
269

DOI: 10.33067/SE.1.2026.15
Article published under the license: CC BY-NC 4.0. 

Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International

Marek Świstak*

Production Relocation in the European Union: 
Between Resilience and Global Interdependence 

in an Era of Global Value Chain Disruption

Abstract

In the face of growing geopolitical competition and disruptions in 
global value chains, the European Union (EU) has undertaken measures 
to strengthen economic resilience by encouraging the relocation of 
production to Member States. This article analyses the impact of the EU’s 
open strategic autonomy policy on production relocation processes in the 
context of the United States–China strategic rivalry and global challenges 
such as the pandemic, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, and climate change. 
Based on an analysis of strategic documents and legislative instruments, 
an attempt is made to verify two hypotheses regarding the effectiveness 
of the EU’s production relocation policy, its external conditions, and its 
varied impact on individual economic sectors. The conclusions indicate 
that although the EU has introduced a range of instruments designed 
to enhance supply chain resilience, their effectiveness is limited by 
geopolitical and economic factors, and their actual impact on business 
decision-making varies across sectors. The article emphasises the need for 
further research into the effectiveness of the instruments implemented and 
their adaptation to sectoral specifi cities within an evolving international 
environment.
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Introduction

Faced with intensifying geoeconomic competition, the European Union 
has undertaken measures to encourage the relocation of production to 
Member States in order to reduce external dependencies. The concept of 
open strategic autonomy has emerged as a response to mounting tensions 
in global trade, the US–China industrial rivalry, and the need to increase 
the EU’s capacity to act independently in strategically signifi cant sectors 
(Nguyen et al., 2025; Glencross, 2024; Butollo et al., 2024). 

Although the EU formally reaffi rms its commitment to the principles 
of free trade, it is increasingly emphasising the need to secure its own 
interests, which raises questions about the broader impact of its policies 
on the global economy. Successive crises – from the 2008 fi nancial crisis, 
through the COVID–19 pandemic, to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine – 
have exposed structural vulnerabilities in global value chains. The post-
pandemic reopening of economies increased demand for raw materials 
and semi-fi nished products, further highlighting the importance of 
localising production. 

At the same time, the US–China rivalry has generated persistent 
uncertainty, affecting the external positioning of the EU, whose trade 
relations with the US are complicated by security issues. In this context, 
the EU seeks to attract strategically important production capacities This 
provides the analytical starting point for examining how EU policies shape 
relocation processes under conditions of heightened geopolitical uncertainty. 
Accordingly, the aim of this article is to identify the effects of EU policies 
on the relocation process within the broader transformation of global value 
chains, with a particular focus on the US–China strategic rivalry.

The article focuses on testing two hypotheses. The fi rst (H1) posits that 
the EU’s policy of open strategic autonomy encourages the relocation of 
production to Member States, but its effectiveness is limited by external 
geopolitical and economic factors. The second hypothesis (H2) argues 
that the US–China strategic rivalry incentivises the EU to implement 
more protectionist and assertive trade and industrial policy instruments. 

Methodologically, the article primarily employs a qualitative research 
design based on the analysis of strategic documents, legal acts, and 
secondary data on EU industrial and trade policy. A case study approach 
is applied, primarily through a comparative analysis of EU policies with 
those implemented by the United States and China. In addition, a critical 
review of the relevant literature – including scientifi c publications and 
reports from international institutions – is also conducted to place the 
research problem within a broader global context.
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 This broader context is framed through the concept of global value 
chains, which describe the international fragmentation of production, the 
specialisation of countries in specifi c stages of production, as well as the 
interdependencies among participants in production networks (OECD, 
2025; Dallas et al., 2019; Qingyi, 2024). Over recent decades, global 
value chains have expanded rapidly across multiple industries, driven by 
factors such as trade liberalisation, lower transportation costs, advances 
in information and communication technologies, and innovations in 
logistics (Seric, Tong, 2019; World Bank, n.d.). This expansion has resulted 
in complex interactions among participating actors (Klein, 2024) and has 
provided developing countries with enhanced opportunities to integrate 
into global production systems (Asian Development Bank, 2021).

