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Note to Delegates 

This guide presents a fictional 2026 crisis scenario for educational Model UN use. It draws on real-world 
debates around wartime governance, anti-corruption reform, military fatigue, refugee policy, sanctions, and 

EU enlargement, but the emergency summit scenario itself is invented for simulation purposes. 

This committee simulates a high-level European Union emergency summit. Delegates must balance strategic 
support for Ukraine, internal EU unity, enlargement politics, fiscal and military burden-sharing, and the risks of 

political instability on the Union’s eastern frontier. 

 

1. Committee Mandate and Agenda 
The European Union has become one of the central diplomatic, military-financial, and political backers of 
Ukraine since Russia’s full-scale invasion. EU institutions and member states have provided sanctions 
coordination, macro-financial support, refugee assistance, military aid, and a long-term accession pathway 
conditioned on rule-of-law and anti-corruption benchmarks. 

In this committee, delegates face a fast-moving political crisis: wartime corruption allegations involving 
figures close to the Ukrainian government, falling confidence among some external partners, military 
exhaustion after a prolonged battlefield stalemate, and mounting EU disagreement over how long current 
support can be sustained. At the freeze date, European leaders have convened an emergency summit to 
decide whether to reinforce support, demand new political conditions, reshape negotiations with Kyiv, or 
prepare for a broader instability scenario on the Union’s eastern border. 

Primary agenda item: The European Union Response to Political Instability in Ukraine During Prolonged War 
with the Russian Federation. 



 

2. The European Union in Crisis Summit Format 
Unlike the United Nations, the European Union is a hybrid political and legal system. In an emergency summit 
simulation, delegates should think less like traditional UN representatives and more like senior political 
decision-makers trying to preserve continental stability while managing domestic political constraints. 

Relevant actors 
• European Council 

• European Commission 

• Council of the European Union 

• High Representative / EEAS 

• Key Member States 

• Invited Ukrainian representatives 

• Observers from NATO or partner institutions, if dais permits 

Basic procedural reminders 
• EU summit outcomes often take the form of conclusions, political commitments, coordinated packages, or 
requests to the Commission and Council. 

• Not every outcome must be legally binding to be politically decisive. 

• Delegates should distinguish between immediate crisis management, medium-term conditionality, and 
long-term enlargement strategy. 

• Consensus is politically powerful, but fractured outcomes are entirely plausible in this committee. 

3. Historical Background 

3.1 Ukraine, Russia, and the European Security Order 
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine transformed European security. The conflict pushed the EU beyond its 

traditional economic role and into a much more strategic posture, including sanctions, energy reorientation, 
defense-industrial cooperation, and direct political conditioning of aid. Over time, the war has also become a 
test of the EU’s credibility as both a geopolitical actor and a future-oriented political union. 

3.2 Anti-Corruption and Ukraine’s EU Path 
Ukraine’s accession path has always been tied to rule-of-law and anti-corruption reforms. The EU has 
repeatedly embedded anti-corruption, anti-fraud, judicial reform, and institutional resilience into its 
benchmarks and financial support mechanisms. This means corruption is not just a domestic governance 
issue; it is directly linked to enlargement credibility, financial oversight, and political trust inside the Union. 

3.3 Political Legitimacy Under Wartime Conditions 
At the same time, wartime politics complicate normal democratic expectations. Ukraine remains under 
martial law, and national elections have been deferred on constitutional and security grounds. In this fictional 



 

committee scenario, political pressure has intensified as prolonged war, elite fatigue, and public frustration 
converge around accusations of corruption and weak strategic momentum. 

3.4 Why the EU Cares 
For the EU, instability in Kyiv is not an abstract issue. It affects sanctions coordination, refugee flows, military 
aid credibility, the future of enlargement, the security of the Union’s eastern frontier, and the broader contest 
over whether Europe can sustain its own security architecture under pressure from Moscow. 
 

4. The 2026 Crisis Scenario 
This committee uses a fictional 2026 crisis scenario. In the weeks before the summit, a wave of public 
allegations, leaked procurement records, and parliamentary accusations has placed major pressure on the 
Ukrainian political leadership. While no final judicial findings have yet been reached, the scandal has 
implicated several high-profile wartime administrative networks tied to defense procurement, reconstruction 
contracting, and emergency logistics. 

At the same time, the battlefield situation has hardened into a costly stalemate. Russian forces continue 
applying pressure along key sectors, while Ukraine struggles with personnel strain, ammunition dependence, 
and political uncertainty among foreign partners. Several EU governments now argue that continued support 
must be conditioned on visible anti-corruption restructuring, while others insist that applying heavy political 
pressure to Kyiv during war would play directly into the Kremlin’s hands. 

Rumors of cabinet reshuffles, street mobilization in Kyiv, elite fragmentation, and possible pressure for a 
national unity arrangement have triggered an emergency EU summit. 

