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Chapter 1 
 
 
Club Model Politics, Financial Elites and Transnational Policy Communities 

in Global Financial Governance  

 
 
 
 1. Introduction 

 

Who rules the international financial system? In the field of International Political 

Economy (IPE) the contenders surely include a hegemonic United States, International 

Organisations, a scientific community of standard setters, and the ‘transnational 

capitalist class’. All of these answers carry persuasive explanations, but they are not 

particularly useful in helping us understand who actually makes the rules for 

international finance. If we consider changes to the global financial system in the past 

thirty years then we have seen the supposed fall and rise of American hegemonic power 

in finance (Gilpin, 1987; Strange, 1986), as well as developing countries increasingly 

ignoring International Organisations, like the International Monetary Fund, if they can 

access capital markets (Pauly, 1997). We could loosely identify an epistemic or scientific 

community (Marcussen, 2009), or a transnational capitalist class behind international 

finance (Gill, 1990, van der Pijl, 1998), but with little analytic leverage in understanding 

how these groups are formed and replicate themselves. None of these explanations is 

sufficient in explaining how global finance has changed, nor the extent to which the 

public and private spheres are mixed. The common explanations do not travel far in 

helping us to comprehend how we ended up with the most recent financial crisis, where 

private interests appeared dominant in the writing of the rules for finance. The common 

explanations are also limited in suggesting how to fix problems in international financial 

governance and what to do next. As such, they are also limited in helping us think 

through the key issues for international financial governance: who has authority?; who 

has legitimacy?; who benefits?   
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When it comes to explaining who writes the rules of global finance, we require a more 

nuanced view on who the actors are, who they obey, govern, and respect, and how they 

have influence on financial regulation and financial markets. This dissertation suggests 

that a transnational policy community is largely responsible for writing the rules for 

global finance. The dissertation develops the concept of a transnational policy 

community to show how there has been a shift in the way that actors in the financial 

sector are organised: there are formal and informal channels of communication with the 

public sector and fora which once established, serve to consolidate links and shape 

policy communities beyond the national level.  

 
The dissertation elaborates on these issues by examining a transnational financial policy 

community of actors traditionally understood as elites. This dissertation constitutes, in 

particular, a study of transnational elites which organise themselves in a club-like 

manner but, significantly, are actually involved in all stages of policy-making. This is a 

story about how these elites interact with institutions, and how institutions and elites 

relate to the broader social structures in which their roles are performed (Mills, 1956: 

98). As such, this is essentially a story about agency: who are the governance actors, 

how do they gain authority and what are the effects on governance processes (the 

mode of governance) and actual policy-making (the content of governance)? This 

dissertation explores key moments of financial policy over a thirty year period (and in 

particular since the late 1980s) through the work and setting of the Group of Thirty (G-

30), an organisation bringing together individuals from the public and private sectors 

and academia and whose membership since its inception in 1978 reads like a ‘who’s 

who’ in global finance. 

 
The Group of Thirty (G-30) is a non-state organisation that, this dissertation establishes, 

has had an important impact on financial regulatory and supervisory practices both at 

the national and global levels. Empirically, the dissertation examines the role of the 

group and its policy-making functions. It finds that the G-30 has played a significant part 

in altering and harmonising transnational practices of regulation and supervision in a 

way that was consistent with private sector preferences. The G-30 is, of course, just one 

player with authority over financial policy-making. However, the dissertation shows that 
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the study of such groups matter as they can clearly illustrate how, as part of a 

developing transnational policy community, outfits such as the G-30  can successfully 

present a coherent case in favour of public-private sector interaction and of delegation 

of authority to private actors and, significantly affect the outcomes of some important 

regulatory debates. As such, the G-30 has contributed to the emergence of a mix of 

public and private authority in global finance and has considerably strengthened the 

role of private interests in the functions of regulation and supervision.  

 
The G-30 is a private, non-profit organisation bringing together high profile individuals 

including the heads of key central banks, international bodies and financial firms, as well 

as major names from the world of academic Economics. The G-30 produces study group 

reports on topical issues, ranging from technical matters such as clearance and 

settlement in the securities industry, re-insurance and insolvency regimes, through 

contributions to regulatory debates in the context of financial innovation as in the case 

of over-the-counter derivatives, to broader policy issues such as tackling the systemic 

risk of financial conglomerates and reforming the financial system post-crisis. The 

dissertation provides an account of the founding and nature of the G-30, through which 

we can see how its development clarifies the politics by which a certain level of capture 

takes place; how private sector interests and preferences come to be internalised and 

the ways in which legitimacy and efficiency of such capture are, in fact, only imperfectly 

addressed. Building on debates on the importance of expertise, the delegation of 

authority to private actors and the de-politicisation of finance, the analysis explains how 

acquiring authority functions over so-called technical issues consolidates the role of 

particular knowledge providers in a wider range of policy domains. The interaction of 

public and private actors in established policy fora strengthens the dominance of 

particular understandings of what constitutes appropriate governance and provides 

actors across the public/private spectrum with authority claims over the full policy 

process; agenda-setting and rule-making but also, implementation and evaluation.   

 
Empirically, the dissertation establishes that the G-30, despite its non-official status, had 

a key role and considerable influence over the resulting regulatory and supervisory 

policies governing the areas of clearance and settlement in securities markets, over-the 
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counter derivatives instruments and systemic risk. In these three cases, the G-30 was 

purposefully involved in the relevant governance processes through explicit delegation 

of authority or informal assigning of functions; its recommendations were openly 

adopted by the relevant bodies; and the group was widely and publicly acknowledged 

for its governance role and its contribution to shaping policy by the wider transnational 

policy community of public and private practitioners.  

 
I discuss the G-30 and other groups, like the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision 

(BCBS), as part of a ‘club model’ in transnational policy communities. Those who engage 

with and foster the ‘club’ are motivated by peer recognition, invested interests, and an 

ambition to provide global public goods in line with values they consider honourable. 

These elements are not incommensurate. I suggest that the notion of a ‘club’ conveys 

more about how the actors who write the rules for global finance work together than a 

passive ‘epistemic community’ or an aggressive transnational capitalist class. Indeed, 

the idea of a ‘club’ is more than a moniker for a group who have defined material 

interests and wish to capture the process of making financial regulation.  

 
I suggest that clubs such as the G-30 are able to capture the policy process – but the 

capture here is more nuanced than has traditionally been the case in the literature – it is 

first and foremost an intellectual capture that defines what constitutes appropriate 

governance and delimits possible governance options. Of course various interests 

benefit from this, including the elites involved in writing and rewriting the rules. And 

while the role of actors such as the G-30 has advanced private sector interests, I suggest 

that this is poorly understood and presented as merely a structural phenomenon. This 

dissertation shows that such groups arguably have a ‘pre-political’ way of articulating 

interests and a great deal of autonomy (cf. Pouliot, 2008). Those within the club agree 

certainly on the principles, but their behaviour reflects more than fixed interests or 

arms-length lobbying. Rather, they see themselves as belonging to a club. 

 
Those who act within the club model follow its rules, broadly respect who is included 

and excluded from participation, and are not concerned about whether someone is 

from the public or private sector. Clubs allow a mix of professional identities while also 

providing a common purpose that does not rely on highly abstracted shared skills, like a 
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scientific community, or a singular lust for profit, like a class or cartel with clearly 

defined material interests. The club model brings together the actors who write the 

rules, increases their shared prestige, defends their conception of honourable 

behaviour, and promotes and protects them (cf. Mills, 1956: 281). The club often 

trumps more conventional actors, such as states and International Organisations. This 

dissertation explains why this is the case. 

 
Following my stress on the importance of clubs, elites, and transnational policy 

communities, there are a number of practical tasks for the remainder of this 

introductory chapter. I spell them out clearly here, so that the various sections may be 

more easily navigated. In what remains I (i) present the research question; (ii) locate the 

dissertation with respect to key theoretical debates (an extensive literature review is 

provided in the following chapter); (iii) discuss why my view of club models, 

transnational policy communities and elites provides a key contribution to 

understanding of international financial governance; (iv) clarify the methods employed 

in the dissertation; and (v) outline the logical sequence of chapters to follow. 

 
1.1  The Research Question 
 
My suggestion of a club model in international financial governance comes from a need 

to provide a better response to the core questions in the field of IPE. In the issue-area of 

international financial governance the key research question is:  

 

Who governs global finance? 

 

Understanding the agency of a transnational group such as the Group of Thirty, the 

ways in which it has influence over actual policy and the subtle mechanisms of 

regulatory capture sheds light on this important question. The story of this dissertation 

tells us a lot about the actors and content of the governance of global finance. 

