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Abstract 

Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 17 aims to “[s]trengthen the means of implementation 

and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development.” Based on previous 

experiences with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), more and more voices say that, 

to succeed, the renewed global partnership in SDG 17 will have to overcome collective action 

problems in the provision of “global public goods” (i.e. those policy issues, such as climate 

change mitigation, the fight against corruption, and the control of communicable diseases, 

which transcend national boundaries and current generations). Both the new global 

partnership for sustainable development and the global public goods agenda are being 

actively supported by the World Bank – the world’s foremost development agency with near 

global membership and with the single largest source of net income. Yet, while internal staff 

reports and other recent studies commissioned by the Bank have already extensively analyzed 

the political, economic and financial role the institution could play in providing global public 

goods, the legal dimension of the Bank’s global public goods action has curiously attracted 

very little attention as of yet. The present article aims to put the Bank’s policy discourse on 

global public goods on a more solid legal footing by analyzing the legal framework within which 

the Bank operates to deliver such goods. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 17 aims to “strengthen the means of 

implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development.”1 

Based on experience with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),2 more and 

more practitioners believe that, to succeed, the renewed global partnership called for 

in SDG 17 will have to overcome collective action issues in the provision of “global 

public goods” (i.e., policy issues—such as climate change mitigation, the fight against 

corruption, and the control of communicable diseases—that transcend national 

boundaries and generations). Both the new global partnership for sustainable 

development and the global public goods agenda are actively supported by the World 

Bank, the world’s foremost development agency with near global membership and 

with the single largest source of net income.3 Yet, although internal staff reports and 

                                                
1 UN General Assembly (UNGA), Resolution A/RES/70/1, “Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development,” October 21, 2015, 26, 

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E. 
2 UNGA, Resolution A/RES/55/2, “United Nations Millennium Declaration,” September 8, 2000, 

http://www.un.org/millennium/declaration/ares552e.htm. 
3 The World Bank Group consists of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), the 

International Development Association (IDA), the International Finance Corporation (IFC), the Multilateral 
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other recent studies commissioned by the Bank have extensively analyzed the 

political, economic, and financial role the institution could play in providing global 

public goods, the legal dimension of the Bank’s global public goods actions has 

attracted little attention. This paper aims to put the Bank’s policy discourse on global 

public goods on a solid legal footing by analyzing the legal framework within which the 

Bank operates to deliver such goods. 

 

The paper starts with a short account of the link between the global partnership for 

sustainable development called for in SDG 17 and the concept of global public good. 

The aim of this explanation is to depict what is so distinctive about the legally 

underdeveloped notion of global public goods, particularly in the context of the post-

2015 development agenda. The paper then reviews how the Bank promotes the 

concept of global public goods in its development policies. This analysis is undertaken 

to show that a discussion of the concept of global public goods in the context of the 

Bank’s operations is not an academic debate, but a policy discussion that has been 

underway since 2000. Finally, the paper addresses the following questions: To what 

extent does the global public agenda fall within the Bank’s legal mandate as laid down 

in the IBRD Articles of Agreement? What are (some of) the legal constraints that the 

Bank faces as it searches to reorient its programs toward the provision of global public 

goods? What are (some of) the innovative and distinct legal features of the Bank’s 

financial mechanisms that address global public goods?  

2. The link between Sustainable Development Goal 17 and global 
public goods  

 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development will be implemented through a 

revitalized global partnership for sustainable development called for in SDG 17 “with 

the participation of all countries, all stakeholders and all people.”4 The agenda, target 

16 of SDG 17, specifies that the goal is to “enhance the global partnership for 

sustainable development, complemented by multi-stakeholder partnerships that 

mobilize and share knowledge, expertise, technology and financial resources, to 

support the achievement of the [SDGs] in all countries, in particular developing 

countries.”5 

 

SDG 17 promotes a broad and holistic approach to poverty reduction. It underlines the 

shared responsibility of all states and relevant regional and global actors to finance 

what the agenda calls “public goods.”6 The notion of “global public good” finds its 

origins in three books edited by Inge Kaul, former director of the Office of Development 

                                                
Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), and the International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID). 

Together, IBRD and IDA make up the World Bank, hereafter referred to as the Bank. 
4 UNGA Resolution A/RES/70/1, 2. 
5 Ibid., 26. 
6 Ibid., para. 41. 



5 

 

Studies at the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP).7 According to 

traditional economic theory, public goods—for example, street lighting—are defined 

as both non-rival and non-excludable. Public goods are available to everyone, and no 

one can be excluded from sharing the benefits of public goods. The danger is that 

individual actors take advantage of the efforts of others to supply public goods, which 

inevitably leads to the under-provision of these public goods. Kaul makes clear that, 

through globalization and in an increasingly interconnected world, more and more 

policy issues possess exactly the same characteristics and face the same risks that 

national public goods do. Think of malware programs, epidemics, and nuclear 

proliferation, which pose threats to rich and poor countries alike. The crux of the 

problem is that sovereign states behave like individuals at the national level and do 

not perceive the benefits of contributing to the global public goods supply. Kaul’s 

theories resonate as a powerful call for effective international cooperation and 

coordination. 

 

Over the last decade, the concept of global public goods has permeated the policy 

discourse of development actors.8 In 2006, the International Task Force on Global 

Public Goods, co-chaired by Ernesto Zedillo, former president of Mexico, and Tidjane 

Thiam, former Ivorian minister of development, called for “significant additional 

expenditures on global public goods.”9 The task force’s message was clear: because 

greater financing for global public goods benefits not only developing countries but 

also donors, global public goods need to be addressed separately from and in addition 

to official development assistance.10 Development assistance seen through the lens 

of global public goods is no longer just a matter of pure altruism or solidarity; it is now 

considered to be in the self-interest of donor countries to cooperate with each other to 

combat the negative externalities that could arise in the absence of climate change 

mitigation, the prevention of armed conflicts, biodiversity protection, or the eradication 

of communicable diseases. 

