving 

most of its economic links with the world. Its Economic 

Security Strategy therefore stresses “precision” and 

“proportionality” in dealing with risks. This approach 

extends to EU’s treatment of dual-use technologies with 

both civilian and strategic applications, such as advanced 

semiconductors, quantum technologies, and artificial 

intelligence, where fears of technology leakage have 

become part of economic-security policy (European 

Commission, 2023; Chaudfontaine Group, 2026) [9, 19]. This 

sums to what Juncos and Vanhoonacker describe as a 

“reluctant geopoliticisation” of economic policy where 

security concerns are now shaping economic instruments 

without displacing the broader commitment to open markets 

(Juncos and Vanhoonacker, 2024) [34] [3]. The approach 

reflects an attempt to make interdependence safer without 

abandoning it (Von der Leyen, 2023) [68]. 

The US has promoted friend-shoring, while the EU has 

adopted de-risking and open strategic autonomy. The 

objective is therefore to reduce exposure to dependencies 

that are difficult to replace. These approaches seek to reduce 

dependence in critical areas while preserving the wider 

benefits of global trade and investment (European 

Commission, 2023) [19]. 

There is also an important limit to the pursuit of self-

reliance, as measures taken to reduce dependence can 

sometimes weaken the capabilities that make a state difficult 

for others to replace. Luo and Van Assche warn that 

“national security goals... can conflict with the competitive 

survival of the very firms the state seeks to protect” (Luo 

and Van Assche, 2023) [43]. When companies are required to 

restructure their global supply networks or bring parts of 

production back home, this can increase costs and slow 

technological development. Such changes can lead to 

“higher production costs, slower technology diffusion, 

potential misalignment with climate timelines” (Deberdt et 

al., 2026) [14]. The implication is that reducing dependence 

too far can also weaken the global scale, technology and 

market integration that make a state difficult for others to 

replace (Marvasi, 2022) [44]. 

 

From Self Reliance to Irreplaceability 

Self-reliance gives way to a different strategic objective- 

irreplaceability. States try to ensure that they are less 

vulnerable to the loss of any one relationship while 

becoming harder for others to replace. The idea builds on a 

longer literature on asymmetric dependence. Albert 

Hirschman provides an early foundation for understanding 

how asymmetries in dependence can generate power 

(Hirschman, 1980) [28]. Keohane and Nye developed this 

insight with “vulnerability” as not simply whether states are 

dependent, but how costly it is for them to adjust when a 

relationship is disrupted (Keohane and Nye, 2012) [73]. The 

development of global networks adds another layer as 

dependence is not only between two states but can be 

concentrated in particular hubs and nodes through which 

wider economic flows pass. Farrell and Newman show how 

“network centrality” can become a source of power (Farrell 

& Newman 2019) [20]. In a dyadic relationship, states may be 

able to find alternatives more easily. But when dependence 

is embedded in wider networks, exit can become more 

difficult because alternatives are not simply a matter of 

finding another bilateral partner. Drezner, Farrell and 

Newman distinguish “dyadic patterns of asymmetric 

dependence” from dependence embedded in “networked 

structures”, where there are fewer exit options (Drezner et 

al., 2021) [15]. Irreplaceability brings these strands together 
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by asking not only how exposed a state is to disruption, but 

also how difficult it is for others to substitute for what that 

state provides. 

Japan has articulated a similar dual objective in its 

economic-security strategy- “strategic autonomy” to reduce 

excessive dependencies and, “strategic indispensability” by 

developing technologies and industries that are difficult for 

others to do without (Armstrong et al., 2025) [2]. It not only 

seeks to protect core functions from external coercion but 

also to make Japan integral to the global chain. Japan’s 

Economic Security Promotion Act (ESPA) of 2022 [54] 

created a four-part framework covering the security of 

critical product supplies, the continuity of essential 

infrastructure services, support for research development of 

specified critical technologies through public-private R&D, 

and introducing a system for the nondisclosure of sensitive 

patent applications (Kawai, 2025) [36]. 