 

Following in the footsteps of others (Underhill, 2000; Germain, 1997; Helleiner, 1994; 

Porter, 1993) this dissertation provides an alternative answer to this question. In doing 

so it focuses on who is engaged in the process of constructing international financial 
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governance, how they got to do so, and which actors are permitted in the club. I 

contend that providing this agent-focused investigation allows us to reflect on the 

structures of global finance and to see with greater clarity the mechanisms driving it.1  

I refer to agency and mechanisms deliberately. While most answers to the question of 

who governs global finance refer to structural forces and constraints that guide 

decision-making, they place less attention on how the actors who govern global finance 

work, and the mechanism through which they locate their agency and make the best of 

it.  

 

In putting forward a view of club model politics the dissertation advances that three 

particular insights answer the question of ‘who governs global finance?’:  

 
1. The dissertation provides a comprehensive picture of club models in financial 

governance, particularly by explaining the motivation of public and private 
officials to be part of outfits such as the G-30, and examines, in particular, this 
group’s enduring place in governance arrangements.  

 
The analysis explains how the group evolved and found its niche in the global financial 

governance framework by focusing on the dynamics of both the membership and the 

public output. The tensions of reconciling public and private interests in the group’s 

work and the regulatory outcome of the debates in which it participates are studied 

closely. The analysis finds that traditional debates on the relative merits of self-

regulation and prescriptive regulation have been superseded by a shared understanding 

of what constitutes good financial governance and the appropriate role of private sector 

initiatives and standards within that structure. The leads to the second insight: 

 
2. Building on work on epistemic communities and policy networks, the study of 

transnational policy communities in this dissertation (i) focuses on the 
international/transnational dimension; (ii) looks at the policy process in a more 
comprehensive manner by investigating how policy is generated and carried 
through, as well as being explicit about who the relevant actors are; (iii) 
examines where these communities come from and how they cope/adapt in 

                                                 
1
 While a number of scholars have investigated how we can throw sand into the wheels of finance (most 

recently, Brassett, 2010), this study is more interested in who is turning its gears. As such this dissertation 
borrows conceptually from the social mechanisms literature which focuses on accounts of behaviour that 
are not understood as general laws but which are built up from individual experiences that may be 
particular to certain groups (Elster, 1989; Hedström and Swedberg, 1997). 
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changing circumstances, including in conditions of crisis and (iv) identifies 
‘exclusionary’ knowledge as a significant feature in achieving authority in 
decision-making.  

 
To this aim, the dissertation develops a more comprehensive concept of a transnational 

policy community which also transcends public/private distinctions and focuses on club 

model politics, whereby clubs are protected policy arenas which tightly define relevant 

policy actors through high entry rules based on prestige and position, and capture policy 

content in the process. The third insight highlights the ideational aspects that help to 

support clubs in global financial governance: 

 
3. The dissertation analyses the political and ideational process by which private 

actors can capture governance of an issue area - how private actors emerge, get 
formalised, and acquire policy-making functions that constitute influence on 
regulatory outcomes and authority over the policy process.  

 
While there has been much debate on the legitimacy and efficiency issues associated 

with marked trends of transnationalisation and delegation of authority to private actors 

(Abdelal, 2007), several aspects of this process remain under-explored: What is the 

nature of capture in the financial sector? How do groups try to deal with this? What 

determines the interface between the transnational and national levels of governance in 

finance and how do elites influence policy change? Can elite transnational policy 

communities continue to influence policy when the action seemingly moves to the 

domestic arena? How does a transnational policy community react during a period of 

crisis? This dissertation has answers to these questions. 

 
Through a focus on club model politics, this dissertation provides a unique answer to the 

key question in the issue-area of IPE and finance. I do not suggest that clubs do all the 

work in steering international financial governance, and certainly not to the complete 

exclusion of the other actors and groups noted above. Rather, the focus on clubs 

provides us with missing information on how financial governance is generated – 

information that is missing from both the theoretical literature and the standard 

empirical accounts of how change occurs in global finance. 
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Theoretical Debates 
 
This dissertation addresses a number of blind spots in the existing IPE literature on 

finance. Starting with a broad overview of developments in global financial activity and 

its governance over the past thirty years, this section identifies specific areas where this 

dissertation makes a significant conceptual contribution, namely (i) explaining global 

financial governance through an explicitly transnationalist perspective that is actor-

driven; (ii) developing the notions of transnational policy community and club model 

politics as useful conceptual tools in unpacking the types of actors in charge of 

significant authority function in governance arrangements and (iii) extending our 

understanding of how these governance agents affect the content of policy, as well as 

the resulting legitimacy and accountability deficits. 

 
1.2.1 Public and private authority in global financial governance 
 
Financial markets have changed substantially in recent years, most notably in terms of 

liberalisation, innovation, the complexity of financial instruments and, in the wake of 

the most recent crisis, volatility (Kaufman, 2000; Underhill, Blom and Mügge, 2010). 

Markets became increasingly transnational, and large and key financial institutions have 

favoured and promoted market-based regulatory practices. These developments largely 

took place against a backdrop of enthusiasm for neoliberal ideas (Helleiner, 1994); 

financial liberalisation followed the economic crises of the 1970s and was backed by the 

ascendancy of the Chicago school of economic thought and the widespread adoption by 

policy-makers of the economic principles it advocated, especially in the Anglo-American 

world (Chwieroth, 2010). At the same time the adoption and then performance of 

economic models became more popular among market traders and regulators alike 

(MacKenzie, 2006). As a result, an “ideology of the market” in regulatory terms was 

simultaneously promoted by public officials, international organisations and banks and 

securities firms (Agnew and Corbridge, 1995: 164). The degree of transnationalisation, 

however, needs further explaining. The transnational restructuring of the financial 

sector does not only relate to the level at which financial transactions take place but 

also, the preferred level of policy-making. This dissertation, through the analysis of the 
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G-30, an organisation that operates at that level, sheds light on how and why 

preferences are determined and formulated on a transnational basis. 

 
We can be confident that key drivers of preference formation have been private 

interest. With the opening up of markets, business institutions were able to pursue the 

goal of minimal regulatory interference by exploiting gaps in the system and taking 

advantage of “convenient jurisdictional locations” (Bratton et al., 1996: 9). In turn, 

states adapted to these circumstances and acted accordingly, making liberalisation a 

competitive tool in attracting investment (Cerny, 1993; Moran, 1991). This trend was 

only partly mitigated by the existence of multilateral bodies such as the BCBS, which 

mostly react to financial developments and whose regulatory and supervisory initiatives 

are lengthy processes. This evolving framework has enabled the private sector to take a 

leading role in shaping of the financial system and policy. The complexity and speed of 

financial innovation has also put banks and securities firms in a privileged position as 

knowledge holders. Public authorities have lagged behind in terms of technical 

capabilities and expertise. As we have also seen with the most recent financial crisis, if 

regulators and supervisors can’t keep up with the development of financial products 

that are complex, often tailor-made and used by a variety of institutions and firms, they 

cannot regulate effectively (Steinherr, 1998). As a result, private initiatives gradually 

took over important functions, especially in the 1990s, and promoted standards often 

based on private practice. This transfer of authority was further assisted by the 

reputation of ‘finance’ as complicated and technical. Financial issues over time attracted 

limited attention, largely due to the “low domestic visibility of the issue of financial 

liberalisation among politicians and the general public” (Helleiner, 1994: 19). While 

several aspects of global integration processes caused concern among constituents, 

finance long remained out of the limelight; it took a significant (and global) credit crisis 

for financial issues to become a public policy topic for discussion. For a protracted 

period, issues such as the treatment of derivatives instruments and the nature of global 

systemic risk remained the preserve of a specialised community and audience and the 

growing policy role of the private sector was not being seriously challenged. 
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The IPE literature has looked to understanding these developments by studying the 

weakening of state authority in financial matters: “where states were once the masters 

of markets, now it is the markets which, on many crucial issues, are the masters over 

the governments of states” (Strange, 1996: 4). A number of ideas have been explored 

here. Where the “retreat of the state” argument was challenged, it was shown that 

states often delegate authority and that the latter is made up of a “mix of public and 

private categories” (Pauly, 2002: 77). In order to conceptualise such authority, we have 

been urged to differentiate between government and governance and incorporate a 

wider variety of actors, including non-state entities (Rosenau, 1992). The concept of 

“spheres of authority” also became valuable, separating governance from territorial 

boundaries and associating it with a particular sector (Rosenau, 1997). Accounts of 

private authority followed, whereby authority is not exclusively related to the public 

arena but to legitimacy (Friedman, 1990) and “private authority can … evoke a sense of 

legitimacy and achieve a high degree of acceptance through recognition by others of 

specific knowledge, expertise, and representational skills” (Cutler et al., 1999a: 18). 

 
This was not in itself a novel trend. Many national economies, predominantly in 

Western Europe, were organised according to corporatist principles, bringing together 

the state, business and labour. Delegation of authority to these groups took the form of 

“private interest government” (Streeck and Schmitter, 1985). What we experienced in 

the past thirty years was for some an altered version of corporatism, with labour a 

smaller part of the equation and an increased emphasis on the 

international/transnational level (Cox, 1996). Elsewhere, the trend was in line with a 

longer term tradition of self-regulation in financial (and especially securities) industries, 

especially in the United States and the United Kingdom, and a long history of more or 

less formal public-private sector interaction (Coleman, 1994; Moran, 1991).  