Resilience and Production Relocation: 
A Literature Review

The concept of economic resilience has garnered increasing attention 
in recent years, permeating both expert discourse and academic 
scholarship. Within this context, so-called “reshoring” has emerged as 
a prominent subject of analysis, often framed as a strategic response to 
systemic vulnerabilities exposed by recent global crises. These crises have 
underscored the fragility inherent in business models that prioritise cost 
optimisation over supply chain robustness. Reshoring – also referred to 
as “reverse relocation” or “back-shoring” – encompasses the repatriation 
of production processes and activities previously outsourced to foreign 
locations back to the domestic market.

Researchers have approached the study of the phenomenon that 
is reshoring through three primary analytical lenses. The fi rst adopts 
a macroeconomic and quantitative perspective. Studies within this 
domain, such as those by Krenz and Strulik (2021) and Krenz, 
Prettner, and Strulik (2021), utilise cross-national input-output tables 
to construct reshoring indices. While informative, these studies often 
neglect crucial political and systemic factors that infl uence the drivers 
and implementation of reshoring policies. The second approach focuses 
on microeconomic and fi rm-level considerations, offering insights into 
the strategic decision-making processes of individual fi rms (Eurostat 
2025; Capgemini 2025). These analyses frequently emphasise unit cost 
optimisation, reductions in delivery lead times, and closer proximity to 
customer bases as key motivators for production relocation. However, 
while valuable, this approach may overlook the complexities of multi-level 
governance within the EU context and the potential leveraging of policy 
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instruments at both EU and national levels. Finally, the third analytical – 
and burgeoning – stream of research focuses on the role of technological 
advancements in shaping value chain architectures. Research in this area, 
exemplifi ed by the work of Lamperti, Lavoratori and Tredicine (2025), 
highlights such advancements’ inherently heterogeneous nature. Their 
studies demonstrate that the adoption of advanced industrial robotics, 
for instance, can facilitate reshoring by substituting capital for lower-cost 
labour in foreign countries.

Geopolitical uncertainty and instability in the liberal international trade 
order have stimulated actions in which the importance of protectionist 
elements increases, often at the expense of free trade. Within this context, 
production relocation refers to the transfer of manufacturing activities 
to EU countries. The process of relocating production previously carried 
out outside the EU encompasses several phenomena of a narrower scope, 
including: reshoring or backshoring (returning production to the home 
country); EU-shoring (transferring production from one EU country 
to another); and nearshoring (moving production to neighbouring or 
geographically proximate countries) (Fratocchi et al., 2014; Lamperti, 
Lavoratori, Tredicine, 2025; van Assche, 2022). Rising strategic tensions 
encourage the regionalisation of supply chains, i.e., situating production 
and supply chains in locations where the threat of political confl ict and 
economic disruptions are lower (O’Neil, 2022). Major economic actors are 
increasingly implementing policies associated with economic nationalism, 
as exemplifi ed by China’s so-called “double circulation” strategy (Świstak, 
2023), and the United States’ “derisking” approach (Foer, 2023).

European Vulnerabilities in the Era 
of Global Value Chain Disruption

The dominant model of a global economy, founded on trade 
liberalisation, is under increasing pressure. Geopolitical tensions with 
economic implications have intensifi ed signifi cantly, creating an unstable 
environment for supply chains. Unilateralism, economic protectionism, 
and tariff barriers are impacting the multilateral trading system, thereby 
destabilising global value chains and increasing the potential for volatility 
in international markets. Consequently, European economies must 
address structural vulnerabilities and economic constraints.

EU countries continue to produce a wide range of goods that are 
consumed both domestically and internationally. However, deep 
integration with global value chains has exposed them to vulnerabilities 
during crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the war in Ukraine, 
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and ongoing geo-economic tensions, including trade disputes. These 
crises have led to declines in EU exports and imports, a reduction in 
the availability of energy resources, rising energy prices, as well as 
limited access to critical raw materials that are essential for high-tech 
manufacturing. In essence, practices that historically bolstered economic 
prosperity have, in certain contexts, become sources of vulnerabilities, 
susceptible to economic coercion. 