Japan subsequently extended this economic-security 

architecture to the handling of sensitive information in the 

private sector. In May 2024 [29], the Diet approved a 

security-clearance system that extended background checks 

to private-sector actors in areas such as space and cyber, 

facilitating the government’s provision of sensitive 

information concerning technology gaps and critical 

infrastructure. As Armstrong, Solís and Urata note, the 

system was intended to extend economic-security 

coordination beyond the state and into strategically 

important private-sector activities (Armstrong et al., 2025) 

[2]. 

Self-reliance focuses on reducing dependence on others. 

Irreplaceability shifts the focus to whether others can offord 

to lose you. That is the conceptual shift. This creates two 

dimensions of irreplaceability as, (a) the self-reliance 

already discussed as reducing one's own vulnerability by 

building domestic capacity and diversifying suppliers, and, 

(b) increasing one's value to others by becoming difficult to 

replace. The first is about being able to withstand disruption. 

The second is about making it costly for others to lose what 

you provide. A state can become more self-reliant without 

necessarily becoming more important to others. 

Irreplaceability adds this second side of dependence, not 

only reducing what you need from others but making what 

others need from you harder to replace. The first reduces the 

cost of being cut off; the second raises the cost of cutting 

you off. 

China’s Dual Circulation Strategy places greater emphasis 

on domestic demand and productive capabilities without 

withdrawing from international markets and trade. For 

China has elevated technological self-reliance as a strategic 

priority. China’s 14th Five-Year Plan links this 

technological push to a “new type of nationwide system” for 

mobilising national capabilities around key and core 

technologies, while also calling for Chinese products, 

technologies and standards to expand globally (National 

People’s Congress, 2021). At the same time, Beijing has 

recognised that its own position in global markets can be a 

source of leverage, seeking to use existing dependencies on 

China to strengthen its position (Sutter & Sutherland, 2021) 

[61]. This creates a different form of resilience- reducing 

vulnerability at home while retaining influence through 

dependencies abroad. 

The second dimension depends on reducing substitutability. 

A state becomes difficult to replace when what it provides 

cannot be reproduced elsewhere quickly, cheaply or at 

comparable scale. Being economically important is not 

enough. What matters is whether others can readily find an 

alternative. The availability of alternatives is therefore 

central to irreplaceability. Marvasi notes that “effective 

diversification” requires high substitutability between 

suppliers. Where inputs are standardised, substitution is 

easier, but where production depends on “highly complex 

and customized inputs”, finding alternative suppliers can be 

difficult and costly. This means that irreplaceability does not 

arise simply because a state produces something important; 

it arises when replacing what that state provides involves 

substantial adjustment costs, time and technical difficulty 

(Marvasi, 2022) [44]. 

Irreplaceability can come from different sources- 

technological leadership, control over critical processing, or 

the ability to supply goods at a scale that others cannot 

easily replicate, market size or specialised capabilities 

accumulated over time. Taiwan shows the first as some of 

the world’s leading technology companies rely heavily on 

one Taiwanese firm. Luo and Van Assche citing Capri 

(2022) [8], note that Google, Apple, and Amazon rely on 

Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company (TSMC) 

alone for nearly 90 percent of their chip production. This is 

a position built on decades of accumulated fabrication 

expertise rather than raw material endowment (Luo & Van 

Assche, 2023; Capri, 2022) [8, 43]. China’s position in critical 

mineral processing shows another route to irreplaceability- 

its influence derives not simply from mineral reserves, but 

from its concentration in the processing stages on which 

downstream industries depend. 

Physical infrastructure creates a distinct form of 

irreplaceability as seen in case of Red Sea earlier, because 

substitution may require rerouting, additional capacity, time 

and higher costs and not simply finding another supplier. 

Unlike a standardised good, where substitution may be 

achieved by shifting to another producer, physical networks 

are embedded in infrastructure that cannot always be 

replicated or expanded quickly. The network’s value 

therefore depends on what passes through them, also on 

how easily the network itself can be bypassed, and on how 

exclusive is the position. 

Irreplaceability can create leverage, but the two are not the 

same. A state may be difficult to replace without 

deliberately using that position to pressure others. Its 

importance lies first in the structure of the relationship; 

leverage emerges when that position can be used to 

influence the choices of others. Irreplaceability is therefore a 

position within the relationship. 