 
It is possible to argue that the rise of private authority returns the international political 

economy to a balance between public and private that is historically the norm rather 

than deviation. With this in mind the twentieth century is notable for the rise of public 

authority and the creation of what we came to understand as the Welfare State. The 

crash of 1929 and subsequent recession brought about strong public agencies and, 
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despite private sector involvement, for most of the twentieth century, there was some 

clarity with regards to public and private functions, with regulation and supervision 

firmly in the hands of public authorities. C. Wright Mills (1956) noted in the mid-1950s 

that the intermingling of roles between politics, the economy and the military had 

produced a new ‘power elite’. Within these circles the collapse of private and public 

codes of conduct promoted the elites. The ‘invisible’ elites here were the investment 

bankers and corporate lawyers who acted as ‘go-betweens’ in mixing public and private 

interests behind closed doors (Mills, 1956: 289-291).  In the period under examination in 

this dissertation, public and private roles became even more blurred than in Mills’ 

famous depiction. Those ‘invisible’ men stepped out in the spotlight in addition to 

continuing their work in backrooms. 

 
1.2.2 Introducing Non-State Actors and Experts 
 
Debates on what constitutes global governance have been ongoing since the study of 

the process of globalisation emerged as a substantial field of enquiry (see for example, 

Rosenau and Czempiel 1992); these have been especially important in trying to make 

sense of the role of ‘non-state’ and private actors (Cutler, Haufler and Porter, 1999; 

Biersteker and Hall, 2002; Graz and Nölke, 2008). The literature on non-state actors 

starts from the premise that these are independent of state authorities, at least in 

principle (Josselin and Wallace, 2001). Traditionally in the context of financial market 

governance, such actors may be economic agents as such (private institutions) or actors 

which aggregate and act for the interests of particular segments of a sector (industry 

associations). Another set of non-state actors has, however, emerged: these often act at 

the transnational level and provide more informal settings for financial experts with no 

set representative agenda. These new actors “often convey and/or appear to have been 

accorded some form of legitimate authority … They claim to be, perform as, and are 

recognised as legitimate by some larger public (that often includes states themselves) as 

authors of policies, of practices, of rules and norms” (Hall and Biersteker, 2002: 4).  

 

The G-30 is a hybrid that is clearly non-state yet both public and private in its 

membership, and it has assumed a role in the policy process and benefited from 

widespread acceptance by the relevant authorities and practitioners. As such, it can be 
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seen as one of the ‘non-state’ actors. The important role that the G-30 has played in a 

series of serious financial policy debates is a clear indication of the significance of 

looking beyond the state (and the parameters set by state actors) in order to best grasp 

the nature of global financial governance. Indeed, state-centrism may obscure the 

phenomena that we are seeking to understand; instead, focusing on the informal 

aspects of policy-making not only more accurately describes the policy process but also 

provides analytical explanations of how private and non-state actors assume authority. 

 
One explanation of the growing role of non-state actors is the importance of expertise in 

the governance of global financial markets. Influence over policy-making is often based 

on skills and know-how, which can render the regulatory process “captive of knowledge 

specialists” (Lindblom, 1977: 120). The significance of expertise is explored in the 

concept of “epistemic communities”, which focuses on knowledge in a particular “issue-

area” and emphasises that complexity and uncertainty create conditions that are 

favourable to the prominence of policy communities (Haas, 1992). In this configuration, 

the private sector has an advantage in its capacity as knowledge holder and can thus 

claim a great degree of authority over technical issues and eventually establish its 

position of strength on policy decisions of wider scope and implications. A technocratic 

framework, however, is not interest-free and knowledge and expertise can determine 

which actors and which ideas are included or excluded in the making of policy (Strange, 

1994). Nonetheless, the key role of technical knowledge in decision-making has served 

to ‘de-politicise’ certain financial issues (Radaelli, 1995), thus taking some potentially 

controversial questions outside the public arena. This de-politicisation of global finance 

has had important consequences for the types of priorities advanced by policy makers, 

including the promotion of efficiency over social equality, justice or democratic 

accountability (Marcussen, 2009). Policy debates are narrowly defined to include 

economic ideas that favour the prevalence of private sector preferences. Transnational 

policy processes are captured by private sector interests but this says less about the 

imposition of those interests and more about an evolving and interacting process of 
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their internalisation inside the public sector.2 This also asks us to question the relevance 

of positing non-state actors against state actors, especially if this obscures policy 

practices and reifies the state.  

 

As this dissertation brings to light, we need to think about private sector involvement in 

policy processes through a different set of conceptual devices that explain its semi-

institutionalised position in increasingly transnational policy arenas. Indeed, the analysis 

shows that the private sector has seemingly promoted its interests through its accepted 

and dominant presence in a recognised and coherent transnational policy community, 

within which debates and decision-making about the structure, regulation and 

supervision of financial activities and institutions are taking place.  

 
Transnational policy communities exist across a range of issue-areas and can be 

understood as “experts and professionals that share their expertise and information and 

form common patterns of understanding regarding policy through regular interaction” 

(Stone, 2001: 6). In the context of global financial governance, the dissertation argues 

that such a community has at its core organisations such as the G-30, which bring 

together relevant public officials and senior industry executives. It provides more or less 

formal settings for these individuals to reach common ground on the general and the 

specific of financial architecture. It essentially facilitates the interaction of elites who 

have strong connections with the main economic players and are often the product of a 

similar educational, social and ideological upbringing – the same people often 

considered to represent a transnational capitalist class (Gill, 1990; van der Pijl, 1998). 

These elites commonly operate in a ‘revolving doors’ context, whereby most officials’ 

careers include high-level positions in both the public and the private sector, thus 

blurring public-private distinctions. 

 
An additional implication is that the transnational nature of policy communities 

encourages policy convergence, which in turn offers legitimacy (Dolowitz and Marsh, 

2000). This is important when studying the content of policy. Economic ideas are not 

                                                 
2
 A clear parallel here is the spread of New Public Management within public bureaucracies, which has 

shifted the emphasis away from public service as vocation to public service rewarded by competitive and 
material gain. 
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innocent (Jacobsen, 1995). Groups such as the G-30 have not only legitimised private 

sector involvement in policy-making but have also enabled private interests to become 

internalised in financial policy decisions. And while there have long been  indications of 

a trend towards the “privatisation of transnational regulation” (Cerny, 2002), the 

empirical research in this dissertation, as shown in subsequent analysis, demonstrates a 

case of private sector ‘capture’ of the policy process that is more nuanced than the 

literature that relies on a public/private separation suggests. 

 
1.3  A Transnationalist Actor-Driven Perspective 
 
This dissertation departs from accounts of global financial governance that are based on 

understandings of international standards as reflecting the self-interest of states (see 

Simmons et al., 2008) or analyses which prioritise domestic political parameters (Singer, 

2007). The first strand of literature acknowledges the changing role of states in these 

processes (this can be seen, for example, in the differing explanations of the Basel I and 

Basel II capital requirement agreements in Kapstein, 1994 and Wood, 2005) and explains 

why states may prefer existing club-like governance arrangements for banking 

regulation over extending the mandate of more formal international organisations 

(Drezner, 2007). While this literature conveys important understanding, it fails to 

recognise the significance of the transnational ties at play in the official sector and 

cannot account for the articulation of private sector preferences in a global context. 

Similarly, accounts privileging domestic factors either consider conflicting domestic 

interests operating in an unspecified international competitive environment (Singer, 

2007) or tend to look at domestic actors in an ‘elite’ fashion, focusing on regulators and 

supervisors as opposed to the wider domestic political context (thus mirroring ‘de-

politicisation of finance’ debates) while ignoring the role of transnational networks of 

respective officials and organisations (see Posner, 2009 for a European Union account 

along these lines). The domestic literature also assumes bureaucratic self-interest and 

policy generation in a manner that ignores the role of the private sector, as well as being 

agnostic on how particular preferences over the content of policy are gradually formed.  

 
The dissertation tackles these shortcomings and takes what Helleiner and Pagliari (2011) 

refer to as a ‘transnationalist’ perspective, where transnational hybrid policy 
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communities can be isolated from domestic concerns and capture a policy area; the 

dissertation shows that this is not ‘traditional’ capture but rather, capture based on 

isolation, semi-institutionalisation, ‘regulation by stealth’, based on financial knowledge 

that is arcane and/or boring. This is more about policy appropriation, where a 

transnational policy community provides policy cohesion and isolates knowledge 

production.3  

 
By focusing on the actors in charge of transnational governance and financial regulation 

more explicitly, the ‘governors’, we can instead determine over a period of time who is 

setting the agenda and bringing topical issues to the fore, who makes the rules, who is 

in charge of implementation, and who evaluates and monitors governance mechanisms 

(Avant, Finnemore and Sell, 2010). We can also establish patterns that make this issue-

area inherently transnational by looking at the type of actors involved, the modes of 

regulation, the formal or informal character of the rules, as well as the nature of 

compliance mechanisms (Djelic and Sahlin-Andersson, 2006). In global financial 

governance, the hybrid actors that this dissertation focuses on are key agents in these 

processes.  