 

In line with this changed paradigm of development, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda 

stresses that “global partnership should reflect the fact that the post-2015 development 

agenda, including the sustainable development goals, is global in nature and 

                                                
7 Inge Kaul et al., eds., Global Public Goods: International Cooperation in the 21st Century (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1999); Inge Kaul et al., eds., Providing Global Public Goods: Managing Globalization (New York: 

Oxford University Press, 2003); and Inge Kaul et al., eds., The New Public Finance: Responding to Global 

Challenges (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006). See also Scott Barrett, Why Cooperate? The Incentive to 

Supply Global Public Goods (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007); and Todd Sandler, Global Collective Action 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004). 
8 Scott Barrett, “Global Public Goods and International Development,” in Too Global to Fail: The World Bank at the 

Intersection of National and Global Public Policy in 2025, ed. Warren Evans and Robin Davies (Washington, DC: 

World Bank, 2015), 13; Michel Mordasini, “Implementing Global Public Policies: Are the Aid Agencies Walking the 

Talk?” International Development Policy 3 (2012). 
9 International Task Force on Global Public Goods, Meeting Global Challenges: International Cooperation in the 

National Interest, Final Report (Stockholm, 2006): 99. 
10 Ibid., xxv and 110.  
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universally applicable to all countries.”11 SDG 17 represents a shift from the prevailing 

approach to development “assistance” to a sense of common and shared 

“responsibility” for enabling sustained poverty reduction at the global level. In its 2013 

report A Renewed Global Partnership for Development, the UN System Task Team 

on SDG 17, of which the Bank is a member,12 unambiguously criticizes MDG 8 for 

perpetuating the model of “donor-recipient” aid, “rather than calling for collective action 

at the multilateral level to achieve a stable global economic environment.”13 The report 

specifically pleads for the mobilization of additional “resources for global public 

goods”14 and for the inclusion of new actors to overcome “the collective action 

problems in the supply of public goods which require internationally coordinated 

actions in order to ensure adequate provisioning.”15 

 

Inge Kaul also concludes that, in comparison to MDG 8, the global partnership for 

sustainable development in SDG 17 reflects a new awareness of “global public 

goods.”16 Similarly, the European Commission observes in a communication on the 

new global partnership that “global public goods also need coordinated international 

policies and action, including through better implementation of international 

agreements that play a central role in achieving several SDGs.”17 The commission 

calls on all countries to “make commitments to mobilise and use domestic public 

finance effectively, including for global public goods such as climate and 

biodiversity.”18 The Council of the European Union (EU) notes in that regard that 

international financial institutions such as the Bank represent “critical actors for 

reaching the SDGs” and for “financing for the provision of global public goods.”19 

3. Global public goods in the Bank’s Development policies  
 

Before we address the legal foundations of the Bank’s operations in regard to the 

concept of public goods, consider that the institution has since 2000 encouraged the 

supply of global public goods across all its development programs. This was a 

                                                
11 Third International Conference on Financing for Development, A/CONF.227/L.1, “Outcome Document of the 

Third International Conference on Financing for Development: Addis Ababa Action Agenda,” para. 10, July 15, 

2015. http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/CONF.227/L.1. 
12 UN System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda, A Renewed Global Partnership for 

Development, Annex III (March, 2013). 
13 Ibid,. 5. 
14 Ibid., 11. 
15 Ibid., 18. 
16 Inge Kaul, “Global Public Goods: A Concept for Framing the Post-2015 Agenda?” Discussion Paper/Deutsches 

Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (2004): 1–51. 
17 European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the 

European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, “A Global Partnership for Poverty 

Eradication and Sustainable Development after 2015,” 6, COM(2015) 44 final, February 5, 2015. 
18 Ibid., 7. 
19 Council Conclusions, “A New Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable Development after 

2015,” 9241/15, para. 39, May 26, 2015. 



7 

 

recurring theme in particular in the meetings of the joint World Bank/International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) Development Committee, which assists the Bank’s Board of 

Governors with critical development issues.20 The Bank has commissioned a 

significant number of studies and convened several workshops on its potential role in 

financing global public goods.21 At the request of the Bank’s Board of Executive 

Directors, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG)22 conducted reviews of the Bank’s 

global public goods strategy in various partnership programs.23 

 

Although outlining the same characteristics and challenges as identified by Kaul, a 

staff report prepared for the Development Committee in 2000 redefines global public 

goods in the context of the Bank’s policies as “commodities, resources, services—and 

also systems of rules or policy regimes with substantial cross-border externalities that 

are important for development and poverty-reduction, and that can be produced in 

sufficient supply only through cooperation and collective action by developed and 

developing countries.”24 In 2001, the committee issued a progress report called 

“Poverty Reduction and Global Public Goods.”25 At its 2006 annual meeting, the 

                                                
20 The Development Committee consists of a joint meeting of 25 ministers of finance or development and has met 

twice a year since 1974. See IBRD, Board of Governors, Resolution No. 294, “Establishment of Development 

Committee,” October 2, 1974. 
21See, inter alia, Christopher D. Gerrard et al., eds., Global Public Policies and Programs: Implications for Financing 

and Evaluation: Proceedings from a World Bank Workshop (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2001); Marco Ferroni 

and Ashoka Mody, eds., International Public Goods: Incentives, Measurement, and Financing (Washington, DC: 

World Bank, 2002); Anders Hjorth Agerskov, “Global Public Goods and Development: A Guide for Policy Makers,” 

World Bank Seminar Series at Kobe and Hiroshima Universities, Seminar no. 6, May 12, 2005; Randall Purcell, 

“Delivering Global Public Goods Locally: Lessons Learned And Successful Approaches,” The World Bank 

Development Grant Facility (DGF) Technical Note, February 2003; and J. Warren Evans and Robin Davies, eds., 

Too Global to Fail: The World Bank at the Intersection of National and Global Public Policy in 2025 (Washington, 

DC: World Bank, 2015). See also World Bank, “Collective Solutions 2025: Collaboration to Help Solve Future 

Sustainable Development Challenges,”  

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTSDNET/0,,contentMDK:23310120~pagePK:6488516

1~piPK:64884432~theSitePK:5929282,00.html. 
22 Formerly known as the Operations Evaluation Department. 
23 See, inter alia, Operations Evaluation Department, “The World Bank’s Approach to Global Programs: An 

Independent Evaluation,” Phase 1 Report, August 1, 2002; Operations Evaluation Department, The Global 