Critically, a state's structural irreplaceability is also never 

permanent. As Farrell and Newman observe, states remain 

locked into existing network structures only until the costs 

of staying outweigh the benefits, prompting targets to 

pursue “transitions to new arrangements” and entire network 

reconfigurations (Farrell & Newman 2019) [20]. These 

asymmetric vulnerabilities encourage targets to actively 

develop “work-arounds” through disruptive innovation to 

avoid ceding political concessions (Drezner et al., 2021) [15]. 

In critical mineral supply chains, for example, downstream 

firms were able to pursue “techno-nationalist strategies” and 

perform chemical substitutionsto bypass cobalt-dependent 

processing centers and to erode the dominance of a key 

supplier's space (Deberdt et al., 2026) [14]. 
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The Bharat Way 

India's approach reflects the same tension in a different 

form. Atmanirbhar Bharat was not intended to be 

disengagement from global economy. In fact, its a way to 

strengthen India's domestic capabilities while remaining 

connected to global markets (PMO, 2020) [33]. This has 

translated into efforts to reduce dependence in strategic 

sectors, including defence and critical minerals, while India 

continues to deepen technological and economic 

partnerships with other countries. Evident in KABIL's 

acquisition of a 15,703-hectare area in Argentina for lithium 

exploration and mining and its subsequent cooperation with 

Australia on potential joint investment in lithium and cobalt 

assets (PIB 2025a; PIB 2025b). The emphasis, therefore, is 

not simply on producing more at home, but again on 

reducing vulnerabilities in areas where external dependence 

can become strategically costly while using international 

partnerships to build capabilities that cannot be developed 

overnight. India's National Critical Mineral Mission covers 

the mineral value chain, including extraction, beneficiation, 

processing and recycling. It also covers acquistion of 

mineral assets abroad (GoI, 2025; Dutta et al., 2026) [16, 24]. 

India's experience during pandemic also showed how 

domestic capability can create external value. The country 

supplied paracetamol and hydroxychloroquine medicines to 

approximately120 countries in the early phase of the 

pandemic (Singh, 2021) [15]. No major economy can 

realistically produce everything it needs. The more useful 

question is whether a country can withstand the disruption 

of a particular relationship while remaining connected to 

others. This is where the idea of self-reliance begins to 

move towards strategic resilience. 

For India, this means that Atmanirbharta cannot be an end in 

itself. Its very essence lies in combining domestic resilience 

with international integration. India has to build strategic 

reserves of critical goods while at the same time make itself 

a preferred supplier of cutting-edge technologies to other 

major global economies. NITI Aayog roadmap envisions a 

move for India from its position as a major semiconductor 

market towards becoming a “critical node in the global 

value chain.” (NITI Aayog, 2026). The Economic Survey 

2025 [25, 52]-26 frames India's trajectory as a movement from 

“strategic resilience” towards “strategic indispensability”, 

with global value-chain integration. The significance of this 

shift is not simply expanding dmoestic outcome, but that it 

becomes harder to bypass within global production 

networks. The strategy is therefore not simply to embed 

Indian firms in global production systems, but also to embed 

global production within India (GoI, 2026) [22]. The 

strongest states will not be those that need nobody, but those 

that can withstand being denied access to others while 

remaining difficult for others to replace. 

 

Conclusion 

The broader implication is that economic interdependence is 

becoming a field of strategic positioning. The value of a 

state within a global network cannot be judged only by the 

volume of what it produces or trades. It also depends on 

whether its position can shape the choices available to 

others. This places a limit on the idea that reducing 

dependence is, by itself, a measure of success. A state may 

become safer without becoming more influential, just as a 

state may become highly influential without being secure 

itself. The more consequential position lies at the 

intersection of the two- security from external disruption 

and significance within the networks that others continue to 

need. 

Technological leadership can be challenged by new 

production capabilities; concentrated processing can be 

reduced through alternative technologies and suppliers; and 

network centrality can weaken as infrastructure and 

production patterns change. Irreplaceability is therefore 

sustained not only by possessing a critical capability but 

also by continuously improving it, by scaling it up and the 

expertise, and remaining in networks that others continue to 

value. The question, therefore, is not whether 

interdependence will survive. It is what kind of 

interdependence states will build- and where they will 

position themselves within it. 

 

References 

1. Adiya T. Economic security as a concept: Comparative 

analysis and strategic definition. Mongolian Journal of 

Economic Review,2026:30(19):161–177. 