 
1.3.1 Elites, Transnational Policy Communities and Club Model Politics 
 
Who governs global finance? This dissertation, acknowledging the importance of the 

role of the private sector in influencing and shaping the content of policy, explains that 

there has been a shift in the way that actors in the financial sector are organised. A key 

change here is that there are formal and informal channels of communication with the 

public sector and fora which once established, serve to consolidate links and shape 

policy communities beyond the national level. The G-30 is an instance of these 

phenomena. 

 

                                                 
3
 In this context, this dissertation understands states as knowing participants (due to expertise gaps or the 

low domestic visibility of finance as seen in Helleiner, 1994) in the evolving governance arrangements 
where we can observe delegation to the private sector, especially in standard setting, and an increased 
informality, both in the regulatory and supervisory interactions and in the nature of the rules of global 
finance. In examining delegation it is important to note, however, that authority is seldom actually private 
but retains a public dimension, and that in dealing with the aftermath of delegation, the doing, private 
actors are not self-reliant (Abdelal, 2007). On the other hand, the analysis shows that the ‘recall’ of 
delegation is not always straightforward; once delegated, authority can be ‘lost’. 
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To understand how transnational policy communities are formed, my analysis builds on 

insights from the earlier work on epistemic communities (Haas, 1992) which focuses on 

networks of professionals, expertise and shared understanding and identifies conditions 

that lead such communities to influence policy options. The analysis also uses the policy 

networks literature (see Thatcher, 1998 for an account of the development of this 

literature) which stresses exchange relationships, shared frameworks, closeness, 

informality and an exclusionary dimension, as well as conditions of diffuse authority 

(Stone, 2008). Taking this forward, the study of policy communities in the dissertation (i) 

focuses on the international/transnational dimension; (ii) looks at the policy process in a 

more comprehensive manner by identifying the relevant actors and where policy is 

generated through the various stages of the policy process; (iii) examines where these 

communities come from and how they cope/adapt in changing circumstances; and (iv) 

identifies the ‘exclusionary’ character of the knowledge and expertise in question as 

significant to the practice of authority.  

 
In the IPE and Finance literature, the ‘epistemic’ has been extensively explored, 

especially in relation to the coherence provided by the economics profession in the 

shaping and diffusion of policy. Powerful analyses have recently been provided. 

Fourcade (2009), for example, looks at economics as a global profession, its links to the 

political elite and the resulting political and bureaucratic power, while Chwieroth (2007, 

2010) shows that economic ideas and their advocates foster coherence in the policy-

making community. Similarly, links between the epistemic and the development of 

networks among the public financial policy community have been explored in Helleiner 

(1994) with respect to the Bank for International Settlements (BIS), Hall (2008) in 

relation to Central Bank authority networks and, notably, Baker (2006), who in his 

analysis of the G7 highlights the transgovernmentalism among the bureaucrats and 

technocrats of Finance Ministries and Central Banks and the extent of the 

internationalisation of this community. Recent writings by former practitioners (Davies 

and Green, 2010) confirm these scholarly accounts. 

 
This dissertation complements these stories by stressing that the ‘epistemic’ in finance 

has to include private actors. It explores the networks of regulators, central bankers and 
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finance officials at the national and international (notably Basel-based) levels but in 

conjunction with key issue-specific working groups, global industry associations such as 

the Institute of International Finance (IIF) and the functions of key individuals. To do so, 

it firstly develops a concept of a transnational policy community which does not 

explicitly distinguish between public and private and which understands its constituency 

at the transnational level.4  

 
My use of transnational policy community is closely linked to work recently developed 

by Djelic and Quack (2010), who look at communities as defined by the ‘mutual 

orientation’ of their members and a sense of belonging linked to a common project 

which eventually creates a sense of dependence among members and leads to shared 

practices. But when looking at finance more specifically, a number of community 

characteristics persist, including affinity, professional reputation and credibility, and 

confidentiality (see Puetter, 2006). On this basis, the analysis moves the concept one 

step further by examining the community’s activities through club model politics.  

 
I suggest that the idea of a club model helps us to understand the relationship between 

individuals and institutional forms, rather than relying on the assumed interests of the 

former, or the organisational characteristics of the latter. On this point some further 

clarification is needed. In the IPE literature, ‘clubs’ are used either to mark out flexible, 

less institutionalised and regulation-focused inter-governmental arenas such as the 

Basel Committee (Drezner, 2007) or, following club economic theory, member-driven 

groupings with clear rules, club benefits and (usually) excludable club goods (Potoski 

and Prakash, 2009). Clubs in this sense are arenas for the expression of collective 

interests and treated as a positive alternative to terms like ‘cartel’ or even ‘mafia’.  

 
While these characteristics are indeed present in global finance, the club concept 

developed in this dissertation differs from those above. We should not underestimate 

                                                 
4
 This is not to say that concepts of public and private are no longer useful but rather, that they are not 

relevant to the community itself. In this process, the role of the private sector is legitimised and its 
preferences internalised – the conditions for regulatory capture and policy appropriation are in place. 
There is, however, nothing explicitly deliberate about this. Expertise, professionalisation, financial 
resources and the clout of elites matter – so does, in the period under investigation and in the community 
at large (and especially among the regulators), a strong impetus to isolate financial governance from the 
realm of governments and political short-term interests.  
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the extent to which clubs are driven by reputation and status as much as they are by 

club benefits and the power to negotiate rules (cf. Taddei, 1999 for a historical case). 

Looking at the potential spectrum of global governance arrangements for finance (from 

pluralism at the national level to governance through International Organisations and 

inter-state standard-setting mechanisms), clubs delineate an arena where there is 

competition for ideas and influence but which is highly protected from outside 

pressures. Members place a limit to the range of actors involved in the making of policy 

and define what type of actor is relevant with high entry rules based on prestige and 

position. In contrast to transgovernmentalism, the club is not directly identifiable but its 

membership must be created (and can be more adaptable over time). Nor is the club 

particularly bound by established goals or traditions, or ‘pathologies’ that suggest they 

are disobeying their masters (as is common in the International Organisations literature, 

see Barnett and Finnemore, 2004). Rather, the club model allows the elites within it 

more autonomy. As Mills states in his famous study of elites:  

 

They may try to disguise the facts from others and from themselves by 
appeals to traditions of which they imagine themselves the instruments, but 
there are many traditions, and they must choose which ones they will serve. 
They face decisions for which there simply are no traditions (Mills, 1956: 
286). 

 
My approach to club model politics markedly differs from other elite accounts based on 

socialisation or transnational class formation (such as Gill, 1990 and van der Pijl, 1998); 

since members have shared understandings but disagree (and may fight) over ideas – 

they will, however, present a coherent policy programme.5 In that context in particular, 

they become key actors in the interface between the different levels of governance, 

                                                 
5
 A close examination of financial market activities and their governance reveals a significant degree of 

transnationalisation as well a significant place for private sector interests and concerns in the prevailing 
arrangements. Large global financial institutions have increasingly more in common with each other 
across borders than with the more domestically oriented entities of their home markets. Similarly, their 
regulators and supervisors cooperate on an international basis to develop regulatory and monitoring 
frameworks which, as is the case with the work of the BCBS, become predominant; they do not always 
enjoy the same level of agreement over sets of priorities with other public sector officials in their home 
jurisdictions. 
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overseeing the ‘translation’ of ideas into policy at the transnational and national levels 

(Guillén, 2001).6  

 
1.3.2  The Content of Financial Policy and its Consequences 
 
A focus on elites and clubs within a transnational policy community adds a lot of ‘noise’ 

to the research compared to a study of a fixed and established entity, such as a state or 

a transnational capitalist class. I suggest that this openness is of great benefit as it 

requires one to look at the content of financial governance in order to establish relative 

and absolute positions within the transnational policy community. This includes the 

extent to which public and private roles are mixed.  In many cases the arrangements 

and the policies of financial regulation mirror private sector preferences closely. For 

example, as Chapter 7 discusses, the Basel II capital adequacy requirements can be seen 

as the perfect case of the private sector writing its own script. Is this an instance of 

capture and if so, how can we understand it? Starting from an analysis of business 

power provided by Fuchs (2007) (herself borrowing from Lukes, 2005), we can establish 

that market actors can operate through instrumental power (lobbying), structural power 

(self-regulation or the making of rules) and discursive power (defining the realms of the 

possible and appropriate). This differs from traditional understandings of regulatory 

capture which narrowly focus on control of policy processes by the regulated (Mattli 

and Woods, 2009) and goes beyond arguments about intellectual capture or capture as 

a fight over power and influence (see also Baker, 2010). 