Development Network: Addressing Challenges of Globalization: An Independent Evaluation of the World Bank’s 

Approach to Global Programs (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2004); Operations Evaluation Department, 

Strengthening the World Bank’s Role in Global Programs and Partnerships (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2006); 

Independent Evaluation Group, “Global Program Review: Consultative Group to Assist the Poor,” vol. 3, no. 1, 

October 26, 2008; Independent Evaluation Group, The World Bank’s Involvement in Global and Regional 

Partnership Programs: An Independent Assessment (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2010); Independent Evaluation 

Group, “Global Program Review: The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, and the World Bank’s 

Engagement with the Global Fund,” vol. 6, no. 1, February 8, 2011; and Independent Evaluation Group, “Results 

and Performance of the World Bank Group 2014: An Independent Evaluation,” vol. 1, Main Report, vii. See also 

Uma Lele and Christopher Gerrard, “Global Public Goods, Global Programs, and Global Policies: Some Initial 

Findings from a World Bank Evaluation,” American Journal of Agricultural Economics 85 (2003): 686. 
24 Development Committee, “Poverty Reduction and Global Public Goods: Issues for the World Bank in Supporting 

Global Collective Action,” DC/2000-16, September 6, 2000, 2. See also Development Committee, “Communiqué,” 

para. 3, September 25, 2000. 
25 Development Committee, “Poverty Reduction and Global Public Goods: A Progress Report,” DC2001-0007, April 

13, 2001. 
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committee again asked the Bank “within its overall strategy, to develop a framework 

for its role in providing global and regional public goods.”26 In response, a 2007 staff 

report titled “Global Public Goods: A Framework for the Role of the World Bank” 

outlines criteria for the Bank’s involvement and financing modalities in promoting 

global public goods.27 

 

The staff report describes five global public goods priority areas for the Bank that were 

endorsed by the Bank’s management in a strategic directions paper.28 Bank initiatives 

in these five sectors include the following: 

 “Protect environmental commons”: Since 2000, the Bank has considerably 

increased its financing for climate change mitigation, waste management, 

forestry, and biodiversity. Since its inception in 1991, the Global Environment 

Facility (GEF) has provided $13.5 billion in grants to support environmental 

projects in more than 165 developing countries, the largest single source of 

development assistance related to environmental issues.29 The GEF is now the 

financial mechanism for five international environmental agreements.30 

 “Prevent the spread of communicable diseases”: The Bank combats 

devastating diseases such as HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and avian influenza by 

establishing multidonor partnerships with specialized agencies. For example, 

the Bank coordinates with the World Health Organization (WHO) and the 

International Health Partnership (IHP+) to support more coherent and 

harmonized national health strategies in developing countries with other 

agencies and private charities such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.31 

Since 2002, the Bank has acted as a trustee (and nonvoting member of the 

board) for the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria.32 The IEG 

describes the Global Fund as “an ambitious attempt by the international 

community to use a global partnership program to deliver the global public good 

of controlling HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria in high-burden countries, 

with a particular focus on low-income countries.”33 

                                                
26 Development Committee, “Communiqué,” September 18, 2006, para. 3. 
27 Development Committee, “Global Public Goods: A Framework for the Role of the World Bank,” DC2007-0020, 

September 28, 2007, 13. See also Development Committee, “Communiqué,” para. 4, October 21, 2007. 
28 World Bank, “Strategic Directions Paper for FY2002–2004: Implementing the World Bank’s Strategic 

Framework,” SecM2001-0211, March 29, 2001. 
29 See GEF, “What Is the GEF?,” https://www.thegef.org/gef/whatisgef.  
30 The Convention on Biological Diversity, the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Stockholm 

Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants, the UN Convention to Combat Desertification, and the Minamata 

Convention on Mercury. 
31 International Health Partnership, “A Global ‘Compact’ for Achieving the Health Millennium Development Goals,” 

May 27, 2015, http://www.internationalhealthpartnership.net/fileadmin/uploads/ihp/Documents/Tools/ 

Global_Compact/IHP__global_compact_signatories_65_May_2015.pdf.  
32 Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, “The Framework Document,”, 2001, Section B, 

http://www.theglobalfund.org/en/documents/governance/. 
33 IEG, “Global Fund,” 27. See also David Freestone, The World Bank and Sustainable Development: Legal Essays 

(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 25. 
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 “Strengthen the international financial architecture”: With the IMF, which retains 

the leading role in the financial sector, the Bank “supported surveillance and 

capacity building to help countries enhance their resilience to crises.”34 A joint 

initiative with the IMF that responds to this challenge is the Financial Sector 

Assessment Program (FSAP). Launched in 1999, the FSAP introduced joint 

IMF-World Bank assessments and stress tests of the financial health of 

developing and emerging economies to prevent financial crises.35 Among other 

examples, the Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP) is a consortium 

of public and private agencies housed within the Bank that helps make 

microfinance available to the poorest.36 According to the IEG, “there is no other 

global program/entity competing with CGAP at the present time in terms of 

providing global public goods.”37 

 “Strengthen the global trade system”: The Bank has advocated additional 

funding to help developing countries adjust to a multilateral trading system. One 

prominent example is the Enhanced Integrated Framework for Trade-Related 

Assistance for the Least Developed Countries (EIF), established in 2007 as a 

successor to the Integrated Framework (IF), which had existed since 1997. The 

EIF is a multidonor program that helps some of the 49 poorest countries 

worldwide integrate into the global trading system. The Bank contributes to the 

EIF with five other partner agencies, including the IMF, the UNDP, and the 

World Trade Organization (WTO).38 

 “Disseminate knowledge for development”: The Bank has expanded its 

nonlending projects to disseminate knowledge in the form of technical 

assistance and policy analysis.39 For instance, the Program on Forests 

(PROFOR) is a multidonor partnership managed by a secretariat at the Bank 

that supports knowledge-sharing in the field of forest management.40 The 

Consultative Group on International Agriculture and Research (CGIAR) is a 

more informal network of developing agencies cosponsored by the Bank whose 

executive secretariat the Bank hosts without serving as implementing agency. 

