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LETTER FROM THE EXECUTIVE BOARD
Dear Delegates,
It is our privilege to welcome you to the Group of Twenty (G20) committee. Over the course of this conference, you will be asked to navigate one of the most consequential and fastest-moving economic security disputes of this decade: China's dominance over the rare earth supply chain, and the scramble of the United States, the European Union, and their partners to reduce their dependence on it.
This is not a hypothetical crisis. As this guide is being prepared, a fragile truce between Washington and Beijing is due to expire on November 10, 2026, and the International Energy Agency has estimated that as much as $6.5 trillion in annual downstream production could be at risk if export controls are fully reimplemented. Your committee will be negotiating in real time against this deadline.
This guide is designed to give you a firm command of the history, the current crisis, the relevant international law and precedent, and the positions of the key states and blocs you will represent. It is not a substitute for your own research — delegates are expected to go well beyond this document, particularly in preparing their country's specific position and reading the primary sources listed at the end of this guide.
We look forward to a committee defined by rigorous research, sharp diplomacy, and resolutions that grapple honestly with a problem that has no easy consensus. Should you have any questions as you prepare, please do not hesitate to reach out to the Executive Board.
We look forward to meeting you on the dais.

Sincerely,
The Executive Board
INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMITTEE
The Group of Twenty (G20) is the premier forum for international economic cooperation, bringing together nineteen countries, the African Union, and the European Union, and together representing around 85 percent of global GDP. Unlike the United Nations organs many delegates are familiar with, the G20 is not a treaty-based body: it has no charter, no standing secretariat with independent authority, and no binding enforcement mechanism. It operates entirely by consensus among its members, and its principal outputs are Leaders' Declarations, voluntary frameworks, and action plans rather than resolutions with legal force.
This structure matters enormously for how your committee should think about its own outputs. Because China, the United States, the European Union, India, Indonesia, Brazil, and Saudi Arabia are all present in the same room, and because any one of them can block consensus, the G20 has historically produced carefully hedged, voluntary language on contentious economic security issues rather than binding commitments. Much of the real diplomatic action on critical minerals is, in fact, taking place outside G20 machinery altogether — in the G7, the Quad, and bilateral agreements — precisely because those smaller groupings exclude China and can therefore agree on more than the G20 can.
The United States holds the G20 presidency in 2026 and will host the Leaders' Summit in Miami, Florida. The US presidency has stated its intention to refocus the G20 on economic growth by reducing regulatory burdens, securing affordable energy supply chains, and advancing frontier technologies — a priority set that places critical minerals and rare earths squarely within this year's agenda. The transition into this presidency was not without friction: it followed a contentious handover from South Africa, which has been excluded from the Miami summit.
Delegates should treat the G20's consensus-based structure as the central strategic constraint of this committee: the most realistic and valuable outcome may not be a binding resolution, but a document that meaningfully advances the diplomatic groundwork for action elsewhere.
INTRODUCTION TO THE AGENDA
Rare earth elements are a group of seventeen chemically similar metals — the fifteen lanthanides, plus scandium and yttrium — that are essential to modern manufacturing. They are used in the permanent magnets that power electric vehicle motors, wind turbines, precision-guided munitions, fighter jet components, and consumer electronics. Their name is somewhat misleading: most are not geologically scarce. What is genuinely scarce is the capacity to refine them into usable form — a chemically difficult, environmentally costly process that China has spent three decades building a near-monopoly over.
Today, China accounts for the overwhelming majority of global rare earth refining and magnet manufacturing capacity, even though mining itself is spread across several countries. This concentration gives Beijing extraordinary leverage: by controlling licensing and export of processed materials, it can disrupt automotive, defence, and electronics production anywhere in the world. Over the course of 2025 and 2026, China has used this leverage more assertively than at any point in the past decade, triggering a global scramble by the United States, the European Union, Japan, India, and others to build alternative supply chains.
This committee's agenda sits at the intersection of trade law, industrial policy, and great-power competition. Delegates will be expected to grapple with a genuine dilemma: is China's use of export controls a legitimate exercise of sovereign economic policy, or an unlawful weaponization of a market chokepoint? And can the G20 — a body that includes China as a full member — produce anything more meaningful than the voluntary language it has already adopted on this issue?