 
Instead, the dissertation focuses on the isolation of finance from political debates: this is 

both about taking a policy area that is political and confining it to technical debates but 

also, semi-institutionalising it in a transnational context in a manner that reduces the 

number of actors who can argue about policy and potentially capture the policy process. 

In this context, the process is best defined as ‘policy appropriation’ and groups act in an 

‘apolitical’ and ‘pre-political’ manner: financial policy problems and solutions are 

identified and articulated away from political scrutiny or in advance of it. This is of 

particular significance in light of the recent financial crisis where the spectrum of reform 

                                                 
6
 Djelic and Quack (2010) also understand that communities can act as important mechanisms in the 

national/transnational interface. 
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proposals and understandings of what constitutes plausible financial reform have often 

been defined away from political debate.  

 
In this context, it is also important to note that how we understand the role of the 

private sector cannot rely on an account of the material interests of firms alone; private 

preferences for particular policies and governance arrangements also relate to the 

process of financial governance itself. Moreover, we need to break with the habit of 

equating market-friendly policies with understandings of neoliberal economic 

orthodoxy; a look at the content of financial policy amply indicates that market 

mechanisms alone are not in operation. We need to understand the role of the private 

sector if we are to tackle the consequences of the governance arrangements in play, 

whether these are understood in terms of relatively narrow financial concerns such as 

moral hazard or in broader distributional terms and in relation to the linkages between 

finance and the so-called real economy. 

 
On the whole, the legitimacy of private actors and hybrid groupings is arguably based on 

the gaps left by public governance arrangements, especially at the transnational level, 

which need to be filled, and on the technical expertise of the private sector at a time of 

rapid financial innovation. It becomes problematic, however, when we examine 

accountability patterns relating to the activities of these actors. Agnew and Corbridge 

have argued that “the trend from boundaries to flows that is associated with 

globalisation is also bound up with a more general crisis of representation” (Agnew and 

Corbridge, 1995: 216). This is has been particularly relevant in finance, where policy 

making remains “esoteric” and leads to a “limited democracy” (Coleman, 1996: 10). 

Against this background, the “power of the vote in shaping public policy decreases” 

(Reinicke, 1997: 3) while at the same time, the private actors that hold authority are not 

part of a mechanism that assigns appropriate responsibility. “Market actors are neither 

elected nor politically accountable” (Cohen, 1999: 135). An apparent democratic deficit 

thus emerges, highlighted in the reality of “substantial decisions…frequently [being] 

taken by unaccountable officials operating in arcane and secretive forums [and exerting] 

strong pressure on, even if they do not formally bind, national decision-making 

processes” (Picciotto, 1996: 118).  
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The democratic deficit in global financial governance arrangements has not been the 

outcome of private actor influence and authority alone but also resulted from 

institutional arrangements as a whole, despite progress towards the inclusion of a wider 

range of actors in the aftermath of the Asian financial crisis (Porter, 2001). There have 

been few procedures to guarantee that the policies decided with more or less private 

sector and non-state actor input are “fair” or “equitable” (Cutler et al., 1999b: 369). 

Moreover, most financial discussions take place among experts and are isolated from 

political debates (Verdun, 2000: 84); the views of the public are heard, if at all, following 

a scandal or a market disruption (Underhill, 1995: 273-274). Indeed, only a crisis of the 

magnitude of the 2007-2009 global credit crunch brought about public scrutiny and a 

widening of discussions about the purpose of the financial sector and appropriate levels 

of regulation both at the national and global levels. There can, however, be some 

advantages to the secretive character of financial decision-making. Underhill argues that 

“the very private and closed nature of the policy communities” in effect facilitates the 

managing of crises (Underhill, 1997: 43) and warns that integrating financial debates in 

more traditional fora could lead to “the chaos and paralysis” associated with trade 

negotiations (Underhill, 1995: 278). The post-crisis reform experience, as argued in the 

closing chapter of the dissertation, actually shows that the intellectual and institutional 

boundaries of change are defined by the same transnational policy community of actors 

in charge of pre-crisis governance arrangements and that several aspects of the reform 

pace and content can be thus explained.  

 
1.3.3 The Empirical Argument: A Presentation of the Group of Thirty 
 
The main empirical argument of the dissertation is that the G-30 works through club 

model politics and that through this form it has had a clear impact on the design of the 

regulatory and supervisory framework dealing with certain financial practices and 

instruments. Following a club model enhanced the G-30’s capacity to exercise influence 

and acquire policy-making functions. The wider point is that the G-30 is at the core of a 

transnational policy community which brings together senior public and private sector 

officials and academics and which was formed gradually to bring much-needed technical 

expertise and coordination to policy-making and address the issues arising from 
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financial liberalisation and innovation. In this sense, the G-30 played a primary role in 

facilitating market integration and in creating existing governance structures. The 

dissertation claims that the influence of the G-30 and of its reports demonstrates that a 

transnational financial policy community has developed into an established and 

recognised entity. The club model used by the G-30 facilitated this aim. Furthermore, 

the dissertation maintains that the G-30 and the policy community as a whole transcend 

both the public/private and national/international distinctions and are a manifestation 

of harmonised policy preferences and directions. In essence, the dissertation explains 

how global financial governance is generated; agreement over governance 

arrangements is reached through a process of continuous interaction of public and 

private actors and the sanctioning of private sector preference and practice, 

underscored by a framework of shared understanding about the nature of regulation 

and supervision.  

 
The analysis of the case studies also shows that the group has been instrumental in 

shifting authority to the private sector. In so doing, the G-30 has ensured that the 

private sector has often had a central role at every step of the policy process, making 

private interests and concerns an integral and legitimate part of that process. The 

dissertation explains that this process long remained unquestioned and that there was 

an understanding among official agencies that private sector leadership in policy-making 

is inevitable, and mostly desirable. 

  
A few words on the history of the G-30 are necessary. Formally described as a 

‘Consultative Group on International Economic and Monetary Affairs’, the G-30 is, in the 

language of its own official documents, a “private, nonprofit body composed of senior 

representatives of the private and public sectors and academia”. Founded in 1978 with 

the support of a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation, its aim has been to “deepen the 

understanding of international economic and financial issues, to explore the 

international repercussions of decisions taken in the public and private sectors, and to 

examine the choices available to market practitioners and policy makers” (G-30, 1998). 

The G-30 is an organisation comprised of thirty members at any one time. The 

individuals involved all have strong credentials in the fields of economics and finance. 
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Appendix 1a provides a list of current members; the list is impressive as the group brings 

together high profile people from major international institutions, national supervisory 

agencies, and major banks, along with some prominent academic economists. While 

some members are reaching the end of their careers, the vast majority remain active 

participants in financial system activities. Hence, the group is not just a discussion forum 

for people with vast experience but also a meeting ground for individuals who are 

currently responsible for the activities within, and the supervision of, financial markets. 

These people often interact in other fora as well and have the opportunity to exchange 

opinions in meetings of supervisors or in conferences and symposia of private 

associations. Furthermore, they are frequently members of other organisations. G-30 

members are part of a particular educational and professional elite whose paths cross 

often, although the G-30 itself still offers a rather unique environment in the extent of 

its institutionalisation of the interaction of public and private officials. 

 
The group meets twice a year. Meetings include a general discussion on current issues 

and also an examination of ongoing work and new proposals. This is where ‘study 

topics’ are chosen and decisions are taken on future reports. There are three types of 

publicly available material. First in importance and exposure are the study group 

reports, which are prepared by special experts and are rigorous research exercises. The 

group also publishes a series of occasional papers and has established a series of 

lectures on major financial topics, which are also published. Study group reports 

covered very ambitious topics in the early days of the group, ranging from exchange 

rates to the energy situation. In the late 1980s, however, the group’s efforts turned to 

global financial issues, and the published output became more specialised and practical 

(and practitioner-friendly). The case studies under examination in this dissertation fall in 

this latter category. The G-30 concerned itself with the ‘plumbing and wiring’ of the 

financial system and found that its ability to provide expert recommendations on 

technical issues gave it a place in the structure of financial governance and put it at the 

forefront of (self-) regulatory and supervisory initiatives.  

 
Forging for itself a position at the core of an emerging transnational policy community, 

the G-30 started its work on the details of the financial system with a comprehensive 
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project on the technical and seemingly non-controversial subject of clearance and 

settlement in the securities markets. The subsequent widespread adoption by policy 

makers of the recommendations put forward by the group established the G-30 in the 

transnational policy community and provided the opportunity for further work on yet 

another technical but far more contentious topic: the use of over-the-counter 

derivatives. This effort proved another successful undertaking for the group, which saw 

its proposals adopted by the relevant public and private authorities in the United States 

and beyond. In turn, the G-30 acquired the authority and, arguably, legitimacy among 

the relevant policy community to make a bold policy statement on self-regulation and 

self-supervision, giving the private sector a clear policy-making role and self-policing 

functions. In this step, the G-30 report reflected the policy agenda of an emerging 

transnational policy community. The group’s preoccupations and recommendations on 

global institutions and systemic risk, the third case in this study, were thereafter 

replicated in the Basel II framework for capital adequacy requirements.  