According to the Bank, the CGIAR serves “to promote agricultural research as 

a global public good and fill the gaps that could not be met through country-

level programs alone.”41 

 

                                                
34 Development Committee, “Global Public Goods,” 13. 
35 IMF, “Factsheet: The Financial Sector Assessment Program (FSAP),” 

http://www.imf.org/external/np/exr/facts/fsap.htm.  
36 CGAP, “Advancing Financial Inclusion to Improve the Lives of the Poor,” www.cgap.org.  
37 IEG, “Consultative Group to Assist the Poor,” xiii. 
38 WTO, “Enhanced Integrated Framework,” https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/devel_e/teccop_e/if_e.htm. 
39 Development Committee, “A Framework for the Role of the World Bank,” v. See also Joseph E. Stiglitz, 

“Knowledge as a Global Public Good,” in Global Public Goods, 208. 
40 PROFOR, “Our Mission,” http://www.profor.info/node/2041. 
41 Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships, “Management Framework for World Bank Partnership Programs 

and Financial Intermediary Funds: Strategic Engagement, Oversight, and Management,” Documents of the World 

Bank, June 12, 2013, 4. 
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In recent years, global public goods have become an important concept in the policy 

discourse of the Bank’s management. In his speech at the annual meeting in October 

2007, Bank president Robert Zoellick outlined six themes for the future strategic 

direction of the World Bank Group, including the need “to play a more active role in 

fostering regional and global public goods that transcend national boundaries and 

benefit multiple countries and citizens.”42 At the annual meeting in October 2012, the 

Development Committee supported the vision of the new president, Dr. Jim Yong Kim, 

“of a [World Bank Group] that . . . promotes global public goods.”43 In the 2014 annual 

review, the IEG concluded that, apart from pursuing MDGs, the Bank took “a broader 

approach to poverty reduction” and that “there was greater emphasis on . . . global 

public goods.”44 

 

Although the Bank’s partnership programs have proliferated in recent years,45 it is 

important to tread cautiously when considering the role that the concept of global 

public goods plays in the Bank’s policies. First, some of the Bank’s partnership 

programs have longer histories than the UNDP publications edited by Kaul, for 

example, CGIAR, which was created in 1971. Second, although the 2007 staff report 

notes that the five global public goods are “anchored in international consensus for 

action,”46 it is not obvious why these five specific issues rank as priorities over other 

global public goods that could also be relevant to the Bank’s missions, such as 

postconflict reconstruction or the fight against malnutrition. Third, other Bank reports 

mention other priorities, which seems to suggest that the aforementioned list is not a 

closed one.47 Last but not least, the use of the concept by the Bank is not without 

critics. According to Devesh Kapur, “seeking to reinvent the Bank’s public image, its 

management and staff may tend to label all kinds of activities or ‘networks’ as [global 

public goods], meriting involvement on the basis of the moral claims that public goods 

invoke, and their ready slogan-appeal for Northern taxpayers.”48 Another commentator 

notes that “the risk is to create a catch-all to which people can attach anything they 

want.”49 It is true that the Bank does not provide comprehensive and systematic data 

                                                
42 Robert B. Zoellick, “An Inclusive & Sustainable Globalization,” October 10, 2007, 

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS/0,,contentMDK:21504730~pagePK:34370~piPK:42770~th

eSitePK:4607,00.html.  
43 Development Committee, “Communiqué,” para. 9, October 13, 2012. 
44 IEG, “Results and Performance of the World Bank Group 2014,” vii. 
45 See Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships, 2013 Trust Fund Annual Report (Washington, DC: World 

Bank, 2013), 7. 
46 Development Committee, “A Framework for the Role of the World Bank,” 4. 
47 For example, the 2014 report on financial intermediary funds mentions only three global public goods: “preventing 

communicable diseases,” “responding to climate change,” and “ensuring food security.” See World Bank Group, 

“Financial Intermediary Funds in the World Bank Group,” 2014, 5. The 2013 Trust Fund Annual Report highlights 

“the areas of global knowledge sharing, climate change, and access to water and sanitation.” See Concessional 

Finance and Global Partnerships, 2013 Trust Fund Annual Report, 19. 
48 Devesh Kapur, “The Common Pool Dilemma of Global Public Goods: Lessons from the World Bank’s Net Income 

and Reserves,” World Development 30, no. 3 (2002): 349. 
49 Maurizio Carbone, “Supporting or Resisting Global Public Goods? The Policy Dimension of a Contested 

Concept,” Global Governance 13 (2007): 185. 
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on the funds or exact programs it dedicates specifically to what it now refers to as 

“global public goods.”50 

 

Global public goods as referred to in the Bank’s policies have thus evolved from a 

narrow economic concept into a flexible rhetorical tool. The Bank’s strategic priorities 

do not qualify as pure public goods deemed to be inherently nonrival and 

nonexcludable; rather, they should be seen as social constructs, policy choices of the 

Bank. As such, the concept of global public goods is a malleable one, subject to 

change, that determines an important strategic reorientation of the Bank’s mission 

toward partnership programs to tackle cross-border development issues.51 

4. The Bank’s legal framework for providing global public goods 
 

Global public goods have been at the center of the Bank’s policy discourse for years. 

Yet until recently, the Bank’s global public goods activities have not attracted attention 

in international legal scholarship.52 It is with regard to the legal underpinnings of the 

Bank’s global public goods rhetoric that this paper contributes to the debate. The basic 

assumption is that the Bank’s global public goods agenda does not operate in a legal 

vacuum. More specifically, the Bank’s global public goods strategy must be anchored 

in its legal mandate in the IBRD Articles of Agreement; the aforementioned financing 

vehicles to supply global public goods remain subject to legal rules and procedures. 

As the Bank searches to reorient its programs toward the provision of global public 

goods, particularly in the context of the global partnership for sustainable development 

called for by SDG 17, it is important to explore the scope and limits of the Bank’s legal 

mandate, as well as the legal features of the financial mechanisms needed to respond 

to these challenges. 