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Understanding Rare Earth Elements
Rare earths are typically divided into light rare earth elements (such as neodymium and praseodymium, used heavily in magnets) and heavy rare earth elements (such as dysprosium and terbium, which are scarcer, harder to separate, and disproportionately important for high-performance magnets used in defence and electric vehicle applications). It is the heavy rare earths where China's control is most complete, and where recent export restrictions have been concentrated.
China's Ascent to Dominance
China's rare earth strategy is not a recent development. In 1992, Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping remarked that “the Middle East has oil, China has rare earths,” signalling that Beijing viewed the resource as a long-term strategic lever rather than a simple commodity. Over the following decades, China built its dominance through sustained state subsidies, willingness to absorb environmental costs that Western producers were not prepared to bear, and the acquisition of foreign processing technology and expertise through joint ventures and technology transfers. The United States, by contrast, was the world's leading rare earth producer as recently as the 1980s, but had come to rely on China for roughly 80 percent of its supply by the mid-2010s.
The 2010 Senkaku Precedent
China's willingness to use rare earths as a geopolitical weapon was first demonstrated in 2010. After a Chinese trawler collided with Japanese Coast Guard vessels near the disputed Senkaku Islands, China halted rare earth shipments to Japan for approximately two months — at a time when Japan sourced roughly 90 percent of its rare earth supply from China. This episode remains the foundational precedent for why Japan, more than perhaps any other state in this committee, treats Chinese assurances on rare earth supply with structural distrust.
The 2012–2014 WTO Dispute
In 2012, the United States, the European Union, and Japan (later joined by Canada and several other WTO members as third parties) brought a case against China at the World Trade Organization over its export duties, quotas, and licensing restrictions on rare earths, tungsten, and molybdenum. In March 2014, the WTO dispute panel ruled against China, finding that its export quotas violated GATT Article XI (which prohibits quantitative restrictions on exports) and breached commitments made in China's Accession Protocol. China attempted to justify the restrictions under GATT Article XX(b) and (g) — exceptions permitting measures necessary for health protection and conservation of exhaustible natural resources — but the panel rejected this defence, finding the restrictions were not applied in an even-handed manner and instead functioned as a form of guaranteed supply assurance for China's own downstream industries. The panel's reasoning included a finding of lasting importance for this committee: that a state's sovereign right over its natural resources does not extend to controlling international markets or the global distribution of raw materials. China removed the challenged quotas in 2015.
THE CRISIS TIMELINE: 2025–2026
The current standoff represents a significant escalation beyond anything seen since the 2010 Senkaku incident, and it has unfolded in two distinct phases that delegates must not conflate.
April 2025 — The First Wave of Controls
China introduced licensing requirements on seven heavy rare earths — including samarium, gadolinium, terbium, dysprosium, lutetium, scandium, and yttrium. These controls disrupted supply almost immediately: export volumes fell sharply, automakers in the United States and Europe struggled to obtain permanent magnets, and some manufacturers were forced to temporarily halt production. Crucially, these April 2025 controls were never suspended and remain in force today.
October 2025 — Extraterritorial Escalation
China then extended its controls to cover foreign-made products containing Chinese-origin rare earth content or manufactured using Chinese technology — reportedly at a threshold as low as 0.1 percent Chinese-origin content. This extended Chinese regulatory reach across global supply chains far beyond China's own borders, alarming manufacturers and governments worldwide.
The Busan Truce
At the APEC summit in Busan on October 30, 2025, Presidents Trump and Xi agreed to a mutual stand-down: China suspended its October 2025 measures for one year, while the United States suspended its corresponding “Affiliates Rule.” This suspension is due to expire on November 10, 2026. The April 2025 controls on the seven heavy rare earths were not part of this truce and have remained active throughout.
Continued Tension Beneath the Truce
The truce has not meant calm. In June 2026, China imposed restrictions on ten American companies, including MP Materials and USA Rare Earth. In July 2026, it extended similar restrictions to fourteen European entities. European erbium prices rose more than 50 percent since June 2026 alone, driven by fears that the truce will not be renewed. The International Energy Agency has estimated that full reimplementation of China's controls could place roughly $6.5 trillion of annual downstream production at risk worldwide. In March 2026, China further formalized its leverage domestically through State Council Order No. 834, establishing a whole-of-supply-chain national security compliance framework for strategic industries.