Recent data from 2021–2023 indicate that approximately 80% of 
EU-based companies have experienced varying degrees of disruption 
related to global value chain constraints, with 58% reporting high levels 
of impact. The shortages primarily concerned the lack of raw materials, 
semi-fi nished products, or fi nal goods (Eurostat 2025). The vulnerability 
of European economies to external economic dependencies varies across 
sectors. To date, as many as 137 products have been identifi ed in the most 
sensitive ecosystems where the EU is highly dependent on imports from 
third countries. This dependence is particularly pronounced in energy-
intensive industries (raw materials, processed materials, chemicals), 
healthcare (active pharmaceutical ingredients), and sectors critical to the 
green and digital transitions (European Commission, 2021b). 

The EU exhibits a high degree of dependency on suppliers from China, 
which accounts for approximately 52% of the total value of imports of 
the most foreign-dependent products, with Vietnam representing 11% 
and Brazil 5% of these imports. However, the diversifi cation potential 
varies across product categories, and assessment must also consider price 
differentials between non-EU imports and total EU exports. Applying 
these two criteria, 22 products can be identifi ed as raw materials and 
intermediate goods, including certain active substances, (e.g., alkaloids 
and heterocyclic compounds), and selected ferroalloys (such as ferro-
tungsten and ferro-niobium). In addition, 12 fi nal goods fall within this 
category, including turboprop propellers, COVID-19-related products 
(such as specifi c types of protective clothing), certain types of radio 
receivers, and selected pharmaceutical products (European Commission, 
2021b).

Since not all products and raw materials are of equal strategic 
importance for the EU’s economic development, key technologies have 
been identifi ed as priorities. The EU’s long-term resilience depends on 
maintaining and strengthening its position in Key Enabling Technologies 
(European Commission, 2021b), which include the following:

– Semiconductors, which are the foundation of the entire digital 
economy. Despite their strategic importance, the EU accounts for 
only 10% of the global semiconductor market. Europe remains 
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almost entirely dependent on the US for design and on Asian 
economies – particularly Taiwan and South Korea – for advanced 
manufacturing capacity.

– Cloud and edge computing technologies. The cloud infrastructure 
market in the EU is dominated by non-European providers (so-
called “hyperscalers”), raising concerns regarding data sovereignty 
and vendor lock-in risks.

– Lithium-ion batteries, which are key to green mobility and the 
broader energy transition. In 2018, the EU accounted for only 3% 
of global battery cell production capacity, whereas China controlled 
approximately 66%.

– Renewable hydrogen technologies. An area in which the EU 
retains a technological advantage particularly in the production 
of electrolysers. However, this sector remains dependent on 
imports of critical raw materials required for manufacturing these 
technologies.

In several strategic areas, the EU remains highly dependent on China. 
As the EU lacks suffi cient domestic production of certain raw materials 
that could meet its demand, European industry faces intense global 
competition for access to these resources (OECD, 2019). This dependency 
is particularly pronounced in the case of rare earth elements, 98% of which 
are supplied by China. Moreover, China accounts for approximately 87% 
of global rare earth processing and 94% of permanent magnet production 
– both of which are essential for wind turbines and electric vehicles 
(Glencross, 2024). At the same time, China has adopted an increasingly 
assertive stance in international economic relations, as evidenced by the 
introduction of export licensing requirements for rare earth metals.

Over the past decade, the EU’s dependence on China has also increased 
dramatically in the area of fi nished technologies. China’s share of EU 
semiconductor imports rose from 20.5% to 50.8%, while its share of 
electric batteries imports increased from 15.7% to 40.8%. Although less 
pronounced, dependence has also grown in the automotive sector, from 
0.2% to 6%. Importantly, EU–China interdependence extends beyond 
trade in raw materials and semi-fi nished products. European companies 
continue to expand their manufacturing activities in China, albeit at lower 
levels than a decade ago. Current investment fl ows are currently half of their 
previous levels and are now mostly concentrated in greenfi eld investments, 
alongside a simultaneous decline in mergers and acquisitions. 

