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Chapter 4 
 
 
The ‘Nuts and Bolts’ of Financial Governance: Securities Clearance and 
Settlement 
 
 
4  Introduction 

 

How do clubs acquire policy-making functions? Having established the key features of 

the Group of Thirty (G-30) and its membership and discussed soft influence based on 

the club model, this chapter turns to the public output of the group and the first of 

several more concrete cases of a rule-making and thus governance role for the G-30. 

This chapter looks in particular at the impact of the G-30 report on clearance and 

settlement in securities markets. Traditional explanations of private or non-state 

authority often rely on a particular understanding of delegation of said authority by a 

formal actor. In those explanations (notably Pauly, 2002, Abdelal, 2007), the delegated 

authority is not lost but can be retrieved by the formal actor. The story of the G-30, 

starting with the study on clearance and settlement, shows how that might not be the 

case. It also highlights the inherently political character of a seemingly technical topic 

(see also Quaglia, 2008) and the long terms consequences for the politics of financial 

governance of such a shift. 

 

Indeed, by the late 1980s, the G-30 had built a reputation as a prestigious forum for the 

discussion of economic and financial policy and as the initiator of timely studies covering 

topics of relevance to ongoing developments in the world economy. As the previous 

chapter elaborated, however, up until that point the group’s role was one of 

intervention in the public debate and would not qualify as decisive in policy-making 

terms. The growing importance of financial market activity and events such as the 1987 

crash, coupled with the combined factors of a shift in the funding strategy of the group 
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and the arrival of Lord Richardson at the helm of the organisation,85 changed the 

direction of the group. Emboldened by increased interest among the policy making 

community for a dialogue with the private sector, and by urgent technical expertise 

requirements, the G-30 started addressing the specifics of financial policy. In the 

aftermath of the stock market crash of October 1987, the G-30 found itself at the centre 

of a policy effort to improve efficiency and iron out technical difficulties that increased 

risk in the system. The crisis highlighted the shortcomings of clearance and settlement 

systems and a ‘new’ type of financial policy community collectively embarked upon their 

reform. Identifying the need to harmonise standards across national securities markets, 

actors from the public and private sector sought to produce global guidelines, to be 

monitored by the International Organisation of Securities Organisations (IOSCO). In 

order to ensure that questions of effectiveness and feasibility were adequately 

addressed, officials decided to outsource some of this production to practitioners and 

experts.   

 

In these relatively early days of delegation of authority functions, the G-30 saw the 

potential for a ‘niche’ role for itself in the technical topic of clearance and settlement. 

The group, urged by the policy community, provided a forum for public and private 

officials to come together in what was a relatively safe and seemingly impartial setting. 

Public officials and practitioners met, discussed and agreed, on-the-record, on policy 

proposals in a neutral ground. The exercise brought together the private sector and 

representatives of self-regulatory securities organisations and was international in 

character, with participating experts from a wide variety of countries. 

 

The G-30 project was ambitious and work was organised and conducted by the Steering 

and Working Committees of the Securities Clearance and Settlement Study. Preparation 

of the report involved discussions of highly specialised technical detail and demanded 

the setting up and coordination of sub-groups in many of the countries covered by the 

initiative. The G-30 effort was methodical and comprehensive, comprising the 

                                                 
85

 Lord Richardson was a Life Peer and a former Governor of the Bank of England. He served as G-30 
Chairman and was an Honorary Chairman until his death. For additional analysis of the G-30’s shift in the 
late 1980s, see Chapter 3.  
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publication of a first study in 1989, the sponsoring of an international conference in 

1990, and follow-up reports focusing on several countries in 1990 and 1992. The group 

worked to a tight timetable due to the perceived urgency of the issue and in order to 

fulfil its role and provide recommendations that were to fit within a wider context of 

reform of securities markets. 

 

The G-30 effort and proposals were not controversial, nor were they independent of 

other work in the field. There was agreement in financial policy circles and among 

practitioners that some reform of clearance and settlement practices was essential for 

the stability and efficiency of the system. The aim was to produce and implement 

measures that would assure the smooth operation of the system and minimise the risk 

and cost to participants; for that, practitioners had to be on board. Much of the 

emphasis was placed on improvements in national systems but it was understood that 

proposals would also form the basis for more effective cross-border clearance and 

settlement in due course. The G-30’s work developed alongside work by another private 

sector organisation, the International Federation of Stock Exchanges (Fédération 

Internationale des Bourses de Valeurs – FIBV), and by the more public IOSCO.   