Delegates should treat the November 10, 2026 expiry date as the defining deadline of this committee. Any resolution that does not account for what happens if the truce lapses is incomplete.
CONFLICTS EXACERBATING THE AGENDA
This crisis does not exist in a vacuum. Several live conflicts are actively shaping global rare earth supply and the diplomacy surrounding it.
Myanmar's Civil War and Kachin State
Since Myanmar's military coup in 2021, rare earth mining in the conflict-torn Kachin State has expanded dramatically — the number of mining sites grew by roughly 40 percent between 2021 and 2023 alone. Much of this mining occurs entirely outside the control of Myanmar's central government: the Kachin Independence Organization seized the key mining hub of Pangwa in 2024 and has continued operations largely uninterrupted since. Myanmar is now estimated to account for roughly 16 percent of global rare earth mining output, and by some estimates supplies close to half of the world's heavy rare earth production, almost all of it exported to China for processing. Nearly 85 percent of the value of Myanmar's rare earth exports between 2017 and 2024 — over $4.2 billion in total — was generated after the 2021 coup. This is, in effect, a conflict-minerals problem hiding inside a great-power supply chain dispute: China's own feedstock is itself exposed to an active civil war, and Western efforts to diversify away from China do not automatically resolve the human and environmental costs of extraction, which may simply shift rather than disappear.
The Russia–Ukraine War and Western Minerals Diplomacy
The war in Ukraine has become directly entangled with the global rare earths contest. In April 2025, the United States and Ukraine signed an agreement establishing a joint reinvestment fund covering Ukraine's mineral wealth, including rare earths, alongside other resources such as lithium, titanium, and uranium. US officials framed the deal explicitly as a means of reducing Western reliance on Chinese and Russian supply chains, while Ukrainian officials framed it as a way to secure continued US engagement in their defence against Russia. The agreement illustrates how deeply resource security, reconstruction financing, and ongoing conflict have become intertwined in Western strategic thinking.
Escalation Risk During the Truce
As detailed above, both China and the West have continued to impose targeted restrictions on individual companies even while the broader Busan truce technically holds. This pattern of tit-for-tat enforcement actions during a supposed cooling-off period is itself a source of instability that delegates should treat as an active, not merely historical, feature of the crisis.
INTERNATIONAL PRECEDENT AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK
The WTO Ruling on Export Restrictions
As discussed above, the WTO's 2014 ruling in China — Rare Earths, Tungsten and Molybdenum remains the clearest existing international legal precedent directly on point. It establishes that export quotas and duties on rare earths violate GATT Article XI, and that conservation or environmental justifications under Article XX do not shield restrictions that primarily serve to guarantee cheap inputs for a country's own domestic industry. Delegates arguing against current Chinese export controls have a real legal foundation to draw on here. However, the precedent has an important limitation: it addressed quotas and duties, not the licensing-based, national-security-justified controls China now uses, which are a more legally sophisticated instrument that may be more difficult to challenge under the same reasoning.
The G20's Own Record
Before drafting a resolution, delegates must understand that the G20 has already spoken on this issue three times, with each declaration slightly more developed than the last — and each remaining voluntary.
1. New Delhi Declaration (2023): endorsed a set of “Voluntary High-Level Principles for Collaboration on Critical Minerals for Energy Transitions” — a statement of intent with no binding commitments.
1. Rio de Janeiro Declaration (2024): noted the work of the UN Secretary-General's Panel on Critical Energy Transition Minerals, again without further commitment.
1. Johannesburg Declaration (2025): endorsed the full G20 Critical Minerals Framework — a voluntary, non-binding blueprint intended to help producer countries, especially in the developing world, capture greater value from their mineral endowments through local beneficiation, investment, and stronger governance, while explicitly preserving every state's sovereign right to develop its own resources as it sees fit.
This progression is the most important piece of institutional precedent for your committee. The core question delegates must answer is not whether the G20 can address critical minerals — it already has, three times — but whether this committee can produce something with more substance than New Delhi, Rio, or Johannesburg, or whether it will simply reaffirm the same voluntary language with rare-earth-specific detail added.