European investments in China are heavily concentrated in the 
automotive industry, predominantly driven by German companies, 
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accounting for 57% of total EU investments in China in 2024, rising to 
62% in 2023 (Nicolas, 2025).

 
Open Strategic Autonomy as an Attempt 

to Respond to the Crisis of Global Value Chains

In response to mounting global economic turbulence, the EU has 
returned to the concept of Open Strategic Autonomy (OSA), which aims 
to limit external economic risks through interventions in strategic sectors 
while maintaining the openness of the European economy (Commission, 
2023). OSA is structured around three principal objectives: reducing 
dependencies on third countries in critical areas such as health, energy, 
and advanced technology; increasing the resilience of supply chains 
that have proven vulnerable to disruption; and strengthening the EU’s 
industrial base and competitiveness through support for innovation and 
job creation (Council of the European Union, 2025a). In practice, this 
approach represents a shift in EU policy towards selective protectionism, 
marking a signifi cant departure from the Union’s previous emphasis on 
liberal international trade rules (Lavery, 2024).

Within the framework of OSA, the European Union’s production 
relocation policy can be understood as encompassing three main 
dimensions:
1) the development of a legislative framework for strategic sectors;
2) the provision of strategic and fi nancial support; 
3) and the implementation of market and trade protection tools.

The EU frequently relies on legislative instruments, not only within 
the framework of Open Strategic Autonomy, but also across a wide 
range of internal policy domains. The Union’s principle of legality also 
determines the potential establishment of fi nancial support mechanisms, 
which require the adoption of appropriate legal acts agreed upon by 
individual EU institutions and the Member States. A further crucial 
dimension concerns external protection, manifested in a more assertive 
trade policy and strengthened safeguards for the EU internal market – 
measures increasingly demanded by both Member States but, above all, 
by the business community. 

This recalibration is not a simple matter, as the EU continues to adhere 
formally to the principles of the World Trade Organization (WTO), even 
as these principals have been challenged by other major trading partners. 
This is because trade liberalisation within this organisation precludes 
the use of excessive protectionist measures. However, intensifying 
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geoeconomic competition and the gradual erosion of liberal principles 
of international trade are creating a more permissive climate for the 
adjustment of temporary industrial and trade policies.

As a regulatory polity, the EU has adopted several legislative acts 
designed to enhance strategic autonomy in key sectors. The Critical 
Raw Materials Act (CRMA) aims to increase domestic extraction (10%), 
processing (40%), and recycling (25%) of strategic raw materials within 
the EU by 2030, thereby reducing import dependence. This initiative also 
introduces a supply concentration threshold: no single third country may 
account for more than 65% of the EU’s annual consumption of a given 
strategic raw material (Regulation, 2024a). 

The European Chips Act (ECA) aims to strengthen the EU’s 
competitiveness and resilience in the semiconductor sector by developing 
its technological base and production capacity. The Act seeks to reduce 
dependence on a limited number of companies and geographic regions in 
third countries, while reinforcing capabilities in the design, production, 
packaging, reuse, and recycling of advanced semiconductors. It sets 
the objective of doubling the EU’s share of the global semiconductor 
market to 20% by 2030 and allows for greater fl exibility in state aid rules 
for the construction of advanced manufacturing plants within the EU 
(Regulation, 2023b). 

Similarly, the Net-Zero Industry Act (NZIA) promotes the development 
of technologies essential for ecological transformation – including 
photovoltaic panels, wind turbines, and batteries – and streamlines 
permitting procedures for strategic projects. The Acts aims to expand 
domestic production capacity of these technologies and strengthen related 
supply chains in order to enhance their resilience while contributing to 
the EU’s climate neutrality objectives. By reducing the risk of disruptions 
in the supply of emission-free technologies, the regulation also seeks to 
prevent distortions of competition and fragmentation of the EU internal 
market (Regulation, 2024a). These measures refl ect an effort to bolster 
economic resilience and avoid excessive dependence on third countries, 
thereby incorporating selective protectionist elements into EU industrial 
policy.