 

The chapter first identifies the main policy issues related to clearance and settlement 

and proceeds with a comprehensive overview of the G-30 contribution, including the 

recommendations, follow-up work and patterns of implementation of the proposals in 

different countries. The chapter continues with an analysis of the reception and impact 

of the G-30 report, which became a benchmark for public and private sector officials, 

within national systems and also at the international level; furthermore, it assesses the 

influence of the G-30 study on further initiatives and thinking on clearance and 

settlement. The empirical argument of this chapter is that the G-30 was instrumental in 

the reform of clearance and settlement systems. The group assumed policy-making 

functions and came out of the project with its authority legitimised and reinforced. The 

G-30 became a focal point for an emerging transnational policy community of public and 

private actors interested in shaping and harmonising practices and principles in 

increasingly global financial markets. It did so by becoming integrated in the policy 

efforts, providing expertise and coordination, and offering a safe and exclusive setting at 
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an appropriate level of governance, at the interface of the national and the 

transnational. More broadly, the chapter shows the beginning of a normalisation 

process for private sector involvement in policy making. Specifically, the case study 

explains how delegation of authority to a non-formal actor on a particular issue-area can 

help legitimise its presence and longer-term role. It thus becomes a de facto location for 

the transnational policy community.  

 

The chapter shows that organisations such as the G-30, unlike industry associations, 

have an ad-hoc, issue-based involvement in global financial policy, and can consolidate 

their policy role by establishing their reputation on technical matters. They can thus 

carve a niche in global financial governance. In this instance, the core membership of 

the group was only minimally involved in the report itself yet lent prestige to the 

exercise and galvanised the transnational policy community accordingly. The club model 

here is significant as it determined, beyond the confines of the group, which experts 

were to be called upon to assist in the production of recommendations; the technical 

know-how does not have to be in the club; but the club is the authority and determines 

which expertise is important. 

 

4.1 Defining the Policy Issues: Clearance and Settlement in the Securities Markets 

 

Clearance and settlement systems are an integral part of securities transactions. 

Clearance is “the process of determining accountability for the exchange of money and 

securities between counterparties to a trade; clearance creates statements of obligation 

for securities and/or funds due”. Settlement is “the completion of a transaction, 

wherein securities and corresponding funds are delivered and credited to the 

appropriate accounts” (G-30, 1989: 80, 86). 

 

Problems with clearance and settlement were first identified in a global context in June 

1974 with the collapse of the Herstatt bank. As the German bank failed, the lack of 

explicit clarification of lender-of-last-resort responsibilities led the Bundesbank not to 

repay the banks international creditors right away, causing significant problems to the 
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US bank clearing system.86 The stock market crash of 1987, however, went further in 

highlighting some of the inefficiencies of clearance and settlement systems and 

emphasised the need for urgent improvements. The stock market crash followed high 

volumes of trading in the bull market of the 1980s. On Black Monday, 19 October 1987, 

the stock market saw the largest ever one day fall, with 22.66 per cent off the value of 

stocks during the first hour of trading. Overall, the day saw a 25 per cent drop in the 

Dow Jones index. The sharp decline in the prices of securities and the very high volume 

of trading were aggravated by problems in clearance and settlement systems.87 Market 

confidence was shaken and regulators were called to address the weaknesses of the 

system. IOSCO was reinforced (Helleiner, 1994: 183, 186) and US policy-makers set up a 

presidential task force. The accepted wisdom is that the crash of 1987 served to identify 

the key risks in securities markets in a way that was clearer to policy makers and 

practitioners alike.88 

 

Attention to clearance and settlement systems was further heightened by events that 

took place just as the recommendations of the G-30 study were becoming more widely 

known. In 1990, Drexel Burnham Lambert (DBL), a Wall Street firm that made its name 

by dealing in ‘junk bond’ securities, folded and its star trader, Michael Milken, was 

indicted for insider trading. In February of that year, the failures of DBL caused severe 

liquidity problems to its London subsidiary, Drexel Burnham Lambert Trading (DBLT), 

which led the Bank of England to intervene. The problems of DBL meant that its 

counterparties were reluctant to sustain intratrade exposures in settlement of foreign 

exchange deals. At the same time, DBLT was reluctant to pay the amounts it owed on 

maturing deals, because of worries that counterparties might not pay the other 

currency in the deal and instead set off the receipts from DBLT against the amounts due 

                                                 
86

 For additional information on the collapse of the Herstatt bank, see Lepetit (1982). 