A Point of Comparison: The G7 Approach
Because the G7 excludes China, it has been able to commit to considerably harder targets than the G20. At its 2025 Kananaskis summit, the G7 launched a Critical Minerals Action Plan and a Canada-led Critical Minerals Production Alliance, mobilising roughly $6.4 billion across 26 projects. At its 2026 Évian summit, the G7 went further, adopting a joint declaration on securing critical mineral supply chains that set a target of no single non-G7 supplier holding 60 percent or more of demand for a given mineral by 2030, falling to 50 percent over the longer term, alongside a pipeline of 195 projects and €64 billion in mobilised investment. Delegates should treat this as a live demonstration of what a body without China as a member can commit to — and consider honestly whether the G20's own institutional design makes an equivalent commitment realistic.
KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND BLOC POSITIONS
The blocs on this agenda do not map neatly onto a simple East-versus-West or rich-versus-poor divide. Delegates are strongly encouraged to look past the obvious alignments — several of the most interesting positions in this committee belong to states that do not fit cleanly into either camp.
China
Position:  China defends its export licensing regime as a legitimate, sovereign exercise of national security and industrial policy, not as illegal protectionism or coercion.
Actions Taken:  Maintained the April 2025 heavy rare earth licensing regime without interruption; formalised a whole-of-supply-chain compliance framework through State Council Order No. 834 in March 2026; imposed targeted restrictions on ten US companies in June 2026 and fourteen EU entities in July 2026, even during the Busan truce.
Rationale:  China's position is the execution of a strategic doctrine dating to Deng Xiaoping's 1992 framing of rare earths as its geopolitical equivalent of oil, built over three decades through sustained subsidy and absorbed environmental cost. Beijing also holds a credible grievance it will raise repeatedly: it can argue that Western semiconductor and technology export controls against China set this precedent first, and that it is simply applying the same policy tool the United States pioneered.
United States
Position:  Reduce dependence on Chinese rare earths through a combination of domestic production, strategic reserves, and allied “trusted supply” partnerships.
Actions Taken:  Took a $400 million Department of Defense equity stake in MP Materials alongside a ten-year offtake agreement guaranteeing a price floor of $110 per kilogram for neodymium-praseodymium; committed to a $12 billion strategic reserve known as Project Vault; directed over $3 billion in capital, including Commerce Department funding, toward USA Rare Earth's magnet manufacturing facility.
Rationale:  The April and October 2025 Chinese controls hit American defence contractors and automakers directly, and Washington has come to treat rare earth dependency as a national security vulnerability comparable to semiconductor dependency on Taiwan.
European Union
Position:  Diversify supply under the Critical Raw Materials Act, but with greater internal division than the United States over how confrontational to be with Beijing.
Actions Taken:  Set a target under the Critical Raw Materials Act that no single external country may supply more than 65 percent of the EU's demand for any material by 2030; signed a critical minerals partnership with the United States in April 2026 exploring joint price floors and offtake agreements; joined the US-led “Pax Silica” trusted supply chain initiative in June 2026.
Rationale:  European automotive and defence manufacturers were directly disrupted by the October 2025 controls, but the EU lacks the fiscal capacity for the large direct equity stakes the US has used, pushing it toward regulatory targets and diplomatic partnership rather than direct subsidy.
Japan and South Korea
Position:  The most structurally distrustful bloc of any Chinese assurance, and the most committed to rapid, permanent diversification.
Actions Taken:  Both have spent over a decade building alternative supply relationships since 2010; Japan has faced renewed, specifically targeted restrictions on rare earth exports to its military-linked end users in early 2026.
Rationale:  Japan is the original victim of Chinese rare earth coercion, having lived through a two-month supply cutoff in 2010 during the Senkaku Islands dispute. That history makes Tokyo, more than any other delegation, unwilling to treat the current truce as a durable solution.
India
Position:  Build domestic capacity and participate in Western-aligned initiatives such as the Quad, without joining an explicitly anti-China bloc.
Actions Taken:  Launched the National Critical Mineral Mission in January 2025 with an outlay of roughly ₹16,300 crore across the full value chain; approved a ₹7,280 crore incentive scheme in November 2025 targeting 6,000–10,000 tonnes of annual domestic magnet production within five years; committed ₹1,500 crore to rare earth recycling; began building a national two-month strategic stockpile; joined the Quad Critical Minerals Initiative in May 2026, alongside Japan, Australia, and the United States, which commits up to $20 billion toward Indo-Pacific supply chain resilience.