 
At first glance, the G-30 presents pressure group characteristics in its promotion of 

views associated with private sector interests; its membership, however, includes 

personalities from both the public and private sectors and most importantly, it is made 

up of individuals, not representatives of institutions or firms. The group also resembles a 

think tank in its production of high quality and thorough reports, yet it does not have 

the capabilities and perceived independence of a research institute. Finally, the G-30 

shows elements of a private members’ club, bringing together people who are part of a 

policy community and know each other well both on a professional and a personal level. 

They hold each other in high regard and see themselves as elite experts on technical 

matters and, increasingly, exclusive voices in international public debates on changes to 

financial governance. The G-30 defies traditional distinctions of public, private and 

academic. It is a hybrid organisation that has been at the forefront of some of the 

battles won by the private sector, while retaining a reputation for responsible work 

among finance practitioners and becoming an arena where both public and private 

officials feel comfortable. 
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After following the G-30 and talking to some of its key members for over a decade, my 

analysis shows that for the group, the principal source of its influence are its ideas and 

the positions of those who control and advance them. This is confirmed by interviews 

with members of the policy community at large: G-30 members are seen as the ‘movers 

and shakers’ of finance and they hold both useful ideas and an influential position in 

institutions of economic and political influence. The growing complexity of financial 

activities gave over time the private sector a justified leading position in terms of 

expertise; additionally, however, it became important for public officials to maintain 

good relations with the largest financial players, seen as the most relevant players for 

the stability of the financial system, and to keep them on board any policy initiatives. 

The influence of the group is specifically enhanced through its membership pattern, 

which has important implications for the G-30’s intellectual and ideological position. A 

close look at the individuals involved confirms that both the group and its members are 

part of a transnational policy community in principle favourable to global financial 

integration and espousing so-called neoliberal economic thinking. The process is two-

fold: members and their institutions follow a particular understanding of regulation and 

supervision and thus approve of G-30 projects that pursue these objectives. On the 

other hand, members have the chance to discuss developments in the financial markets 

with their peers in the context of the G-30 and in turn, this communication shapes their 

ideas and courses of action. This is reinforced by the situation of ‘revolving doors’ 

among practitioners, which also blurs the public/private divide. The vast majority of G-

30 members have worked in both the public and the private sector. 

 
What differentiates the G-30 from a number of other clubs and private organisations 

and gives it authority that is often direct and acknowledged? The perceived quality of G-

30 proposals and studies and their portrayal as thoughtful representations of best 

practice and responsible standards for widespread adoption, have also been 

instrumental in the development of the group’s role in the policy process. 

 
The G-30 is also an example of how private groups find their niche; by focusing on 

certain aspects of the operation of financial markets, the G-30 was firstly able to make a 

meaningful contribution to subjects that were relatively obscure, technical or 
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specialised. Yet the trend towards public-private sector interaction and the adoption of 

a largely private interest agenda by the nascent transnational policy community on 

specific technical issues can also have implications for general policy preferences. The 

dissertation shows that the work of the G-30 has promoted the adoption of principles 

and practices which have substantially altered the nature of financial regulation and 

supervision, resulting in the development of a private regime of self-regulation and self-

supervision in the financial markets. One indication of this development is the 

promotion over the period under examination of flexibility and the endorsement of 

often-voluntary best practice standards as opposed to rules-based regulation. Further 

evidence is provided by the widespread reliance on the internal risk assessment models 

of financial institutions for the purposes of supervision, or what can be termed 

regulation as risk management. The empirical study of the G-30 is therefore also 

significant in linking the category of actor involved in the policy process to the resulting 

financial practices of regulation and supervision. 

 
This dissertation is an IPE study on how financial order and governance are generated. 

The examination of the G-30 as a policy actor provides valuable material on how 

financial markets are governed in practice. With regards to specific financial issues and 

procedures, it offers a comprehensive picture of the relevant networks of actors, the 

linkages between them and the way in which they interact and intervene in 

transnational policy processes.  

 
The dissertation also explores the links between the type of actors in charge of financial 

governance, the content of financial policy and the provision of wider public goods. The 

dissertation explains that in the context of global finance, financial stability and market 

efficiency have been identified as the main goals of regulation and supervision. The 

global credit crisis showed the goal of financial stability to be elusive, exposing that even 

the stated limited goals were not best met through developing financial governance 

structures. Long held concerns as to how responsibly the private sector has been taking 

its policy functions, as well as with regards to the safeguards in place should something 

go wrong were confirmed. The pre-crisis governance framework as developed by the 

transnational policy community enabled the private sector to enjoy a great degree of 
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autonomy without assuming a corresponding level of responsibility; the public sector 

was thus left with the task of picking up the pieces when private sector decisions proved 

detrimental to the stability of the financial system. The dissertation further enquires 

whether financial stability and market efficiency should be supplemented by additional 

objectives, ranging from clearer accountability patterns in the doing of governance to an 

enhanced understanding of the role of finance in the economy as a whole. This is 

especially pertinent as the financial crisis exposed not only the normative aspects of the 

legitimacy deficit in global financial governance but also, the severe shortcomings in the 

quality of governance: the regulatory and supervisory arrangements advocated by the 

G-30 were directly linked to the failings that brought about and exacerbated the 

financial crisis.  

 
Methods and Data Sources 
 
This dissertation provides an investigation of transnational policy processes and the 

actors involved in financial governance. The dissertation assesses the influence and 

authority of the G-30 in the policy process by following the steps of decision-making in 

the individual policy domains under consideration, tracing the influence of the group 

and establishing a clear link between G-30 initiatives and policy outcomes.7 Influence in 

the dissertation is examined both in terms of impact upon official regulatory positions 

and role in relation to policy implementation (on this point, see also Dür and de Bièvre, 

2007). At the same time, the dissertation confirms a firm link between the work of the 

G-30 and the policy preferences and priorities of the various players in the transnational 

policy community, in particular the private sector, and shows that the group is a central 

and key actor in the policy process. In assessing influence we know that G-30 members 

are all senior officials in regulatory and supervisory authorities and international 

organisations, directors of major financial institutions or reputed academic economists; 

study group participants are experts and at the forefront of innovation and 

                                                 
7
 In this endeavour, the analysis is assisted by the relevant literature. The sources of influence for non-

state actors have been identified as “mass membership or support”, “professional standing and 
expertise”, “financial strength”, “employment generating capacity” and “access to international 
institutions and national governments” (Josselin and Wallace, 2001: 253). Private actors operating in the 
financial markets might base their authority on a combination of some of the above. The influence of the 
G-30 stems from “professional standing and expertise” but is also related to financial clout and access.  
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developments in their respective fields. To have influence the group also relies on 

“financial strength”, not directly its own but that of the major institutions that fund G-30 

activities, are associated with many of the group’s members, or provide study group 

participants. G-30 initiatives have the backing of the private sector and thus, carry 

financial clout. The group also enjoys short and medium term influence through its 

publications and press coverage, activities linked to a private approach that relies on 

more informal but direct communication with policy makers (James, 2000). Finally, the 

G-30 can count on “access to international institutions and national governments” 

(Josselin and Wallace, 2001: 253) to promote its work: many of its members are the 

target audience. Importantly, the group is also an example of the formalised and 

frequent public-private sector interaction; official sector representatives often attend 

the group’s meetings, for example. More broadly, the analysis of the dissertation shows 

that G-30 members meet on a regular basis in several settings and can thus be said to 

belong to the wider transnational policy community.   

 
A number of strategies were employed to gain access to relevant sources and material, 

including G-30 members for interviews, primary and secondary material, and interviews 

with relevant actors in the public and private sectors in the fields covered by the case 

studies. Indeed, the question of sources in linking the G-30 to policy outcomes is 

paramount. The material used for the dissertation includes G-30 documentation, 

reports produced by national and international supervisory agencies, industry 

associations and private firms. The dissertation makes extensive use of elite 

interviewing (Burnham et al., 2004; Tansey, 2007) and benefits from a series of 

interviews with G-30 members, high-level public officials, senior private sector 

executives, representatives of private sector groups, academics, as well as more junior 

practitioners.8 Over 80 semi-structured interviews were conducted, of which 

approximately 40 are referenced in the dissertation.9 In order to provide a historical 

account of the G-30 since its creation in 1978 and offer a clear picture of one of the 

group’s main strengths, its membership, the dissertation pieces together the story of 
                                                 
8
 For a full list of the interviews used in this dissertation, see the references. 

9
 The vast majority of the interviews were conducted in person, mostly in London, UK and Washington, DC 

and New York, US, but also in Amsterdam, Basel and Paris. Additional interviews were conducted by 
phone. See note on interviewee anonymity at the beginning of the document. 
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the early years, analyses the membership and investigates its dynamics. To accomplish 

this, the dissertation examines the group’s initial studies and annual reports, surveys the 

financial press and uses interviews with G-30 members, including an architect of the 

group, Geoffrey Bell and a further original member, Peter Kenen.10 The dissertation did 

not benefit from access to the minutes of G-30 meetings, however, interviews with 

members and successive executive directors provided comprehensive information in 

this respect. Moving on to the case studies of the dissertation, the empirical evidence of 

G-30 influence and direct connection to policy outcomes comes from multiple sources. 