4.1 Timeline to freeze date 
Date / Time Event 

1-10 April 2026 Investigative reports and leaked documents allege irregularities in defense 
procurement and emergency contracting. 

11 April 2026 Opposition figures in Ukraine call for parliamentary inquiry and executive 
accountability measures. 

13 April 2026 Several EU capitals privately urge Kyiv to announce a visible anti-corruption 
reset. 

15 April 2026 Russian officials intensify information operations portraying Ukraine as 
politically collapsing. 

17 April 2026 
Demonstrations occur in Kyiv and several regional cities demanding 
accountability, while the government denies systemic wrongdoing and 
promises review. 

18 April 2026 Emergency consultations begin among EU foreign ministers, Commission 
leadership, and major donor states. 

20 April 2026, 09:00 CET Freeze date: the Emergency European Union Summit convenes. 

5. Freeze-Date Situation Report 
At the start of committee, the following conditions are assumed to exist: 

Political 
• President Zelenskyy remains in office, but his administration is under severe political pressure. 



 

• Multiple senior officials are rumored to be facing resignation or suspension. 

• The Verkhovna Rada is divided between wartime unity arguments and accountability demands. 

• EU member states disagree on whether this is a contained scandal or a broader legitimacy crisis. 

Military 
• The front remains active but strategically inconclusive in several sectors. 

• Ukraine continues to depend heavily on Western military and financial support. 

• Russia is attempting to exploit Ukrainian political turbulence through diplomacy, battlefield timing, and 
disinformation. 

Diplomatic 
• Some EU states want firmer conditionality tied to anti-corruption benchmarks. 

• Others prioritize political continuity in Kyiv over public pressure. 

• Debate is growing over whether EU support should be recalibrated, accelerated, or partially restructured. 

Humanitarian 
• Refugee protections inside the EU remain under strain. 

• Civilian fatigue is growing in both Ukraine and host countries. 

• Reconstruction planning has become politically contentious due to oversight concerns. 

Economic 
• Donor fatigue is rising. 

• Questions around procurement integrity are affecting market confidence, aid oversight, and reconstruction 
financing. 

• Energy and sanctions coordination remain politically sensitive across the Union. 
 

6. Core Issues Before the Summit 
 

Issue Questions for Delegates 

Political legitimacy Should the EU continue full support for the current Ukrainian leadership, 
or push for restructuring, a unity government, or oversight mechanisms? 

Anti-corruption conditionality Should aid and accession steps be tied more tightly to measurable anti- 
corruption benchmarks? 

Wartime stability Would strong EU pressure stabilize Ukraine through reform, or destabilize 
it at the worst possible moment? 

Enlargement credibility Can the EU preserve the credibility of Ukraine’s accession track while 
responding firmly to corruption allegations? 

Military support Should defense support continue unchanged, be accelerated, or be 
conditioned? 

Negotiations and diplomacy Does internal Ukrainian political instability increase pressure for ceasefire 
diplomacy, or make negotiations more dangerous? 



 
Russian exploitation How should the EU respond to likely Russian attempts to weaponize 

scandal, fatigue, and institutional distrust? 

Refugees and spillover What contingencies are needed if instability in Kyiv produces new 
migration waves or governance breakdown? 

7. Country Position Sheet 
The following position notes are intended as a concise starting point for delegate research and in-committee 
strategy. They are not substitutes for deeper preparation. Delegates should speak from their state’s 
perspective, not from these summaries alone. 

Germany 
Strategic Interests: EU unity, Ukraine stabilization, fiscal discipline, rules-based support. 

Likely Priorities: Continued support for Ukraine, stronger oversight, anti-corruption conditionality that does not 
trigger collapse, institutional rather than theatrical pressure. 

Red Lines: Abrupt abandonment of Kyiv, or measures that fracture core EU consensus. 

France 
Strategic Interests: European strategic autonomy, geopolitical credibility, managed diplomacy, defense- 
industrial coordination. 

Likely Priorities: Preserve Ukraine’s strategic viability while pairing support with reform demands; resist both 
appeasement and uncontrolled escalation. 

Red Lines: EU paralysis, or purely punitive approaches that weaken Europe’s geopolitical standing. 

Poland, Czech Republic, Romania, Croatia 
Strategic Interests: Border security, hard balancing against Russia, refugee management, preventing 
Ukrainian collapse. 

Likely Priorities: Robust support for Ukraine, skepticism toward any move that visibly weakens Kyiv during 
wartime, strong security posture toward Russia. 

Red Lines: Policy shifts that embolden Moscow or create a vacuum on Poland’s border. 

Italy 
Strategic Interests: EU cohesion, financial prudence, Mediterranean burden-sharing, political stability. 

Likely Priorities: Continued support with stronger accountability language, careful management of public 
opinion, limited appetite for open-ended blank checks. 