87
 For more information of the stock market crash of 1987, see Stern and Sloan (1987). 

88
 There are primarily three important types of risk associated with clearance and settlement. The first is 

counterparty risk, that is the “risk associated with the credit quality of the counterparty. Without 
simultaneous settlement of cash against securities, there is a major risk when one party gives up assets to 
the other first”. The second type is market risk, that is the “risk associated with the change in market price 
of a security. In the context of settlement, this risk can arise where the price of the security rises after 
trade execution but before settlement”. The third type is settlement risk, which is “associated with the 
failure or reversal of a transaction because either securities or funds subsequently become unavailable 
before final settlement” (FIBV, 1989, Annex E: 1). 
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to them by another company in the DBL group. DBLT, however, was solvent, and the 

Bank of England decided to put in a settlement facility.89    

 

The combination of a system-wide threat and the separate problems arising from the 

failure of a single financial institution both drew attention to clearance and settlement 

as central to the reliable operation of the system. A list of possible improvements was 

soon produced and included: dematerialisation, or the reduction of paper flows which 

should increase the “operational efficiency of the securities industry”; a fall in the cost 

of clearance and settlement; and the shift of counterparty risk to central clearance and 

settlement agencies “so that the effects of any individual failure can be dispersed”, thus 

lessening the potential of systemic risk. But tensions were also recognised, relating 

primarily to the scale and distribution of the cost of these reforms (G-30, 1990a: 61). 

 

Action took place on several fronts. In the first place, IOSCO was strengthened. Created 

in 1974 as an inter-American organisation to help develop Latin American securities 

markets, IOSCO became a global organisation in 1984 and its Technical Committee was 

established in 1987. It is comprised of securities commissions and self-regulatory 

organisations. It is an official organisation, however, “IOSCO, as a club of regulators 

forming a sort of policy community with extremely close ties to the industry they 

purport to supervise, considers itself a non-governmental international organisation” 

(Underhill, 1995: 260-261). The establishment of IOSCO came about as part of an effort 

to boost official coordination though achieving agreement often proved difficult. 

Specific tasks were delegated, so that the policy community addressing securities 

markets came to resemble a hybrid regime of actors including IOSCO, the G-30, FIBV (a 

private organisation), the International Securities Services Association (ISSA), as well as 

private practitioners and national regulatory authorities. It is in this context that the 

issue of clearance and settlement was taken on by the G-30.90 

 

The role of the G-30, mandated by IOSCO, was to specifically deal with the issue of 

clearance and settlement by producing standards and overseeing implementation over 

                                                 
89

 For more information on the demise of DBL, see Newsweek (1990). 

90
 For more background on IOSCO, see Dale, 1996, Underhill, 1995 and 1997, and Porter, 1993 and 2003.  
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an initial period. This act of delegation and the involvement of private practitioners in 

the making of standards were not in themselves particularly new or controversial in this 

issue area. As Coleman observed, the self-governing tradition in the securities markets 

has proved “amazingly robust” and arrangements “not only have…survived the great 

stock market crashes of the twentieth century but after renewed scrutiny and some 

reform they also appear to be the chosen mode of governance for financial markets 

during the 1990s.” These arrangements amount to a self-regulatory model that relies 

both on market mechanisms and formal arrangements, a system of “negotiated self-

regulation” (Coleman, 1994: 244, 250). As subsequent analysis shows, the G-30 became 

a crucial player in this system; it influenced the debate on policy options and proceeded 

to put forward standards that provided the benchmark for clearance and settlement in 

the securities industry, as well as eventually monitoring implementation. 

 

4.2 The ‘Nuts and Bolts’ of the System: An Overview of the G-30 Study  

 

4.2.1  The G-30 study: key issues in clearance and settlement 

The G-30 was the principal organisation to provide a forum for public and private sector 

officials to come together, discuss and decide future practices regarding clearance and 

settlement. Its position as a hybrid group providing a setting for experts to deliberate in 

a confidential environment, and the backing of the heavyweight membership provided 

an ideal meeting place that allowed participants (officials and practitioners) to embark 

on a project confident that a reasonable compromise could be reached that would be 

acceptable to all. The project was put in motion at a conference in London in 1988; in 

March 1989, the G-30 published its findings in Clearance and Settlement in the World’s 

Securities Markets (G-30, 1989).  

 

The study emphasised the need for basic regulatory principles, especially in light of 

increased involvement of non-professional investors in the securities markets. But the 

focus was placed especially on harmonisation and compatibility of standards across 

national markets; practices around the world remained disparate, were often 

“outdated” and in any case, of “uneven quality” (G-30, 1989: iii). A single, supranational 

clearing and settlement agency was not deemed practical, however, nor was it 
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considered a beneficial goal, as the experts were keen to maintain some competition 

which would encourage best practice and improvements.  