These legislative initiatives constitute a response to the resurgence 
of economic nationalism, especially in China (Li, 2018; Liengpunsakul, 
2021), which exercises considerable control over access to numerous 
strategic raw materials. The second pillar of Open Strategic Autonomy 
concerns political and fi nancial coordination. In this regard, the EU 
promotes joint projects among Member States in sectors such as batteries, 
microelectronics, and hydrogen, enabling the provision of coordinated 
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public aid. A key instrument in this framework is the establishment of 
industrial alliances, which integrate industry, national governments, and 
research institutions, notably in the fi elds of semiconductors and cloud 
technologies (European Commission, 2021a).

The European Competitiveness Fund is intended to support strategic 
industrial projects that are key to the EU’s competitiveness and economic 
security in the face of global tensions and technological disruptions 
(European Commission, 2025). Its objectives include revitalising the 
industrial base, advancing clean technologies, promoting “Made in 
Europe” products, and strengthening the circular economy. The Fund 
is also expected to identify structural bottlenecks in supply chains and 
facilitate the creation of reserves of critical raw materials.

In the context of production relocation, targeted incentives are planned 
for sectors such as renewable energy, pharmaceuticals, and semiconductors. 
The deployment of advanced technologies – including automation and AI 
– is intended to increase effi ciency while reducing the carbon footprint 
of industrial processes. Moreover, the Fund aims to foster new industrial 
partnerships and trade agreements to diversify supply sources (Council of 
the European Union, 2025b).

The third dimension of the EU’s production relocation policy concerns 
the protection of the Single Market and strategic industrial sectors against 
risks arising from intensifying geopolitical rivalry – especially with China 
– and against practices that distort fair competition (Lavery, 2024). By 
fostering a more secure and predictable regulatory environment, these 
measures are intended to indirectly encourage companies to establish or 
relocate production within the EU. In this context, the EU has introduced 
a mechanism to screen foreign direct investment, partly in response to 
high-level takeovers in some advanced manufacturing sectors by investors 
from third countries, including China. The EU-wide Foreign Direct 
Investment Screening (FDIS) mechanism, implemented in 2020, aims to 
protect key technologies, strategic assets, and essential infrastructure from 
acquisitions by third-country investors that may undermine security and 
public order (Pisani-Ferry et al., 2024).

The increase in Chinese investment – particularly in sectors aligned 
with the Made in China 2025 programme – has raised concerns regarding 
technology transfer and the potential erosion of competitive advantage. 
A notable example is the acquisition of the German robotics fi rm Kuka by 
Midea in 2016. The screening framework enables coordinated assessment 
among Member States and the European Commission and permits the 
restriction and prohibition of transactions deemed to pose security risks. 
By protecting strategic sectors, the FDI Screening mechanism contributes 
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to a more stable investment environment and may foster reshoring and 
EU-shoring (European Central Bank, 2024). Between October 2020 
and mid-2023, over 1,000 FDI transactions were reviewed under the 
mechanism (European Commission, 2023), which demonstrates the EU’s 
growing assertiveness in the domains of industrial and trade policy.

The Foreign Subsidies Regulation (FSR) (Regulation, 2022) seeks to 
ensure a level playing fi eld within the EU Single Market by addressing 
distortions arising from subsidies granted by third countries, particularly 
China. Under the Regulation, the European Commission is empowered 
to investigate foreign subsidies and impose remedial measures to counter 
such distortions. For example, the European metals sector has raised 
concerns about the effects of Chinese subsidies, citing overproduction 
and price dumping as key challenges (Eurometaux, 2020). By extending 
scrutiny to subsidies originating outside the EU, the FSR fi lls a signifi cant 
gap in EU competition law, which previously did not encompass subsidies 
from third countries. In doing so, it enhances the protection of European 
producers and supports reshoring reshoring efforts.

The Anti-Coercion Instrument (ACI) is designed to shield the EU 
from economic pressure exerted by third countries. It enables the use of 
retaliatory measures, such as tariffs or investment restrictions, thereby 
reinforcing the EU’s sovereignty and credibility as an economic actor 
(Regulation, 2023a). For companies considering relocating production, 
the ACI may increase the EU’s investment attractiveness by offering 
safeguards against arbitrary external actions. Moreover, the instrument 
facilitates a unifi ed EU response and mitigate attempts to exploit divisions 
among the Member States through economic pressure.