 

a) The Bank’s legal mandate to supply global public goods 

 

In the aforementioned 2007 staff report, one of the five criteria for setting global public 

goods priorities is that the “Bank[’s] engagement should be consistent with its . . . 

overall mandate to assist countries in achieving sustainable development and poverty 

                                                
50 Nancy Birdsall and Anna Diofasi, “Global Public Goods for Development: How Much and What For,” Center for 

Global Development (2015): 5, http://www.cgdev.org/publication/global-public-goods-development-how-much-

and-what.  
51 See Samuel Cogolati, Linda Hamid, and Nils Vanstappen, “Global Public Goods and Democracy in International 

Legal Discourse,” Cambridge Journal of International and Comparative Law (in press). 
52 This is not to say, however, that there is not a burgeoning body of literature on the broader global public goods 

discourse in international law. See, for example, Daniel Bodansky, “What’s in a Concept? Global Public Goods, 

International Law, and Legitimacy,” European Journal of International Law 23, no. 3 (2012): 651; Nico Krisch, “The 

Decay of Consent: International Law in an Age of Global Public Goods,” American Journal of International Law 

108, no. 1 (2014): 1; Ernst-Ulrich Petersmann, ed., Multilevel Governance of Interdependent Public Goods: 

Theories, Rules and Institutions for the Central Policy Challenge in the 2stt Century, EUI Working Papers, RSCAS 

2012/23, http://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/22275/RSCAS_2012_23final.pdf?sequence=2.  
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reduction.”53 Indeed, as any other international organization, the Bank does not 

possess a general competence and is governed by the “principle of speciality.”54 

However, when the Bank was created at the 1944 Bretton Woods Conference, its 

founding document was not linked to global public goods. Based on a literal reading 

of the Bank’s founding charter, there is no explicit provision on global public goods.55 

Initially, the Bank was thought of as a “brick-and-mortar financer”56 to provide loans to 

post–World War II countries in Europe and, later, developing countries. Article I of the 

IBRD Articles of Agreement requires that all its investments be in principle “for a 

productive purpose.”57 The general rule on which the Bank may guarantee or make 

loans in the IBRD Articles is that, “except in special circumstances,” the Bank shall 

only finance “specific projects of reconstruction or development” (Article III, Section 4 

[viii] IBRD Articles of Agreement)58 (emphasis added). The Bank’s purposes have 

basically remained unchanged. The Articles of Agreement have been amended three 

times (in 1965, 1989, and 2012), and none of these amendments has indicated global 

public goods as a specific purpose to be served by the institution. 

 

The Bank’s evolution from a specific lender/guarantor into a global public goods 

supplier is the result of a broad and purposive interpretation of its founding document. 

Since the Bank’s creation in 1944, economic and development challenges have 

changed considerably. As Ibrahim Shihata, former general counsel of the Bank, 

observes, “the Bank has continuously developed its functions beyond the literal 

provisions of its Articles of Agreement while respecting the overall purposes stipulated 

                                                
53 Development Committee, “Framework for the Role of the World Bank,” 3. 
54 See ICJ, Legality of the Use by a State of Nuclear Weapons in Armed Conflict, Advisory Opinion, ICJ Reports 

1996, 66, para. 25 [hereinafter WHO Opinion]. See also Daniel D. Bradlow and Claudio Grossman, “Limited 

Mandates and Intertwined Problems: A New Challenge for the World Bank and the IMF,” Human Rights Quarterly 

17 (1995): 411. 
55 Nancy Birdsall, “A New Mission for the World Bank,” Project Syndicate, June 30, 2015, http://www.project-

syndicate.org/commentary/world-bank-global-public-goods-cgiar-by-nancy-birdsall-2015-06.  
56 Sabine Schlemmer-Schulte, “World Bank,” in Encyclopedia of Intergovernmental Organizations, ed. Jan Wouters 

(Deventer: Kluwer Law International, 2015), 50. 
57 IBRD Articles of Agreement, Article I, reads as follows: “The purposes of the Bank are: 
(i) To assist in the reconstruction and development of territories of members by facilitating the investment 

of capital for productive purposes […]. 
(ii) To promote private foreign investment by means of guarantees of participations in loans and other 

investments made by private investors; and when private capital is not available on reasonable terms, to 
supplement private investment by providing, on suitable conditions, finance for productive purposes out 
of its own capital, funds raised by its and its other resources. 

(iii) To promote the long-range balanced growth of international trade and the maintenance of equilibrium in 
balances of payments by encouraging international investment for the development of the productive 
resources of members, thereby assisting in raising productivity, the standard of living and conditions of 
labor in their territories. 

(iv) To arrange the loans made or guaranteed by it in relation to international loans through other channels 
so that the more useful and urgent projects, large and small alike, will be dealt with first. 

(v) To conduct its operations with due regard to the effect of international investment on business 
conditions in the territories of members and, in the immediate postwar years, to assist in bringing about 
a smooth transition from a wartime to a peacetime economy.” 

58 See IDA Articles of Agreement, Article V, Section 1(b). 
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in these Articles.”59 This evolution has allowed the Bank to gradually cover more 

diverse policy-issues in its operations like health, gender issues, social development, 

education, equity, social security, and the same could be said of the rise of global 

public goods challenges. As Roberto Dañino, another former general counsel, notes, 

“globalization has forced us to broaden the range of issues that are of global 

concern.”60 More recently, Anne-Marie Leroy, the current general counsel, explicitly 

considered that the “protection of global public goods” was now part of the Bank’s 

mission and of the broader concept of development as it evolved over the past 60 

years.61  

Treaty provisions are never carved in stone in international law. Article 31(3)(b) of the 

1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, which forms part of customary 

international law,62 provides that in interpreting a treaty, including the founding charter 

of an international organization,63 there shall be taken into account, together with the 

context, “any subsequent practice in the application of the treaty which establishes the 

agreement of the parties regarding its interpretation.” Thus, in delineating the area of 

competence of an international organization, the ICJ has inter alia devoted “special 

attention” to the organization’s “own practice” as a means of interpretation.64 The ICJ 

has also held that “each organ must, in the first place at least, determine its own 

jurisdiction.”65 According to the International Law Commission (ILC) special 

rapporteur’s “Third Report on Subsequent Agreements and Subsequent Practice in 

Relation to the Interpretation of Treaties,” this interpretation reflects a general principle 

of the law of international organizations.66 

 

More specifically in the case of the Bank, the IBRD Articles of Agreement vest all 

powers of authoritative interpretation in the Board of Executive Directors chaired by 

                                                
59 See Ibrahim F. I. Shihata, “Democracy and Development,” International and Comparative Law Quarterly 46 

(1997): 639–640. See also Ibrahim F. I. Shihata, “Techniques to Avoid Proliferation of International Organizations: 

The Experience of the World Bank,” in Proliferation of International Organizations: Legal Issues, ed. Niels M. 