2. Armstrong S, Solís M, Urata S. Economic security and 

new industrial policy. Asian Economic Policy 

Review,2025,20:265–275. 

3. Asian Development Bank. Global production networks 

and de-risking realities in developing Asia. Asian 

Development Bank, 2025. 

4. Aslan Y, Ari I. Strategic review of critical minerals 

policies in Türkiye: Lessons from the US, China and 

the EU. Resources Policy,2026:118:105951. 

5. Ayres J, Macdonald L, eds. Contentious politics in 

North America: National protest and transnational 

collaboration under continental integration. Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2009. 

6. Borozna A, Kochtcheeva LV. War by other means: 

Western sanctions on Russia and Moscow's response. 

Palgrave Macmillan,2024. 

7. Cai M, Xie J. Export restrictions and the rise of basic 

research: How chip controls influence Chinese firms' 

research orientation. International Journal of Operations 

& Production Management,2026:46(1):124–144. 

8. Capri A. CHIPS on the table: US doubles down on 

techno-nationalism. Hinrich Foundation, 2022. 

9. Chaudfontaine Group. Report on the 14th and 15th 

editions of the Chaudfontaine Group meeting: A 

reviewed W3H methodology. European Studies Unit, 

University of Liège, 2026. 

10. Chou W. Japan's strategy for economic security: An 

interview with Deputy LDP Secretary-General Keitaro 

Ohno. Hudson Institute,2024. 

11. Cooper Z, Meijer H, eds. The rules-based order and 

geopolitics in Northeast Asia. Springer, 2023. 

12. Damen M. EU strategic autonomy 2013–2023: From 

concept to capacity. European Parliament Research 

Service, 2022. 

13. D'Ambrosio A, Lavoratori K. Reshoring to survive? 

The other side of de-globalization. Journal of Industrial 

and Business Economics,2025:52:867–889. 

14. Deberdt R, Le Billon P, DiCarlo J. Midstream 

geopolitics: Processing power in critical mineral supply 

chains. Political Geography,2026:131:103626. 

15. Drezner DW. The uses and abuses of weaponized 

interdependence. In: Drezner DW, Farrell H, Newman 

AL, eds. The uses and abuses of weaponized 



 

264 

interdependence. Brookings Institution Press, 2021, 1–

16. 

16. Dutta B, Chatterjee K, Jha PK, Siddique KR, Sahu KK. 

A comprehensive compendium on rare earths: Science, 

technology, sustainability, global perspective and 

India's strategic approach. Coordination Chemistry 

Reviews,2026:549(1):217280. 

17. European Commission. REPowerEU plan (COM 

(2022) 230 final). European Commission, 2022. 

18. Economic Commission for Latin America and the 

Caribbean. Critical minerals and low-carbon transitions 

in Latin America and the Caribbean. United Nations, 

2025. 

19. European Commission, High Representative of the 

Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. Joint 

communication on the European economic security 

strategy (JOIN (2023) 20 final). European Commission, 

2023. 

20. Farrell H, Newman AL. Weaponized interdependence: 

How global economic networks shape state coercion. 

International Security,2019:44(1):42–79. 

21. Government of India [GoI]. Cabinet directives on 

critical mineral allocation framework. Press 

Information Bureau, 2025. 

22. Government of India. India's Indo-Pacific pivot: Digital 

and hard infrastructure networks. PIB Briefings,2026. 

23. Government of India. National semiconductor fab 

approvals and allocations (Release ID: 2266727). Press 

Information Bureau, 2026. 

24. Government of India. Cabinet approves "National 

Critical Mineral Mission" to build a resilient value 

chain for critical mineral resources vital to green 

technologies. Press Information Bureau, 2025. 

25. Government of India, Ministry of Finance, Department 

of Economic Affairs. From import substitution to 

strategic resilience and strategic indispensability. In: 

Economic Survey 2025-26 (Chapter XVI). Ministry of 

Finance, 2026. 

26. Group of Seven. G7 Hiroshima leaders' communiqué. 

2023. 

27. Group of Seven. G7 leaders' statement, 2023. 

28. Hirschman AO. National power and the structure of 

foreign trade. University of California Press, 1980. 