The Challenges and Varied Effects of Relocation Policy

The implementation of production relocation policy in the EU faces 
numerous structural constraints, and its effects remain limited and diffi cult 
to assess unambiguously (Antràs, 2020). Individual cases of relocation do 
not translate into a discernible macroeconomic trend, mainly due to an 
unfavorable international environment (Casadei et al., 2023). Both China 
and the US have prioritised domestic production through the deployment 
of protectionist instruments – including tariffs, subsidies, and export bans 
– thereby hindering the relocation of production to the EU. Despite these 
efforts, signifi cant progress in diversifi cation and de-industrialisation has 
been diffi cult to observe, both at the macro level and in individual sectors, 
as evidenced by the high share of Chinese products in EU imports to 
the EU. In key sectors such as rare earth metals, semiconductors, and 
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the automotive industry, empirical evidence of large-scale production 
relocation to the EU remains scarce (Pisani-Ferry et al., 2024).

A central challenge lies in the trade-off between resilience and cost-
effi ciency, which complicates corporate decision-making. In an environment 
of heightened uncertainty, fi rms often adopt costly risk-mitigation 
measures, including supplier diversifi cation and the accumulation of 
larger inventories (Cohen et al., 2024). Relocating production from lower-
cost locations, particularly in Asia, entails increased production and 
import costs within the EU. At the same time, diversifi cation towards 
alternative trading partners – which may themselves be more expensive – 
can generate price increases.

Production automation based on Industry 4.0 solutions, such 
as advanced industrial robots and the integration of robotics with 
information and communication technologies, has been proposed as 
a solution. Automation can partially offset the cost differentials between 
high- and low-wage locations, thereby facilitating production reallocation. 
However, this is not a decisive factor, as a 10% increase in investment 
in robots correlates with an increase in reshoring activity of only 0.1%. 
At the same time, other technologies – such as the Internet of Things 
(IoT) – may inhibit reshoring by enabling more effi cient management of 
globally dispersed supply chains, thereby underscoring the complexity of 
the relocation dynamics (Lamperti, Lavoratori, Tredicine, 2025).

Companies often respond to de-risking policies not by reshoring, but 
by extending supply chains to include additional third countries, thereby 
partially obscuring – rather than eliminating – underlying dependencies. 
The complexity and inertia of global value chains, especially in high-
technology sectors, render their reconfi guration both costly and 
challenging. China remains a diffi cult partner to substitute, owing to its 
highly developed infrastructure and dense supplier ecosystem (Cohen et 
al., 2022). 

Although the China Plus One strategy has gained traction, it does not 
imply a large-scale relocation of production to the EU. Between 2022 and 
2023, more than 75% of companies integrated in global supply chains 
implemented at least one measure aimed at strengthening supply-chain 
resilience. The most common strategy involved increasing inventories, 
followed by supplier diversifi cation. However, new suppliers were 
predominantly located abroad, and only around one-fi fth of companies 
substituting international suppliers with domestic suppliers (European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 2023). 

Despite this, interest in reindustrialisation is growing; in 2025, 66% 
of managers of large companies operating in the EU and the United 
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States reported implementing reshoring or nearshoring strategies. 
A slightly smaller proportion of fi rms – rising slightly from 17% in 
2024 to 19% in 2025 – indicated that they did not plan to develop 
a reindustrialisation strategy. Cost constraints and fi nancial pressures 
remain the main reasons why 70% of companies decide to abandon 
relocation initiatives. 

Reindustrialisation strategies mainly involve relocating production 
to neighbouring countries (so-called “nearshoring”). 56% of companies 
report investing in production relocation in the form of reshoring and/or 
nearshoring, representing a 14% increase compared to 2024 (Capgemini, 
2025). Another emerging practice is so-called “friendshoring”, which 
involves building stable supply chains by collaborating with trusted 
and institutionally aligned partners who adhere to standards such as fair 
labour practices and intellectual property protection. 