 

The G-30 put forward nine recommendations-responses to the need for reduction of 

risk in the system. These were not controversial among the transnational policy 

community: “they [had] been tried and tested in the marketplace” (G-30, 1989: iii). The 

G-30 relied on “close liaison, through interlocking members” with two other 

organisations, ISSA and the Clearance and Settlements Sub-Committee of FIBV (G-30, 

1989: 2). The work was organised and conducted by a Steering Committee and a 

Working Committee. The Steering Committee was chaired by John Reed, then Chairman 

of Citicorp and included Dennis Weatherstone, at the time President of J.P. Morgan and 

a regular presence in G-30 work. The committee included twelve members, eleven 

private sector executives and one representative of a stock exchange. The Working 

Committee also included David Holland, then Executive Director of the G-30 who was 

joined by fourteen other participants, eight from the private sector and six from stock 

exchanges and clearing corporations. The G-30 report advocated a tight timetable, 

urging the implementation of proposals by 1990 or 1992. 

 

The nine G-30 recommendations undertook to shape a clearance and settlement system 

with less risk and more efficiency. The first recommendation (R 1) stated that “by 1990, 

all comparisons of trades between direct market participants (i.e., brokers, 

broker/dealers and other exchange members) should be accomplished by T+1” (G-30, 

1989:3). This would reduce the risk associated with outstanding trades. 

Recommendation 2 (R2) also indicated that “indirect market participants (such as 

institutional investors, or any trading counterparties which are not broker/dealers) 

should, by 1992, be members of a trade comparison system which achieves positive 

affirmation of trade details” (G-30, 1989: 5). Recommendation 3 (R3) proposed that 

countries should have a central securities depository (CSD) by 1992, ensuring an 

efficient and low-risk transaction settlement (G-30, 1989: 7). Recommendation 4 (R4) 

advised the creation of a netting system91 where appropriate, especially in high volume 

                                                 
91

 Netting is a “process whereby securities transactions are pooled and buys and sells are offset with each 
other, resulting in one final long or short position for each participant” (G-30, 1989: 84). 
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markets, and by 1992 (G-30, 1989: 9). Recommendation 5 (R5) urged that delivery 

versus payment (DVP) should be introduced for settling all transactions by 1992 (G-30, 

1989: 11). This would eliminate risks of price change and failure to perform according to 

contract. Recommendation 6 (R6) proposed the adoption of a “same day” funds 

convention and an electronic cash clearing system (G-30, 1989: 13) and 7 (R7) 

advocated that “a ‘rolling settlement’92 system should be adopted by all markets. Final 

settlement would occur on T+3 by 1992. As an interim target, final settlement would 

occur on T+5 by 1990 at the latest, save only when it hinders the achievement of T+3 by 

1992.” “Global trade settlement ultimately should be standardised across markets, and 

within markets across instruments” (G-30, 1989: 14). Recommendation 8 (R8) 

maintained that by 1990, “securities lending and borrowing should be encouraged as a 

method of expediting the settlement of securities transactions” (G-30, 1989: 16). Finally, 

recommendation 9 (R9) pushed for the adoption by 1992 of ISIN, a coding system for 

securities developed by the International Organisation for Standardisation (G-30, 1989: 

18). 

 

4.2.2 Making policy: the G-30 follow-up effort 

The main objective of the G-30 initiative was to promote efficient and cost-effective 

systems of clearance and settlement. The important factors in addressing securities 

systems were to keep the markets operational, to protect investors and also to 

safeguard the interests of the securities industry. The G-30 recommendations were 

compatible with these goals. But they were also highly technical and dealt with issues 

and practices in the industry that were highly specialised. The group, for much of the 

duration of the exercise kept two offices (in New York and London) in order to better 

coordinate the effort. The G-30 initiative was treated seriously by the policy community 

and thus sparked off a series of follow-up activities, including conferences and status 

reports prepared by national delegates and most importantly, the creation of special 

working groups in many of the countries involved in the exercise. 