The analysis is based on the examination of G-30 documents, policy publications by 

national and international public authorities, and reports produced by private sector 

organisations and financial institutions. In addition, the dissertation utilises records of 

congressional hearings. Interviews providing the perspective of policy-relevant officials 

from the public and private sectors were also used. Finally, the analysis is supported by 

newspaper research. 

 
Methodologically, the dissertation demonstrates the influence of the group through a 

process tracing analysis (George, 1997; George and Bennett, 2005; Bennett and Elman, 

2006)11 and examines, on the one hand, G-30 reports and recommendations and on the 

other, private and (increasingly similar) public interests. It proceeds to assess how these 

affect policy outcomes, by closely researching the policy debate and resulting policy 

process at each stage. As this research took place for over a decade, it was possible to 

place interviews in the context of the G-30’s institutional memory, as well as use this 

asset to identify the intricacies of the club model and the importance of prestige, peer-

recognition, and expertise.  

                                                 
10

 G-30 members and former members interviewed for the purpose of this dissertation are: Geoffrey L. 
Bell, Andrew D. Crockett, John Heimann, Peter B. Kenen, Tomasso Padoa-Schiopa and Sir David Walker. 
Two Executive Directors of the group, John Walsh and Stuart Mackintosh were also interviewed at regular 
intervals during the project. For more information on the dates and places where the interviews were 
conducted, see the references.   

11
 Process tracing still lies at the heart of debates on the merits of quantitative and qualitative methods in 

social science research. While the ‘KKV’ analysis saw it as an essentially descriptive tool (King, Keohane 
and Verba, 1994), George and Bennett (2005) acknowledge its importance in sequential analyses of 
specific detailed cases. More recent accounts see it as a method that focuses on specific case information: 
“it is, fundamentally, a case-based methodology that can be applied successfully only with good 
knowledge of individual cases” (Mahoney, 2010:131). 
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Why the G-30? Through its membership, publicly available work, choice of study report 

themes and participation in regulatory debates, the G-30 offers both a snapshot of a 

policy community at work and, over time, valuable information on who the relevant 

actors are, as well as their patterns of interaction. Moreover, through its contribution to 

some key regulatory moments of the past thirty years, it offers unique insights into the 

content of financial governance. Hence, the case allows us to confirm theoretical 

insights from more mainstream approaches that focus on more traditional actors but 

further, significantly contributes to our understanding of financial governance as this 

particular ‘governor’ unpacks some of the mechanisms of governing. It is thus an 

instance of a detailed case study of a small segment of the global financial governance 

puzzle providing important tools for seeing a much bigger whole. In this context, this 

dissertation proceeds with a ‘within-case’ analysis methodology which can provide a 

long-term narrative, relying on a variety of detailed evidence and showing reliable 

sequencing in the tracing of the policy process.12 

 
Mixing semi-structured interviews with a process tracing analysis is key to examining the 

influence of the G-30 and to assessing its governance functions, identifying the 

developing transnational policy community and reaching conclusions with regards to the 

adoption of private sector preferences in public policy. The relevant documentation 

allows us to follow the policy process over a set period of time and to specify variation 

in how the club model works and how it has evolved. The empirical cases provide a 

comprehensive account of the specific role of the G-30 across a range of issues and over 

different periods of time; in the case of clearance and settlement in the securities 

markets, the influence of the G-30 stemmed from a clear delegation of functions to a 

private actor; in the OTC derivatives case, the G-30 became the formal forum through 

which a private sector initiative established approved best practice standards, while 

with its study on global institutions and systemic risk, the G-30 was at the centre of a 

public-private discussion on the nature of regulation and supervision of global banking 

activities which became the blueprint for subsequent global banking standards.  

 

                                                 
12

 For an account of ‘within-case’ methodology, see Bennett and Elman (2006). 
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Only by looking at these case studies and placing the G-30 reports in the policy context 

can we understand that the G-30 is an example of the blurring of public/private 

boundaries because the interests and priorities of the public and private sectors are not 

easily differentiated. The influence of the G-30 cannot simply be explained in 

instrumental terms; looking at the possible convergence of public interests (the 

institutional incentive to deal with an issue promptly and cost-effectively) and private 

(self-) interests does not account for the remarkable degree of coherence and public 

agreement among actors. The material resulting from the series of interviews confirms 

the importance of examining the topic through a transnational policy community 

approach and tracing the influence of specific actors on the outcome.  

 
The G-30, and to some extent, the financial sector in general, exhibit an obvious Anglo-

American bias.13 This bias is also reflected in the dissertation. The case studies dealing 

with over-the-counter derivatives and systemic risk concentrate on the most 

sophisticated players, mainly New York-based institutions, and the US financial system. 

The dissertation does, however, examine the regulatory and supervisory framework in 

the context of the Basel process. The first case study, which looks at clearance and 

settlement in the securities markets, is more technical and scrutinises national practices; 

it includes a wider variety of countries.  

 
It is also important to note that the dissertation is not simply concerned with 

demonstrating that the G-30 has exerted influence in specific policy debates. The 

empirical analysis serves as the basis for a more general argument on how we should be 

thinking about global financial governance and the influence of transnational policy 

communities. In examining the G-30, we observe governance patterns of the wider 

transnational policy community and can infer generalizable and generalised outcomes, 

implications and conclusions (King et al., 1994). This case reveals the important 

characteristics of the transnational policy community, which is tight-knit and exhibits 

increasingly similar viewpoints which seldom failed to put private sector preferences in 

                                                 
13

 This is in many ways an obvious point, but one that is obscured by persisting national variations in 
financial systems and banking cultures. The case here is one where a handful of institutions, globally 
active but based in core financial centres, are the main drivers of financial regulatory policy. This is a 
theme taken up mostly in Economic Geography (see, for example, Engelen and Grote, 2009).   



32 
 

front and move policy debates and decisions to the transnational level. The dissertation 

also shows that the public sector, especially its most transnationalised elements, has 

mostly been comfortable with that. These findings are significant beyond the case 

studies examined in this dissertation as the post-crisis reform agenda, discussed in the 

closing chapter of the dissertation, continues to emerge. 

 
1.5  Overview of Chapters 
 
The second chapter reviews the relevant IPE literature in greater depth than this 

introduction and situates the argument of the dissertation within the discipline. The 

chapter helps to identify the principal themes and analytical tools of the dissertation. 

The main concern is to conceptualise elite transnational actors and determine how they 

gain authority, as well as to highlight knowledge, economic strength and a privileged 

position with regards to access to policy-makers as sources of influence. The chapter 

presents the concept of a transnational policy community of public and private actors as 

a useful device with which to investigate a group such as the G-30; it shows that 

transnational policy processes are shaped by a publicly coherent community which has 

gradually shifted the balance in favour of private sector authority and has moved 

financial governance to the transnational level. This has led to self-regulatory and self-

supervisory arrangements, thus significantly altering the functions of regulation and 

supervision. Furthermore, the analysis of the chapter sheds light on the ‘public-private’ 

and ‘state-market’ distinctions, and draws attention to the need for an integrated 

understanding of these concepts and also, for an awareness of state and market actors 

working in tandem to mould financial market structures. In addition, the chapter 

focuses on the implications of non-state actor influence and authority: the lack of 

adequate procedures of accountability, the constraints placed on national economic 

policies, and the tensions resulting from private actors being in charge of the promotion 

and preservation of public goods. The analysis of the chapter also brings to light the 

specific conceptual contributions of this dissertation.  

 
Global financial governance is generated through a series of processes that blend public 

and private sector interests and priorities; these processes are made up of issue-specific 

initiatives as well as a broader shared understanding over the principles of regulation 
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and supervision that is built over time. The integration of financial markets as well as the 

nature of the institutional arrangements governing the activities of private financial 

institutions result in a small number of actors shaping transnational policy processes in 

relative obscurity. I suggest that the formation of a transnational policy community 

through the G-30 and similar institutions is best understood as a form of club model 

politics. This suggests that elites join the club for mutual recognition, prestige, and with 

an aim to have influence. When in the club there is room for disagreements and the 

pursuit of different interests and agendas (other than the overthrowing of capitalism). 