Red Lines: Unlimited commitments without governance safeguards. 

Spain 
Strategic Interests: European solidarity, lawful governance, humanitarian protection, anti-corruption 
credibility. 

 
 



 

Likely Priorities: Rules-based support, democratic accountability, support for institutional reform without 
strategic abandonment. 

Red Lines: Open normalization of corruption in the name of wartime necessity. 

Hungary and Slovakia 
Strategic Interests: Limiting EU centralization, leverage over sanctions and aid debates, domestic political 
differentiation from Brussels mainstream. 

Likely Priorities: Use the crisis to argue for tighter conditionality, slower integration steps, and a reassessment 
of current policy. 

Red Lines: Automatic expansion of aid or accession momentum without political concessions. 

Baltic States (Estonia / Latvia / Lithuania) 
Strategic Interests: Containment of Russia, defense credibility, resistance to political fatigue within Europe. 

Likely Priorities: Strong backing for Ukraine, rapid anti-corruption fixes rather than leadership destabilization, 
hard line on Russian opportunism. 

Red Lines: Any EU signal interpreted by Moscow as strategic weakening. 

Denmark, Sweden and Finland  
Strategic Interests: Containment of Russia, Stability in Northern Europe, Alignment of EU with NATO 

Likely Priorities: Same as the Baltic States, but as larger and richer countries, are more capable of supplying 
aid (both economic and military) 

Red Lines: Antagonizing the USA with the EU’s response; showing weakness to Russia. 

Netherlands and Belgium 
Strategic Interests: Fiscal oversight, rule of law, institutional credibility, controlled burden-sharing. 

Likely Priorities: Tough oversight, audited aid architecture, measurable benchmarks, defense of enlargement 
conditionality. 

Red Lines: Large financial packages without transparent accountability structures. 

European Commission 
Strategic Interests: Credibility of accession policy, management of the Ukraine Facility, anti-fraud 
enforcement, Union coherence. 

Likely Priorities: Technical conditionality, institutional resilience, anti-corruption mechanisms, continuity of 
strategic support. 

Red Lines: Member-state freelancing that undermines common EU policy instruments. 

European External Action Service / High Representative 
Strategic Interests: Diplomatic coherence, external signaling, geopolitical credibility. 

Likely Priorities: Keep the Union united, contain Russian narrative gains, preserve support architecture while 
opening political space for reform commitments. 



Red Lines: Summit outcomes that publicly display EU fragmentation. 

8. Research Questions for Delegates 
• How should wartime corruption allegations be handled without rewarding Russian coercion? 



 

• Should anti-corruption conditionality be strengthened during war, or postponed for stability reasons? 

• What is the relationship between military support and political legitimacy in prolonged conflict? 

• Can the EU press for governmental restructuring in Kyiv without crossing into unacceptable interference? 

• How should refugee, reconstruction, and sanctions policy adapt if Ukrainian domestic politics become more 
unstable? 

• What summit outcome best balances strategic necessity, democratic accountability, and EU unity? 
 

9. Suggested Summit Outcome Architecture 

A. Immediate political language 
Affirm support for Ukraine’s sovereignty and defense while expressing grave concern over governance and 
procurement allegations. 

B. Oversight and conditionality 
Call for an emergency anti-corruption review mechanism, enhanced auditing of EU-linked funds, and visible 
institutional accountability steps. 

C. Strategic continuity 
Maintain core security and macro-financial support to prevent political-military collapse. 

D. Governance stabilization 
Encourage a cabinet reshuffle, parliamentary oversight package, or national reform compact, depending on 
delegate preferences. 

E. Russian containment 
Reaffirm sanctions discipline and counter-disinformation coordination to limit Russian exploitation of the 
crisis. 

F. Humanitarian and civil resilience 
Protect refugee support systems, reconstruction planning, and critical-service continuity. 

G. Enlargement and long-term credibility 
Link future accession progress to rule-of-law and anti-corruption benchmarks while preserving the principle of 
Ukraine’s European future. 
 

10. Glossary and Source Note 
 

Term Meaning 

EU Summit A high-level meeting of EU leaders to coordinate political decisions on urgent 
matters. 

Conditionality Linking aid, accession, or support to specific reforms or benchmarks. 

Rule of Law The principle that government action is constrained by law and accountable 
institutions. 
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Ukraine Facility The EU’s medium-term support framework for Ukraine tied to reform and 
oversight conditions. 

Martial Law Emergency legal regime in wartime under which normal political processes 
may be altered or postponed. 

Strategic Deadlock A conflict condition in which neither side achieves decisive breakthrough, 
despite sustained combat. 

 

Source note: This guide is based on real public debates over Ukraine’s anti-corruption reforms, EU 
conditionality, wartime governance, and ongoing military pressure. However, the summit scenario, timing, 
and acute political crisis described here are fictionalized for Model UN use. 
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