 

                                                 
92

 Rolling settlement refers to a “continuous settlement schedule, so that all trades settle within the same 
time frame – whether it be three days, five days, or any specific number of days after trade date, 
settlements occur on all business days” (G-30, 1989: 86). 
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In February 1990, practitioners met again in London to review the progress of G-30 

recommendations. The conference was timed to coincide with the release of the first 

series of status reports (G-30, 1990b) and together, the speeches and documentation 

provide clear indication of the impact of the work of the G-30 on national system 

reform. A key feature of the review process was the positive assessment of participants 

of the unique set-up of expert meeting offered by the group, as well as the hybrid 

public/private character of the G-30 exercise. John Reed stated that the 1988 meeting 

was, in his own experience, “the first to bring together on a global basis people with 

hands-on, day-to-day understanding of what is required to make clearing and 

settlement systems function.” But by the time of the 1990 conference, these were 

joined by “regulators representing the official sector from virtually all of the world’s 

major countries.” He concluded that the 1990 meeting was unusual “because it 

[brought] together both private and public sector people”. (G-30, 1990a: 5). Similarly, 

Masahiro Dozen, President of Daiwa Securities and a representative of Japan, talked of 

the cross-section of experts that were brought together under the aegis of the national 

study group and affirmed that as far as he knew, “the formation of a joint team made up 

of such specialists is an extremely unusual and valuable development” (G-30, 1990a: 

23). This demonstrates the unique nature of the G-30 setting and is also a reminder of 

the innovative character of the G-30 initiative in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The 

group’s work on clearance and settlement in the securities markets legitimised the use 

of experts and assisted the development of closer ties between the public and private 

sectors, having provided a forum where both sides could come to an official agreement. 

 

The information provided by conference speakers and by the 1990 surveys of practice 

specifies that in some countries, the G-30 study led to the creation of special groups. 

These monitored the dissemination of information among practitioners, investigated 

the applicability of the recommendations in their national systems, reviewed 

procedures, and put forward proposals for the timely implementation of the 

appropriate recommendations. In the United States, a steering group was established 

which assured a wide audience for the G-30 report. A working group was also formed 

and met over forty times, dealing specifically with two recommendations. The group 

also formed the basis for consultation with private sector associations (G-30, 1990a: 9). 
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Steering and working committees also took shape in Canada, bringing together senior 

practitioners and aiming to “study the recommendations and develop an aggressive 

implementation programme” (G-30, 1990a: 18-19). A policy committee (the G15) was 

founded in the United Kingdom (G-30, 1990a: 36) and a G-30 recommendation study 

group was created in Japan, and met seven times to review the system (G-30, 1990a: 

23). In Hong Kong, the G-30 study coincided with the formation of the Hong Kong 

Securities Clearing Company, which studied the recommendations (G-30, 1990a: 33). By 

contrast, France and Germany sent representatives to the conference and produced 

status reports but did not form study groups specific to the G-30 recommendations.93 

 

The status reports, further supported by the conference presentations clearly indicate 

that substantial progress was made towards the implementation of the G-30 

recommendations. A review of the numerous country status reports of 1990 shows that 

in most cases, the majority of the recommendations were found to be applicable and 

implemented or in the process of being so.94 More specifically, recommendations 1, 5 

and 8 were the least contentious and were found to be either in place or adopted by 

participating countries as a result of the G-30 report. A study of R3 (central depository 

systems) showed compliance but in the form of various different systems, implying a 

fairly customised interpretation of the recommendation according to national 

preferences. Similarly, the question of netting (R4), an optional recommendation, was 

addressed in diverse ways across countries. R6 (same day funds) presented difficulties 

but was seen as desirable. By contrast, R2 was often found not to be applicable in the 

individual systems, nor prioritised and seen as costly by market participants. R9, a 

recommendation on the acceptance of standard ISIN securities numbers, was estimated 

to be feasible and potentially easy to implement; nevertheless, ISIN numbers were only 

partially used in some systems. The absence of wider utilisation can be explained as no 

                                                 
93

 A special group to deal with the G-30 recommendations was also created in Australia. In Switzerland, 
similar work was undertaken through existing arrangements. The following countries sent status reports 
but, as in the cases of France and Germany, did not form special working groups: Austria, Denmark, Italy, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain and Sweden. 

94
 For a comprehensive overview of the status of implementation of the G-30 recommendations, see 

Appendix 4a. The appendix contains tables indicating the progress of implementation in 1990, 1992 and 
1997 for selected countries. 
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large national securities system took the lead in adopting the standard and the value of 

ISIN was only limited when incompletely applied. 

 

It is, however, R7, recommending rolling settlement on T+5 in 1990 and T+3 by 1992, 

that emerged as the principal subject of the G-30 report. It was a difficult 

recommendation because it went to the heart of the paper versus electronic transfers 

debate, and exposed problems of trading in different time zones and geographic 

locations, especially as investors became increasingly international. R7 also required a 

major overhaul of computer systems. Some countries already had the recommended 

system in place (Japan and Switzerland). Others had even shorter settlement periods 

(Germany and Hong Kong, which moved from T+1 to T+2). Finally, several large systems 

maintained T+5 and T+3 as targets (France, Canada, United States and United Kingdom). 