The club provides a motivation for the individual to engage the institution, and the 

institution then also influence not only the individual but the broader normative and 

regulatory framework on issues of financial governance. The interaction of public and 

private actors in this context is one of harmonious symbiosis; private interests are 

internalised by the public sector, which is still, at least potentially, in charge of setting 

parameters.  

 
Chapter 3 presents the G-30 and establishes its empirical significance on the basis of (i) 

what it is; (ii) what it does; and (iii) what it is an instance of. The chapter provides a 

comprehensive picture of the type of organisation at hand, its distinctive characteristics 

and its historically pioneering position as a group that is both a meeting place for elite 

public and private actors and at the origin of publicly disseminated reports (see also 

Kenen, 2008). The analysis further offers a series of explanations for the rise and 

development of the G-30 and how it has, over time, consolidated as an important actor 

in the context of some vital global regulatory processes. The chapter explains how the 

group evolved and found its niche in the global financial governance framework by 

focusing on the progression of both its membership and its public output. The tensions 

(or lack thereof) of reconciling public and private interests in the group’s work and the 

regulatory outcome of the debates in which it has participated are also closely 

examined; the analysis finds that traditional debates on the relative merits of self-

regulation and prescriptive regulation have been superseded by a shared understanding 

of what constitutes good financial governance and the appropriate role of private sector 

initiatives and standards within that structure.  
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The G-30 thus provides the basis for two sets of observations on the nature of global 

financial governance. In the first place, the G-30 offers a detailed illustration of the 

developing transnational financial policy community and the normalisation, over time, 

of such governance arrangements. The chapter shows that the influence of the G-30 lies 

to a considerable extent in its membership. The G-30 brings together high-level officials 

from the largest financial institutions, central banks and other public authorities, as well 

as some high-profile academic economists. These individuals are accomplished 

practitioners, regulators and supervisors and hold an active role in the operation of 

financial activities; they also move regularly through the ‘revolving doors’. The G-30 

constitutes a meeting of financial elites with similar social, educational and professional 

backgrounds who are major players in global finance. Pursuing the club analogy, the 

positional power and prestige of these individuals meet the entry rules to an arena 

where policy ideas are discussed and policy problems defined, away from interference 

of outside influences. This does not imply tacit agreement on the ideas themselves; a 

quick glance at the membership over time shows distinct approaches at play. It does, 

however, severely limit who gets heard and what interests are ultimately represented. 

And beyond the group, it does lead to remarkable coherence in the policy programmes 

proposed.  

 
This matters as the G-30 also shows this transnational financial policy community at 

work. Through a succession of study group reports, the group combines policy-defining 

high quality research that is timely and often technical with a capacity to influence 

policy through its special position of proximity to policy-makers. It also sheds light on 

the process of delegation. Exercises of delegation of authority originally based on 

functional, complex and, for most, remote topics of regulation can endow credibility and 

open the door to contributions to larger (and less technical) policy issues. There is 

indeed a clear arc to the gradual assumption of authority functions of groups such as the 

G-30: as subsequent chapters illustrate, building its credibility with work on clearance 

and settlement in the securities markets, the group moved on to take the initiative on 

debates on the (non-) regulation of over-the-counter derivatives and became an early 

testing ground in the overhaul exercise of global banking regulation with Basel II. Most 

recently, the group has pro-actively participated in post-crisis reform discussions. This 
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focus on technicality and the ongoing production of relevant study group material may 

also help explain the relative longevity and continuing relevance of the group relative to 

other bodies. 

 
Chapter 4 presents the first case study, and deals with G-30 influence on clearance and 

settlement of securities, the topic of the first technical report undertaken by the group. 

The chapter shows that, following formally sanctioned delegation, the G-30 produced a 

thorough study on how to improve efficiency and reduce the risks associated with 

clearance and settlement in national securities markets and played a leading part in the 

monitoring of implementation of standards worldwide. It determines that the G-30 

succeeded in its effort and that there is clear evidence of influence on national and 

transnational policy outcomes. The analysis further maintains that the report 

established the group as an actor in the financial transnational policy community. 

Additionally, it suggests that this exercise of delegation of authority was facilitated in 

this case by the functional, complex and, for most, remote nature of the topic but 

stresses that this very technical and expert initiative opened the door to G-30 

contributions to larger policy issues. 

 
Chapter 5 continues the examination of global financial governance defined in narrow, 

technical and efficiency terms, ‘nuts and bolts’ as distinct from high policy. Specifically, it 

deals with G-30 work on over-the-counter derivatives instruments. The group tackled an 

emerging and contentious topic of interest to practitioners and public authorities. It 

relied on the expertise of its members and study group participants to produce and 

promote simple but authoritative recommendations on the sound and effective use of 

these instruments, introducing Value-at-Risk models as the basis of best practice 

standards. The project was initiated and conducted by the private sector and endorsed 

self-regulatory practice; it was also a thinly disguised attempt to pre-empt potentially 

intrusive official measures (thus supplying expertise a step ahead of demand). The 

chapter argues that the G-30 was effective in defining the issues on the agenda and 

offered specific solutions (which were widely adopted) to a potentially controversial 

policy concern. It did so by claiming to demystify derivatives and by determining policy 

parameters that met the approval of public bodies prior to the instruments hitting the 
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headlines as the root of major financial losses in the mid-1990s. The G-30 framed the 

issues by providing guidance at a time of uncertainty and by limiting wider debate in 

establishing derivatives as a technical yet regular financial issue, best dealt with within 

the confines of financial institutions and existing regulatory frameworks. In so doing, the 

G-30 contributed to the OTC derivatives regulatory environment that enabled 

continuous financial innovation and the proliferation of many of the instruments that 

were at the core of the recent financial crisis. Through this process, the G-30 advanced 

its position as an authoritative private body and at the same time, internalised private 

sector interests in policy making.  

 
Chapter 6 looks at the G-30 project on global institutions and systemic risk. The analysis 

of the chapter establishes that with this study, the G-30 made a bold statement on self-

regulation and also, self-supervision. The group modified its role by moving away from 

reports that scrutinised specific aspects of the financial markets and produced a study of 

the system as a whole; this was a significant step that saw the group provide overall 

policy directions. The chapter argues that understandings of self-regulation and self-

supervision as advocated by the G-30 were at the heart of what became the policy 

preference for the governance of global finance. This was most clearly manifested in the 

adoption of these principles in the making of the Basel II capital adequacy requirements. 

The chapter underlines that the work of the group was instrumental in the effort to 

substantially alter regulatory and supervisory traditions, and that it worked as a ‘tester’ 

and prepared the ground for Basel II. The chapter further maintains that this report 

materialised and succeeded in shaping outcomes because the G-30 had already 

established itself as an authoritative actor. This suggests that delegation of authority to 

a non-state actor on matters that appear technical and specialised can legitimise private 

sector involvement and lead to influence over issues of wider significance, thus altering 

the role of the private sector in governance from one of providing expert advice to one 

of articulating policy preferences and eventually producing actual policy (with the 

material consequences that ensue).  

 
The final chapter offers an overview of the issues, provides an assessment of the role 

and influence of the group and emphasises that the G-30 is an organisation that reflects 
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general governance patterns in the regulation and supervision of financial activities. It 

also looks at the shifting governance framework in reaction to the global credit crisis 

and the ensuing regulatory responses. This helps examine the transnational policy 

community under stress, allowing us to see how such a community reacts to a sustained 

and widespread crisis and how it copes with or adapts to changing circumstances. The 

chapter provides an analysis of community reactions to the crisis at the official and 

private / ‘best practice’ levels, examining and challenging questions of private capture of 

the policy process, defining constituencies in global financial policy, and addressing the 

de-politicisation of finance and the development of ‘appropriate’ regulation. It also 

examines the extent to which the club as model of governance has been threatened. 

 
The chapter explains that the club model politics approach continues to work post-crisis 

and indeed helps us to understand the framework within which reforms are being 

discussed and enacted and shows that the transnational policy community has been 

able to defend its relative autonomy. In the context of crisis management and reform, 

the community remained the main provider of policy ideas and reform proposals while 

despite the magnitude of the crisis, the regulatory system has merely been tweaked. 

And while the private sector’s role and prestige appear diminished, it continues, through 

direct lobbying but mostly through the informal interactions under scrutiny in this 

dissertation, to consult quite effectively. The G-30 as a whole has been an involved actor 

in the management of the crisis, producing one of several reports on reform of the 

financial system. In this context, the analysis in this dissertation shows that the process 

of capture, and the resulting internalisation of private sector interests in the policy 

process, constitutes policy appropriation and can no longer be dismissed on the grounds 

of technocracy and efficiency. This matters as there is no obvious channel for discontent 

with global financial governance to translate into increased accountability, input from a 

broader variety of players and ultimately, a rethink in the way financial governance is 

understood in relation to notions of the public good. 

 

  




