Below is a structured legal-institutional analysis of the Charter of the Board of Peace,
focusing on governance design, international-law implications, and risk vectors, with
references to the uploaded text .

1. Nature of the instrument and legal character

The Charter is drafted as a constitutive treaty establishing an international
organization with international legal personality (Article 6). Formally, it mirrors
public-international-law instruments (UN Charter—style structure, chapters,
depositary, entry into force), but substantively it departs sharply from multilateral-
institution norms.

Key observation: although framed as an international organization, the Charter
creates what is effectively a highly centralized, leader-controlled coalition
mechanism, closer to a political compact or executive alliance than a conventional |O.

2. Governance architecture: extreme concentration of
power

Chairman supremacy

The Chairman (named individually) is the central constitutional actor:
e Sole authority to invite Member States (Art. 2.1)
e Power to renew or terminate memberships (Art. 2.2(c), 2.3)
e Approval right over all Board decisions (Art. 3.1(e))
e Unilateral authority to create/dissolve subsidiaries (Art. 3.2(b))
e Final interpreter of the Charter (Art. 7)
e Authority to dissolve the organization unilaterally or by inaction (Art. 10.2)

This exceeds even strong-executive models (e.g. UN Secretary-General, NATO
Secretary General), and resembles corporate founder control rather than inter-state
governance.



Board of Peace vs Executive Board

e The Board of Peace (Member States) is formally the plenary body, but its
decisions are non-self-executing without Chairman approval.

e The Executive Board is appointed, not elected, and its decisions are subject to ex
post veto by the Chairman.

Result: no meaningful separation of powers, checks and balances, or collective
control.

3. Membership design: selective, conditional, and
transactional

Membership is:
e Invitation-only (no accession right)
e Time-limited (3 years) unless extended by the Chairman

e Unequal: a USD 1 billion contribution buys exemption from term limits (Art.
2.2(c))

This introduces:
e Pay-to-stay asymmetry
e A clear incentive structure favoring wealthy states

e Potential incompatibility with sovereign equality principles (UN Charter Art. 2(1)
logic, though not formally binding here)

Withdrawal is immediate and unilateral, reinforcing the non-binding, coalition-of-
the-willing character.

4. Legal status, immunities, and accountability gaps

The Board and its subsidiaries enjoy:



e Full international legal personality

e Broad operational capacity

e Undefined but “necessary” privileges and immunities (Art. 6(b))
However:

¢ No internal tribunal, arbitration mechanism, or external judicial review

e Chairman is the final authority on interpretation and disputes (Art. 7)

e No audit body, inspector general, or mandatory transparency rules
This creates a high accountability deficit, especially given:

e Control over funds

e Ability to operate in conflict-affected territories

e Potential interaction with domestic legal systems and armed actors

5. Relationship to international law and existing
institutions

The Charter repeatedly invokes international law, but:

e No reference to the UN Charter, Security Council authorization, or peacekeeping
norms

¢ No requirement for host-state consent beyond ad hoc agreements

e No express prohibition on overlap, duplication, or conflict with UN/EU/NATO
missions

This positions the Board of Peace as a parallel peace-building architecture,
potentially:

e Competing with UN peace operations

e Circumventing multilateral consensus mechanisms



e Allowing politically selective engagement under a thin legal veil

6. Financial model: voluntary, opaque, leverage-based

Funding is entirely voluntary (Art. 5.1), from:
e States
e Organizations
e "Other sources” (undefined)

Risks:
¢ Influence through earmarked funding
e Donor capture

e No mandatory budget approval standards beyond internal Executive Board
controls

Combined with the USD 1bn membership carve-out, this embeds financial leverage
directly into governance.

7. Amendment, duration, and termination mechanics

Amendments:
e Generally require 2/3 majority + Chairman confirmation

e Core chapters require unanimity + Chairman confirmation, entrenching the
status quo

Dissolution:
e May occur unilaterally at the Chairman'’s discretion

e Automatic sunset every odd-numbered year unless renewed by the Chairman



This makes the organization structurally temporary and politically contingent,
despite treaty form.

8. Overall assessment

Legally, the Charter is internally coherent but deliberately non-pluralistic.
Institutionally, it is a hybrid of:

¢ International organization

e Executive task force

e Founder-controlled entity
Strategically, it appears designed to:

e Enable rapid, politically aligned peace-building actions

e Avoid vetoes, consensus paralysis, and institutional inertia

e Preserve maximum discretion for a central political authority
Risks include:

e Democratic legitimacy deficit

Legal accountability gaps

State inequality

Conflict with existing international frameworks

Fragility tied to the Chairman’s continuity