At the time of the status reports, this target appeared closer for some than for others, 

exposing the UK system in particular as archaic.95 

 

The next round of status reports published by the G-30 came in 1992. The response by 

that stage was even more substantial, with thirty-four countries and two clearing 

agencies sending in reports. Significantly, most regions were now involved in this 

exercise. In Asia, Japan and Hong Kong were joined by Singapore, Korea, Malaysia, 

Taiwan and Thailand. Participation also widened among emerging markets, including 

Brazil, Chile and Mexico from Latin America; Poland, Hungary, Greece, Turkey and Israel 

from Europe and the Middle East; as well as South Africa. The overall assessment is one 

where recommendations have in general been adopted and where the move toward a 

more efficient clearance and settlement system is being finalised. An overview of 

specific proposals leads to conclusions similar to those reached after review of the 1990 

status reports. The core countries involved in the exercise had implemented most of the 

proposals, thanks to the active involvement of the relevant practitioners. The same 

reservations remained with regards to ISIN standard numbers. Rolling settlement at T+3 

still posed a challenge, especially in the UK. Of note is also Canada’s position, where 

implementation of T+3 was delayed by slow progress in the US. This confirms the 

                                                 
95

 The UK system was operating on T+15 at that time; for a discussion of the UK system as laggard, see The 
Banker, 1989b. 
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importance of leaders, especially large financial centres, as well as international 

coordination which would monitor recommendations being put into practice according 

to a shared timetable. The Canadian status report indeed stated that “unilateral 

implementation of T+3 would, in fact, be disharmonious” (G-30, 1992, Status Report - 

Canada: 3).96 

 

As previously noted, the 1992 status reports also indicate significant appeal of the study 

in emerging markets. Country reports show that these countries embraced the G-30 

recommendations and were keen on both the spirit of the exercise and the practical 

proposals. As new entrants, the G-30 recommendations acted to make their practices 

legitimate and in line with international standards. John Walsh, former Executive 

Director of the G-30, argued that as emerging markets became a concept, countries 

looked at the recommendations, and saw their adoption as a “stamp of approval” of 

their practices by the international financial community.97 

 

The 1992 status reports, whether reviewing progress in a ‘core’ country or an emerging 

market, also indicate that a great source of the influence of the G-30 study was the 

understanding that compliance with some but not all proposals was better than 

compliance with none. This is indicative of a trend that followed through the 1990s and 

thereafter for standards rather than rules, with the flexibility and customisation that this 

entails. On the one hand, the study and its recommendations could not be overlooked 

as the number of countries that sent in reports and participated in the effort 

demonstrates. But the nature of the exercise and the ‘soft’ authority of the G-30 also 

allowed for individual systems to adapt the proposals according to their own practices 

and circumstances. Moreover, the tight schedule and follow-up in 1990 and 1992 meant 

that, though the G-30 had no enforcement mechanisms of its own, those responsible in 

various countries felt compelled to produce evidence of implementation of the 

recommendations and explanations when this would not or could not yet take place.  

 

                                                 
96

 For more information, see Appendix 4a. 

97
 Interview with John Walsh, former Executive Secretary of the G-30. For more information on the date 

and place of this and further interviews referred to in this chapter, see references.  
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The clearance and settlement project was the first large study on the details of the 

financial system to be undertaken by the group. The people who came together, first to 

produce the recommendations and later to discuss their applicability and 

implementation in individual systems were the recognised experts in the field. This was 

an important task in itself. Reforming clearance and settlement systems required 

reorganising the back-office of financial institutions, an area that was often “neglected” 

(G-30, 1990a: 49). Furthermore, the group’s aim was to make available to practitioners 

recommendations that were achievable and immediately relevant. The G-30 was 

satisfied that the “results exceeded expectations”.98  

 

There are several preliminary conclusions to be reached from this overview of the G-30 

effort. The first is that timely initiatives and proposals have the potential to substantially 

affect the thinking of industry executives and officials alike. The G-30 did not act in a 

vacuum but undertook work in a timely fashion on a subject where guidance was both 

needed and sought by practitioners across the world. The study also underlines the 

importance of private sector involvement in policy debates; there is much to be gained 

in terms of feasibility and compliance from comprehensive efforts that make private 

sector views and expertise an integral part of a policy-making exercise, as this 

encourages widespread practitioner support (cf. Mosley, 2009). The third and related 

point is that standards as opposed to rules are better received when the purpose of an 

exercise is efficiency and harmonisation; the G-30 clearance and settlement study was 

an early example of what became a widespread trend. 