(Original work published 1945) 

29. Hosoya Y, Kundnani H, eds. The transformation of the 

liberal international order: Evolutions and limitations. 

Springer Nature Singapore, 2024. 

30. Institute of Geoeconomics. Taiwan, chips, and the next 

economic shock. IOG Economic Security Briefings, 

2026. 

31. International Energy Agency [IEA]. Global critical 

minerals outlook 2025. IEA, 2025. 

32. International Energy Agency. Global critical minerals 

outlook 2026. IEA, 2026. 

33. Javorcik B. Global supply chains will not be the same 

in the post-COVID-19 world. In: Baldwin R, Evenett S, 

eds. COVID-19 and trade policy: Why turning inward 

won't work. CEPR Press, 2020, 111–116. 

34. Juncos AE, Vanhoonacker S. The ideational power of 

strategic autonomy in EU security and external 

economic policies. JCMS: Journal of Common Market 

Studies,2024:62(4):955–972. 

35. Kamali P, Koepke R, Sozzi A, Verschuur J. Red Sea 

attacks disrupt global trade. International Monetary 

Fund, 2024. 

36. Kawai D. Selective interventionism: Japan's approach 

to economic security. University of Tokyo/Institute of 

Geoeconomics Policy Papers, 2025. 

37. Keohane RO, Nye JS. Power and interdependence. 4th 

ed. Longman, 2012. 

38. Kwon YW. Semiconductor fabrication facilities funded 

by the CHIPS Act: Project status and considerations for 

Congress (CRS Report No. R49031). Congressional 

Research Service, 2026. 

39. LaBelle MC. Energy as a weapon of war: Lessons from 

50 years of energy interdependence. Global 

Policy,2023:14(3):531–547. 

40. Lin JY, Wang X. Dual circulation: A new structural 

economics view of development. Journal of Chinese 

Economic and Business Studies,2022:20(4):303–322. 

41. Linh DH, Phuong NL. China's "Dual Circulation" 

strategy: Urgent needs for greater economic self-

reliance. International Journal of China 

Studies,2022:13(2):215–236. 

42. Luttwak EN. From geopolitics to geo-economics: Logic 

of conflict, grammar of commerce. The National 

Interest,1990:(20):17–23. 

43. Luo Y, Van Assche A. Techno-geopolitical uncertainty 

and international business: Implications of the United 

States CHIPS and Science Act. Journal of International 

Business Studies,2023:54(3):550–559. 

44. Marvasi E. Global value chain resilience and reshoring 

during COVID-19: Challenges in a post-COVID world 

(Working Paper No. 271). Dipartimento di Economia, 

Università degli Studi Roma Tre, 2022. 

45. Marvasi E. Global value chain resilience and reshoring 

during COVID-19: Challenges in a post-COVID world. 

In: Lee JM, Ibarra-Olivo JE, Lavoratori K, Li L, eds. 

Inequality, geography and global value chains. Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2023, 201–225. 

46. Ministry of Commerce of the People's Republic of 

China. MOFCOM spokesperson's remarks on China's 

recent economic and trade policies and measures, 2025. 

47. Ministry of Commerce of the People's Republic of 

China. MoC Notice 2025 No. 61: Announcement of the 

decision to implement controls on exports of rare earth-

related items to foreign countries (B. Murphy, Trans.). 

Center for Security and Emerging Technology, 2025. 

48. Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry. Economic 

security management guidelines. 1st ed. METI, 2026. 

49. Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology. 

Government's Semicon India Programme to develop a 

complete ecosystem ranging from design to 

manufacturing. Press Information Bureau, Government 

of India, 2026. 

50. Müller M. The 'new geopolitics' of mineral supply 

chains: A window of opportunity for African countries. 

South African Journal of International 

Affairs,2023:30(2):177–203. 

51. National People's Congress. Outline of the People's 

Republic of China 14th Five-Year Plan for national 

economic and social development and long-range 

objectives for 2035. 2021. 

52. NITI Aayog. Future of India's semiconductor industry. 

Frontier Tech Hub, NITI Aayog, 2026. 



 

265 

53. Okano-Heijmans M. The EU's Connectivity Strategy 

2.0: Global Gateway in the Indo-Pacific. In: Cooper Z, 

Meijer H, eds. The rules-based order and geopolitics in 

Northeast Asia. Springer, 2023, 67–85. 