Blokker and Henry G. Schermers (The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 2001), 120. 
60 Roberto Dañino, “The Legal Aspects of the World Bank’s Work on Human Rights,” The International Lawyer 41 

(2007): 24. 
61 Anne-Marie Leroy, “Legal Note on Bank Involvement in the Criminal Justice Sector,” February 9, 2012, 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/2012/02/15889342/legal-note-bank-involvement-criminal-justice-

sector, para. 10. 
62 As a treaty, the Vienna Convention is not applicable to the Bank’s Articles of Agreement, which preceded the 

former. Like many of the Vienna Convention’s provisions, Article 31 is considered to be part of customary 

international law: see WHO Opinion, para. 19. 
63 The Vienna Convention is applicable to “any treaty which is the constituent instrument of an international 

organization and to any treaty adopted within an international organization without prejudice to any relevant rules 

of the organization” (Article 5). The specification at the end of this provision makes clear, though, that the Vienna 

Convention’s application is of a subsidiary nature; see Kirsten Schmalenbach, “Article 5,” in Vienna Convention on 

the Law of Treaties: A Commentary, ed. Oliver Dörr and Kirsten Schmalenbach (Heidelberg: Springer, 2012), 89. 
64 WHO Opinion, para. 19. 
65 ICJ, Certain Expenses of the United Nations (Article 17, paragraph 2, of the Charter), Advisory Opinion, ICJ 

Reports 1962, 151, 168. 
66 ILC, Georg Nolte, Special Rapporteur, “Third Report on Subsequent Agreements and Subsequent Practice in 

Relation to the Interpretation of Treaties,” para. 48, A/CN.4/683, April 7, 2015. 



14 

 

the President (IBRD Article IX).67 Thus, it is for the Bank’s own organs to decide 

whether its global public goods policies come within the confines of the Bank’s 

purposes as stated in its Articles of Agreement. For instance, by virtue of its 

interpretative powers under Article IX and by reference to the implied powers doctrine, 

the Bank’s Board of Executive Directors gradually expanded the role of the Bank to 

take up a fiduciary role in trust funds charged with the supply of global public goods.68 

The Development Committee,69 the Board of Executive Directors, and the Bank 

President have urged the Bank to adapt its strategy to provide global public goods. In 

the case of the protection of environmental commons, the 2007 staff report suggests 

that “supply of this [global public good] has become so critical that it can no longer be 

kept separate from . . . the Bank’s mandate to fight poverty and bring about sustainable 

development.”70 In short, the Bank’s engagement with global public goods is a 

demonstration that the Articles of Agreement should be seen as dynamic and living 

instruments. 

 

Yet, the Bank’s legal mandate is not unlimited. The Bank faces legal constraints as it 

searches to reorient its development programs toward the provision of global public 

goods. Any kind of “political” activity is in principle ultra vires. IBRD Articles of 

Agreement Article IV, Section 10, states that “only economic considerations shall be 

relevant to [its] decisions.”71 Article III, Section 5(b), of the IBRD Articles of Agreements 

adds that the Bank’s funds shall be used “with due attention to considerations of 

economy and efficiency and without regard to political or other non-economic 

influences or considerations.” 72 This interpretation is also recalled in specific legal 

instruments establishing partnership programs, for example, the GEF: in acting as a 

trustee, the Bank “shall apply such considerations of economy and efficiency as may 

be required for the investment and disbursement of funds from the Fund.”73 Thus, 

when the Development Committee proposed the global public goods strategy of the 

Bank in 2000, the five priority areas did not cover all kinds of “cross border externalities 

that call for collective action, notably terrorism, narcotics trafficking, and arms 

proliferation.”74 The reason, according to the staff report, was that “the political 

                                                
67 See IDA Articles of Agreement, Article X. See also Chittharanjan Felix Amerasinghe, Principles of the Institutional 

Law of International Organizations, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 34–35. 
68 Shihata, “Techniques to Avoid Proliferation of International Organizations,” 124; Schlemmer-Schulte, “World 

Bank,” 21. 
69 The legal status of staff papers prepared for the Development Committee should not be overestimated. See 

Ibrahim F. I. Shihata, “Development Committee Issues,” chap. 35 in The World Bank Legal Papers (The Hague: 

Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 2000), 835: “the papers present technical analyses of the issues covered, with the 

understanding that such issues are ‘reviewed and sharpened’ through discussions with the Executive Directors.” 
70 Development Committee, “Framework for the Role of the World Bank,” 9. 
71 See IDA Articles of Agreement, Article V, Section 6. 
72 See IDA Articles of Agreement, Article V, Section 1(g). 
73 GEF, “Instrument for the Establishment of the Restructured GEF,” para. 5 of Annex B, March 2015. 

https://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/publication/GEF_Instrument-Interior-March23.2015.pdf.  
74 Development Committee, “Issues for the World Bank in Supporting Global Collective Action,” 3. 
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dimensions of addressing these problems [would] directly extend well beyond the 

Bank’s mandate.”75 

 

However, the line between political intrusion and permissible action on the part of the 

Bank is increasingly blurry. Although the report prepared for the Development 

Committee is correct in stating that the fight against terrorism and arms proliferation 

involves other factors than purely economic ones, this truth does not explain why 

global public goods such as postconflict reconstruction or the fight against malnutrition 

are not mentioned as priorities. Given the “artificiality and falsity of the supposed 

divisions between ‘economic’ (as defined from time to time) and ‘political’ and other 

factors,” this limitation has caused much ink to flow in the academic literature.76 Yet, 

the prevailing view of what amounts to political interference has also evolved within 

the institution, and a more permissive interpretation has been adopted over time.77 As 

Roberto Dañino, former general counsel, opines, “it is consistent with the Articles that 

the decision making processes of the Bank incorporate social, political, and any other 

relevant input that may have an impact on its economic decisions.”78 Under this 

broader understanding, it is likely that more and more global public goods challenges 

will be considered to constitute a legitimate area of competence of the Bank, just as 

environmental considerations (in the 1980s)79 and governance issues (by the early 

1990s)80 have gradually become part of its mandate. 