Rationale:  India holds the world's third-largest rare earth reserves, yet sourced 60 to over 80 percent of its permanent magnet imports by value from China between 2022 and 2025. It is simultaneously resource-rich and import-dependent — a dual identity that makes joining either camp cleanly a strategic mistake, and explains India's consistent preference for hedged, multi-aligned partnerships over binding blocs.
Australia
Position:  Position itself as the West's most credible non-Chinese processing partner.
Actions Taken:  Hosting what is expected to be the first non-Chinese heavy rare earth separation facility, targeted to come online in late 2027; negotiating equity stakes and offtake agreements with the European Investment Bank for its lithium and rare earth projects.
Rationale:  Australia combines mineral wealth with the political alignment the West's other partners largely lack, making it one of the few states positioned to profit from diversification without the resource-nationalism tensions facing much of the Global South.
Global South Producer States
Position:  Seek investment and technology transfer to build domestic processing capacity, rather than remaining permanent exporters of raw ore.
Actions Taken:  This bloc's central diplomatic vehicle is the G20's own Johannesburg-endorsed Critical Minerals Framework, which was designed specifically to help mineral-rich developing states capture more value from their endowments through local beneficiation and stronger governance.
Rationale:  For most of these states — Myanmar being the most extreme case — mining under rising global demand has historically meant environmental damage and minimal value capture rather than industrialisation. This frustration is precisely what produced the Johannesburg Framework's emphasis on “local beneficiation.” Delegates representing these states should press hard on whether Western diversification efforts genuinely offer better terms than the status quo with China, or simply substitute one external buyer for another.
Russia
Position:  Rhetorically sympathetic to China's sovereignty framing of export controls, without being a major rare earth processor itself.
Rationale:  As a sanctioned economy pursuing closer alignment with China, Russia benefits diplomatically from any precedent that normalises resource nationalism and undermines the legitimacy of Western-led supply chain coalitions.
QUESTIONS A RESOLUTION MUST ANSWER (QARMAS)
The following questions are intended to guide delegates' research and drafting. They range from foundational questions every resolution should address to more difficult questions that separate strong resolutions from weak ones.
Foundational Questions
1. Should the G20 formally endorse a numerical target — similar to the G7's 60 percent by 2030 — for reducing reliance on any single non-allied supplier of rare earths, and if so, should it apply to the G20 as a whole or only to willing member states?
1. What should the committee recommend for the period immediately following November 10, 2026, given the genuine uncertainty over whether the Busan truce will be renewed?
1. Should recycling and circular-economy investment — currently below 5 percent of global rare earth recovery despite over 90 percent technical recovery potential — form the anchor commitment of the resolution, given that it is the one area with no clearly opposing bloc?
Advanced Questions
1. Can a resolution meaningfully distinguish between China's export controls, framed as security policy, and resource nationalism by states such as Indonesia or Myanmar, framed as development policy — without one bloc reasonably calling the distinction hypocritical?
1. If the committee endorses Western-style price floors and strategic reserves, does this functionally exclude poorer producer states that cannot afford to compete in a subsidy race — and would this contradict the G20's own Johannesburg commitment to help developing states capture more value from their mineral wealth?
1. Should the resolution address rare earths sourced from active conflict zones such as Kachin State, given that a strict traceability standard could simply cut off supply China depends on without necessarily improving conditions on the ground for those communities?
1. Given that the G20 has now produced three consecutive years of voluntary, non-binding language on this exact issue, can this committee produce a resolution mechanism with more practical weight than New Delhi, Rio, or Johannesburg — or is the more honest assessment that this committee's real value lies in setting the diplomatic groundwork for the G7 and the Quad to act on, rather than in enforcement itself?
GUIDANCE FOR DELEGATE PREPARATION
This guide is a starting point, not a substitute for independent research. Delegates should, at minimum, research their assigned country's specific rare earth reserves, import dependencies, existing bilateral or minilateral commitments, and public statements by relevant ministries on this issue. Delegates representing producer states should be prepared to discuss the environmental and labour dimensions of extraction; delegates representing consumer states should be prepared to defend or critique the specific diversification instruments — price floors, strategic reserves, or trusted-supplier frameworks — their governments have pursued. All delegates are encouraged to consult the primary sources listed below, and to track developments up to the date of the conference, given how rapidly this crisis continues to evolve.
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