 

This case study also provides support for arguments on global financial governance that 

rely on a core of standard setters and a significant periphery of adopters (see, for 

example, Marcussen, 2007). The ‘core’ is easily identified as the G-30 initiative was 

espoused in some systems with greater enthusiasm than in others: the United States, 

Canada, the United Kingdom and also Japan, homes of the vast majority of trading, were 

keen participants, and had an important stake in the success of the initiative as the 

adoption of G-30 standards satisfied interests of efficiency and reputation, while the 
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transnational scope reduced the possibilities of regulatory competition. In those 

countries, special committees were created and the G-30 recommendations specifically 

addressed. On the other hand, France and Germany, while active participants for the 

duration of the G-30 exercise and with systems compatible with most of the proposals 

(sometimes even ahead of the G-30 initiative), did not make a special effort to comply 

nor did they form distinct committees to review the recommendations. At the same 

time, the favourable attitude of emerging markets towards the G-30 and its 

recommendations shows both the dichotomy between standard-makers and standard-

takers in global financial governance but also underlines how practices such as involving 

the private sector in policy making can be encouraged upon emerging markets by 

market actors as well as international financial institutions and how core 

recommendations can form the basis of a checklist of emerging market ‘maturity’.99 

 

Finally, the variations in adoption of specific recommendations show the enduring 

importance of leaders and ‘hegemons’. As documented by Simmons (2001), 

international financial harmonisation, when formal mechanisms are concerned is most 

likely to be achieved when the big players are adopters. It makes little sense to 

harmonise ahead of the hegemon unless for competitive (Hong Kong, Singapore) or 

reputational (emerging markets) reasons. 

 

4.3 G-30 Recommendations as Benchmarks: Process Tracing  

 

4.3.1 Insights from the national level: the US case 

In the United States, much of the debate on financial policy in the aftermath of the 1987 

stock market crash focused on clearance and settlement in the securities markets. A 

presidential task force set up following the crisis concluded that “difficulties with the 

clearing and credit systems further exacerbated the difficulties of market makers and 

other market participants” and that “in the stock market, the unprecedented volume 

led to an unusually large number of questioned trades” (Presidential Task Force on 

Market Mechanisms, 1988: 51). A report by the Securities and Exchange Commission 
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(SEC) also pointed that “volume and record price volatility…increased dramatically the 

financial risk of loss to clearing agencies and their members”, urging the adoption of 

comparison of trades on trade date and the adoption of automated systems (SEC, 1988: 

xxiv-xxv). The General Accounting Office (GAO)100 too assessed the risks associated with 

clearance and settlement, and acknowledged, prior to the publication of the G-30 

report, that the group was dealing with the subject and thus the issue was being 

addressed (GAO, 1989: 30-32). The formal policy community thus appeared open to the 

G-30 role and recommendations on this topic. 

 

Indeed, the official policy community in the United States quickly took notice of the G-

30 recommendations. As discussed above, G-30 sub-groups were created locally to 

study the proposals and advise accordingly. Moreover, the regulatory and supervisory 

community appeared satisfied with the G-30 effort, incorporating its findings in their 

deliberations on the future of securities systems, and clearance and settlement in 

particular. Praise was given to the G-30 initiative for indicating achievable 

improvements to the US system but also, for undertaking to coordinate the workings of 

individual systems across the world (DeGennaro and Pike, 1990). The Office of 

Technology Assessment (OTA) similarly concluded that the recommendations of the G-

30 were constructive and further approved of the technological changes required in 

order for the G-30 proposals to be effectively implemented. The OTA report pushed for 

automated systems and advocated the end of physical certificates, which acted as 

primary impediments to speedier settlement (OTA, 1990). Finally, the SEC made a case 

for the implementation of the G-30 recommendation regarding T+3 and agreed to study 

the recommendation relating to same day funds (SEC, 1990). 