 

b) The Bank’s legal mechanisms to supply global public goods 

 

Within the broad confines of its legal mandate, the Bank has increasingly devised 

innovative legal mechanisms, as a former legal advisor observes, “to fund . . . global 

                                                
75 Ibid. 
76 Mac Darrow, Between Light and Shadow: The World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and International 

Human Rights Law (Oxford: Hart Publishing, 2003), 192. See also Daniel D. Bradlow, “The World Bank, the IMF, 

and Human Rights,” Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems 6 (1996): 47; John D. Ciorciari, “A Prospective 

Enlargement of the Roles of the Bretton Woods Financial Institutions in International Peace Operations,” Fordham 

International Law Journal 22 (1998): 22; Mac Darrow, “World Bank and International Monetary Fund,” in 

Encyclopedia of Human Rights, ed. David P. Forsythe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 378–379; Galit A. 

Sarfaty, “Why Culture Matters in International Institutions: The Marginality of Human Rights at the World Bank,” 

American Journal of International Law 103 (2009): 647; and Willem van Genugten, “The World Bank Group, the 

IMF and Human Rights,” in Challenging Territoriality in Human Rights Law: Building Blocks for a Plural and Diverse 

Duty-Bearer Regime, ed. Wouter Vandenhole, (Oxon: Routledge, 2015), 48–52. 
77 See Hassane Cissé, “Should the Political Prohibition in Charters of International Financial Institutions Be 

Revisited? The Case of the World Bank,” in The World Bank Legal Review, vol. 3 (Washington, DC: World Bank, 

2011), 59; Ibrahim F. I. Shihata, “Political Activity Prohibited,” chap. 9 in The World Bank Legal Papers (The Hague: 

Martinus Nijhoff, 2000), 219. 
78 Dañino, “Legal Aspects of the World Bank’s Work on Human Rights,” 23.  
79 See Operational Manual Statement 2.36, Environmental Aspects of Bank Work, May 1984. See also Ibrahim F. 

I. Shihata, “The World Bank and the Environment: A Legal Perspective,” Maryland Journal of International Law 16 

(1992): 42. 
80 See World Bank, Governance and Development (Washington, DC: World Bank, 1992); and World Bank, 

Governance: The World Bank’s Experience (Washington, DC: World Bank, 1994). 
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public goods such as health, environment, and microfinance.”81 One of the 

characteristics of global public goods is that they require concerted collective action 

among various development actors with overlapping legal mandates. To coordinate 

responses to global public goods challenges, the Bank has entered into partnership 

programs with other international organizations, national governments, civil society, 

and the corporate sector.82 Partnership programs can be funded through three 

different channels: via grants from the Bank’s administrative budget, generally the 

Development Grant Facility (DGF); via trust funds; and via financial intermediary funds 

for larger financing projects carried out by external partners and implementing 

agencies, including CGIAR, GEF, and the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, 

and Malaria. In the two latter options, the Bank acts as a trustee, meaning that it 

receives, holds, and disburses contributions on behalf of other donors. Among other 

advantages, such trust funds provide the Bank with a legal tool to “crowd-in” and 

leverage new funds from private charities, NGOs, and businesses—even if sovereign 

development funders still account for 80 percent of total cash contributions.83 In its 

2013 Trust Fund Annual Report, the Bank mentions “support to global public goods” 

as one of the overarching goals of its trust funds.84 At the end of fiscal year (FY) 2013, 

the total number of trust fund accounts in the World Bank Group amounted to 1,030 

and represented $28.9 billion.85 

 

From a legal perspective, these collaborations are remarkable because they often fall 

beyond the scope of any one organization’s charter, but cut across the legal mandates 

of individual partners. Yet, most often, such cooperation arrangements do not result in 

the creation of a legal entity distinct from the Bank.86 The establishment of a trust fund 

requires a resolution of the Board of Executive Directors, and, when it involves a 

cooperation arrangement with other international organizations (other than informal 

arrangements of a temporary and administrative character) and/or decisions on the 

distribution of the net income of the Bank, a resolution of the Board of Governors as 

                                                
81 Anna F. Triponel, “Global Fund to Fight Aids, Tuberculosis, and Malaria: A New Legal and Conceptual 

Framework for Providing International Development Aid,” North Carolina Journal of International Law & Commercial 

Regulation 35 (2009): 173. 
82 Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships, “Management Framework,” 1. See also J. Warren Evans et al., 

“Shifting Priorities: Re-envisioning World Bank Partnerships for Transformational Impact,” in Too Global to Fail: 

The World Bank at the Intersection of National and Global Public Policy in 2025, ed. J. Warren Evans and Robin 

Davies (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2015), 189. 
83 Concessional Finance and Global Partnerships, 2013 Trust Fund Annual Report, 7 and 26. 
84 Ibid., 19. 
85 Ibid., 25. 
86 Ilias Bantekas, “Trust Funds,” Max Planck Encyclopedia of Public International Law (2010): para. 8, 

http://opil.ouplaw.com/view/10.1093/law:epil/9780199231690/law-9780199231690-e1122?prd=EPIL.  
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well.87 The GEF, for example, was established in the IBRD by resolutions of both the 

Executive Directors88 and the Board of Governors.89 

 

Trust funds may involve legal obligations for the Bank, depending on the needs of the 

partnership, the trusteeship model, and the content of the specific trust agreement 

concluded with the Bank. It is impossible to outline all kinds of financial services and 

corresponding legal responsibilities in this paper. Here it suffices to note that the 

Bank’s operational role in these trust funds may vary from mere “fiscal agent”90 to 

“convener, financial contributor, trustee, member of the governing body, chair, host of 

the secretariat, administrative support, and implementing agency” (possibly alongside 

other organizations).91 

 

On the one hand, the legal responsibilities of the Bank as a trustee may be extremely 

limited. For instance, in the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, 

which is the Bank’s largest financial intermediary fund (29 percent of the Bank’s 

financial intermediary funds portfolio), the Bank lacks voting powers on the board and 

is not responsible for monitoring the recipients’ use of the assets distributed by the 

fund. The Bank’s role is strictly limited to collecting the funds received from donors; 

investing all assets to maximize returns on capital; and reporting to the board.92 The 

advantage for the Global Fund of having the Bank as a fiscal agent is that it can benefit 

from all privileges and immunities from taxation and seizure that the Bank enjoys by 

virtue of Article VII of the IBRD Articles of Agreement93 (Article 4 of the Trustee 

Agreement).94 Yet, the Global Fund’s legal status differs from that of other trust funds 

in which the Bank plays a more active role and that have no separate legal personality. 