54. Peters MA. Semiconductors, geopolitics and 

technological rivalry: The US CHIPS & Science Act, 

2022. Educational Philosophy and 

Theory,2023:55(14):1642–1646. 

55. Pla-Barber J, Villar C, Narula R. Governance of global 

value chains after the COVID-19 pandemic: A new 

wave of regionalization? Business Research 

Quarterly,2021:24(3):204–213. 

56. Press Information Bureau, Government of India [PIB]. 

Cabinet approves "National Critical Mineral Mission" 

to build a resilient value chain for critical mineral 

resources vital to green technologies. Ministry of 

Mines, 2025. 

57. Press Information Bureau, Government of India. India 

Semiconductor Mission 2.0: A major push in Budget 

2026 towards semiconductor self-reliance. Ministry of 

Electronics and Information Technology, 2026. 

58. Press Information Bureau, Government of India. 

Strategic supply chain management for critical 

minerals. Ministry of Mines, 2025. 

59. Prime Minister's Office, Government of India. Prime 

Minister Narendra Modi's address to the nation on May 

12, 2020, and the clarion call for Atmanirbhar Bharat 

Abhiyaan. Prime Minister's Office, 2020. 

60. Singh M. India's Atmanirbhar Bharat and defence 

outreach: Leveraging the Gulf strategic partnerships. 

CLAWS Journal,2021:14(1):154–173. 

61. Sutter KM, Sutherland MD. China's 14th Five-Year 

Plan: A first look (CRS Report IF11684). 

Congressional Research Service, 2021. 

62. Suzuki K. The shift from economic security to 

geoeconomics. Institute of Geoeconomics, 2024. 

63. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 

[UNCTAD]. Review of maritime transport 2024. 

UNCTAD, 2024. 

64. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. 

Navigating troubled waters: Impact to global trade of 

disruption of shipping routes in the Red Sea, Black Sea 

and Panama Canal. United Nations, 2024. 

65. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. 

Vulnerability of supply chains exposed as global 

maritime chokepoints come under pressure. United 

Nations, 2024. 

66. U.S. Department of the Treasury. The "friend-shoring" 

of supply chains. U.S. Department of the Treasury, 

2022. 

67. U.S. White House. Executive Order 14272 of April 15, 

2025: Ensuring national security and economic 

resilience through Section 232 actions on processed 

critical minerals and derivative products. Federal 

Register,2025:90(74):16437–16440. 

68. Von der Leyen U. Speech on EU-China relations 

[Speech]. Mercator Institute for China Studies 

(MERICS) and European Policy Centre (EPC),2023. 

69. Walker-Munro B, Shih T, eds. The Routledge 

international handbook of research security. Routledge, 

2026. 

70. Welle K, Hefele P. The 7Ds for sustainability: Strategic 

policy initiatives for the European centre-right. 

European View,2023:22(2):315–317. 

71. Yellen JL. Transcript: US Treasury Secretary Janet 

Yellen on the next steps for Russia sanctions and 

"friend-shoring" supply chains [Speech transcript]. 

Atlantic Council, 2022. 

72. Yoshimatsu H. Policy emulation and vested interests: 

Japan's strategic response to economic security amid 

US–China technology competition. Japanese Journal of 

Political Science,2026,27:147–162. 

73. 1 The authors define interdependence as mutual 

dependence but caution against treating it as evenly 

balanced; they argue that asymmetries in dependence 

can provide sources of influence and power. See 

Keohane and Nye. (2012) Power and Interdependence, 

7,9. 

74. The authors distinguish sensitivity, which concerns 

costly effects before policies are altered, from 

vulnerability, which concerns the costs that remain even 

after policies have been changed. See Keohane and 

Nye. (2012) Power and Interdependence, 10-11. 

75. The EU's economic geopoliticisation is “reluctant 

geopoliticisation,” where means are adapted to security 

and foreign-policy purposes while the underlying 

neoliberal goals remain largely intact. See Juncos, A. 

E., & Vanhoonacker, S. (2024). The ideational power 

of strategic autonomy in EU security and external 

economic policies. JCMS: Journal of Common Market 

Studies, 62(4). 