Research suggests a gradual shift in imports toward the EU27. Analysis 
of EU trade patterns between 2021 and 2023 indicate that EU imports 
are shifting away from partners with which it does not have formal trade 
agreements and towards the EU27, potentially signalling early signs of 
reshoring. This trend is reinforced by a relative decline in imports from 
non-preferential partners in favour of intra-EU trade (Arjona, 2025).

The investment behaviour of multinational corporations between 
2019 and 2022 indicates a greater preference for domestic investment, 
including reshoring production activities. However, this trend does not 
imply a reduction in the geographic scope multinational corporations. 
It is, in fact, to the contrary; companies are trying to diversify their 
supply chains, hence an increase in the number of countries in which 
multinational enterprises operate. 

The disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic have led many 
companies to reconsider the organisation of global supply chains, placing 
greater emphasis on resilience and risk mitigation. At the same time, 
the imposition of sanctions against the Russian Federation, coupled 
with elevated energy and input costs within the EU, has constrained the 
scope of new investments while imposing additional fi nancial burdens on 
existing subsidiaries. In several cases, declining profi tability has led to 
divested decisions (Bellucci, 2023). 

Given the heightened uncertainty surrounding global investment 
strategies, caution is warranted when drawing far-reaching conclusions 
about long-term investment trajectories (Weigold, Miroudot, 2023).
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Conclusions

The aim of this article was to identify the impact of EU policy on the 
process of production relocation in the context of growing geopolitical 
uncertainty and the transformation of global value chains, particularly 
in light of the strategic rivalry between the United States and China. To 
this end, two research hypotheses were formulated and subsequently 
examined. 

With regard to the fi rst hypothesis, the analysis demonstrated that 
although the EU has introduced a number of legislative and fi nancial 
instruments designed to enhance economic resilience and reduce 
dependencies on third countries, their effectiveness remains uneven. In 
particular, these measures face barriers stemming from US trade policy, 
China’s economic expansion, and persistent disruptions in global supply 
chains. Despite the growing number of initiatives aimed at supporting 
production relocation, their impact on corporate decision-making appears 
limited, and the macroeconomic effects remain ambiguous. 

The second hypothesis was confi rmed. In response to evolving global 
conditions, the EU has implemented mechanisms such as the Critical Raw 
Materials Act (CRMA), the framework for Foreign Direct Investment 
Screening (FDIS), the Foreign Subsidies Regulation (FSR), the Anti 
Coercion Instrument, the European Chips Act (ECA), and the Net-Zero 
Industry Act (NZIA). These instruments are intended to safeguard the 
internal market and protect strategic sectors from external infl uence. 
They refl ect the EU’s growing assertiveness and its effort to redefi ne its 
current approach to economic policy. The Union actively supports the 
localisation of production within Member States and the shortening of 
supply chains (regionalisation and nearshoring) signalling a shift from 
a “just-in-time” to a “just-in-case” model.

 Nevertheless, the EU’s reliance on the technology and production 
capabilities of trading partners, notably China and the USA, remains 
structural, particularly within key value chains. Dependence on access to 
critical raw materials constitutes a prominent example of this structural 
constraint. 

In light of the discussion, it can be concluded that the EU’s production 
relocation policy, although based on rational premises from a European 
perspective and supported by a range of instruments, encounters both 
signifi cant internal and external barriers. Global phenomena – including 
the COVID-19 pandemic, the war in Ukraine, trade wars, geopolitical 
tensions, and rapid technological changes – infl uence business decisions 
in ways that are diffi cult to predict and control. The EU, as an economic 
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actor, strives to respond to these challenges through a policy of open 
strategic autonomy. However, the effectiveness of this approach depends 
on many factors, including the ability to coordinate Member States’ 
actions and the fl exibility to adapt instruments to changing global 
conditions. 

It is true that production relocation and diversifi cation entail 
considerable costs, which contributes to the slow and uneven character 
of reshoring in strategic sectors. Internal fragmentation within the EU 
further complicates this process. Moreover, the temporary relaxation of 
state aid rules has favoured wealthier Member States with greater fi scal 
capacity and which can afford larger subsidies.
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