The Global Fund is incorporated as a private foundation under Swiss law, with 

privileges, exemptions, and immunities granted through a headquarters agreement.95 

 

On the other hand, the Bank may not only serve as a trustee, but also play additional 

roles, notably by acting as an implementing agency, which is the case in 17 out of the 

21 financial intermediary funds. For each arrangement, a specific instrument sets out 

                                                
87 Both latter competencies are listed as non-delegable powers of the Board of Governors under IBRD Articles of 

Agreement, Article V, Sections 2(b)(v) and (viii). 
88 IBRD, Executive Directors, Resolution No. 94-2, “Global Environment Facility Trust Fund: Restructuring and First 

Replenishment of the Global Environment Facility,” May 24, 1994. 
89 IBRD, Board of Governors, Resolution No. 487, “Protection of the Global Environment,” July 7, 1994. 
90 Triponel, “Global Fund to Fight Aids,” 210. 
91 J. Warren Evans et al., “Shifting Priorities,” 190. 
92 Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, Governance Handbook, “Section 9: Financial Resources,” 

May 2014. 
93 See IDA Articles of Agreement, Article VIII. 
94 Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, Report of the Governance and Partnership Committee, 

Annex 6, “Update on Legal Status for the Global Fund,” June 5–6, 2003, 9. 
95 Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria, “Update on Legal Status for the Global Fund.” See also 

Gülen Atay Newton, “The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria: An Innovation in the Form of 

International Organization,” IRPA GAL Working Paper 2012/3, December 31, 2011; Triponel, “Global Fund to Fight 

AIDS,” 182–93. 
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the various legal responsibilities of the Bank. For example, the Instrument for the 

Establishment of the Restructured GEF, which represents the second largest trust-

funded program (26 percent of the funds held in trust for financial intermediary funds), 

charges the Bank with three major tasks. First, the Instrument declares that “the World 

Bank shall be invited to serve as the Trustee of the Fund.”96 Second, the instrument 

designates the Bank as an implementing agency together with the UNDP and the 

United Nations Environment Programme. In that capacity, the Bank must “prepare cost 

effective GEF projects” and “implement them in accordance with the operational 

policies, strategies and decisions of the Council.”97 Third, the Instrument provides that 

the secretariat “shall be supported administratively by the World Bank,” even though 

it “shall operate in a functionally independent and effective manner.”98 By serving in 

these capacities, the Bank is accountable to the council of the GEF. Paragraph 8 of 

the Instrument stresses that the Bank remains “bound by its Articles of Agreement, 

bylaws, rules and decisions, as specified in Annex B.”99 In other words, all the 

operations related to the fund are subject to the legal rules and procedures governing 

the Bank. For instance, people and communities adversely affected by a GEF-funded 

project could lodge a claim with the Bank’s Inspection Panel.100 The Bank’s mandate 

as a trustee in the supply of global public goods may therefore come with a broad 

scope of legal obligations regarding the implementation of projects, the oversight of 

the recipients’ use of the assets distributed by the fund, and the need to report to the 

governing body of the fund. 

5. Conclusion 

 

This paper shows that the Bank’s global public goods agenda does not operate in a 

legal vacuum. The Bank’s legal mandate is not unlimited, and its financing vehicles to 

supply global public goods are subject to legal rules and procedures. The peculiar 

legal nature of partnership programs used to supply global public goods demonstrates 

that the Bank has been able to respond to new challenges by implementing creative 

legal practice. In the future, the legal parameters of the arrangements needed within 

                                                
96 GEF, “Instrument for the Establishment of the Restructured GEF,” para. 8. Annex B provides more specifically 
that “[t]he responsibilities of the Trustee shall include in particular: (a) the mobilization of resources for the Fund 
and the preparation of such studies and arrangements as may be required for this purpose; (b) the financial 
management of the Fund, including the investment of its liquid assets, the disbursement of funds of the 
implementing and other executing agencies as well as the preparation of the financial reports regarding the 
investment and use of the Fund’s resources; (c) the maintenance of appropriate records and accounts of the Fund, 
and providing for their audit, in accordance with the rules of the Trustee; and (d) the monitoring of the application 
of budgetary and projects funds […] to ensure that the resources of the Fund are being used in accordance with 
the Instrument and the decisions taken by the Council, including the regular reporting to the Council on the status 
of the Fund’s resources.” 
97 Ibid., para. 22. Annex D specifies that the Bank “will play the primary role in ensuring the development and 

management of investment projects” and “draw upon its investment experience in eligible countries to promote 

investment opportunities and to mobilize private sector resources that are consistent with GEF objectives and 

national sustainable development strategies.” 
98 Ibid., para. 21. 
99 Ibid., para. 8. 
100 Schlemmer-Schulte, “World Bank,” 194. 
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the Bank to provide global public goods should be explored in order to implement the 

revitalized global partnership for sustainable development called for in SDG 17. This 

includes a more thorough analysis of the legal constraints, obligations, and 

responsibilities the Bank faces in engaging with global public goods issues and in 

developing new forms of partnership programs, such as complex multi-stakeholder 

trust funds. Indeed, as the Development Committee noted in April 2015, one of the 

main challenges for the Bank in achieving the SDGs will be to coordinate “action on 

global issues” and “continue to work in partnerships with governments, the UN, 

multilateral institutions, bilateral agencies, civil society and the private sector, as well 

as with the new development institutions, within their respective mandates.”101 

  

                                                
101 Development Committee, “Communiqué,” para. 5, April 18, 2015. 
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