 

The influence of the G-30 in the framing of the debate and the eventual policy outcome 

on the topic of clearance and settlement in the securities markets can also be observed 

in the shaping of the US legislative process, both in the context of hearings and 

legislation. In the first place, the G-30 report played a role in the “amendment of the 

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to improve the clearance and settlement of transactions 
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in securities and related instruments.” Without mandating a particular system of 

clearance and settlement, H.R. 3656 proposed that regulatory agencies should 

“facilitate the establishment of linked or coordinated facilities for clearance and 

settlement of transactions in securities” (House of Representatives, 1990: 1). The 

Committee of Energy and Commerce, the relevant House committee, had examined the 

work of the G-30 and found that “H.R. 3656 [was] consistent with, and [would] greatly 

contribute toward, the achievement of those goals” (House of Representatives, 1990: 

10); this bill was passed by the House (Congressional Information Services, 1991: 219-

220). 

 

Discussions on clearance and settlement also took place in the Senate, where two main 

themes emerged. Firstly, that productive dialogue between the public and private 

sector, as well as a degree of responsible private sector governance were both desirable 

and conducive to a more efficient financial system. Secondly, that some regulatory 

competition among systems was considered helpful. Once again, the hearings took 

place against the background of the G-30 recommendations. In a talk in front of the 

Senate Subcommittee on Securities, Alan Greenspan, then Chairman of the Federal 

Reserve Board, praised the effort of the group and maintained that “on matters such as 

clearing and settlement, the private sector has much to offer given its expertise and 

considerable self-interest in developing a sound global…system.” (United States Senate, 

1990: 49). Private sector representatives also stressed the importance of the active 

participation of private actors in dealing with the issue of clearance and settlement. 

John Heimann, G-30 member at the time of the report, in his capacity as Vice-Chairman 

of Merrill Lynch, argued that the changes suggested by the G-30 did “not require direct 

government assistance” (United States Senate, 1990: 78-79). Alan MacDonald, at the 

time Group Executive of Citicorp, further insisted that legislation was not necessary for 

the smooth implementation of the G-30 recommendations but mentioned the private 

sector’s appreciation of the “cooperation and support… received from public sector 

institutions” (United States Senate, 1990: 118). John Hennessy, in his role as Vice-

Chairman of CS First Boston, summarised the mood: “I hope that we act to protect the 

sanctity of the system, not by overregulation, but by the types of recommendations for 
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international cooperation advanced by the Group of Thirty” (United States Senate, 

1990: 260). 

 

The analysis of the issue of clearance and settlement in the context of the Senate 

hearings also touched upon the question of regulatory competition at the international 

level. What emerged is that, contrary to fears that competition might lead to a drop in 

standards and a race to the bottom, initiatives such as the one put forward by the G-30 

encourage best practice standards and motivate authorities and market practitioners to 

aim for excellence. David Ruder, then Chairman of the SEC stated that it was “necessary 

that the United States not be the country that opposes what is clearly a good system.” 

He added that “because of the Group of Thirty report, Germany and Japan and England 

and all other countries now [had] a system which [worked] better.” He concluded: “I 

really think that there is a lot of self-interest in making our own system the best that 

one would imagine” (United States Senate, 1990: 222-223). 

 

The debate that took place in the US was mirrored elsewhere, notably in the UK. The 

same set of topics was considered in the UK policy arena. Firstly, public officials 

recognised the merits of private sector involvement; Brian Quinn, at the time Executive 

Director of the Bank of England, asserted that “the G-30 report in settlements in 

equities markets demonstrated that market participants make their own contribution in 

this area.” The Bank of England further accentuated the importance of comparison and 

competition. In a report on securities settlement, it recognised that the G-30 

recommendations “highlighted the fact that UK equity market settlement, like other 

systems elsewhere, fell below best international standards” (Bank of England, 1993b: 2-

3). 

 

4.3.2 The G-30 study in context: transnational policy-making 

The work of the G-30 on clearance and settlement in the securities markets drew to a 

close in 1992. By then, the recommendations had entered the policy domain at both the 

national and international levels. IOSCO and its Technical Committee endorsed the G-30 

report (IOSCO, 1990). The organisation also picked up the group’s monitoring function, 
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producing further follow-up reports on the implementation of the G-30 

recommendations (IOSCO, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996). 

 

Adoption of the G-30 recommendations was also endorsed by the Committee on 

Payment and Settlement Systems of the Group of Ten Countries (CPSS) which published 

a study on DVP (CPSS, 1992).  Additionally, a report issued through the Bank for 

International Settlement (BIS), known as the ‘Lamfalussy Recommendations’ dealt 

specifically with the issue of netting (BIS, 1990). 

 

The G-30 study was also singled out by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD), which addressed the question of clearance and settlement in 

relation to systemic risks in the securities markets. The agency’s analysis acknowledged 

that “since the publication of the report continuing efforts have been made to monitor 

and encourage implementation of the proposals in individual countries” (OECD, 1991: 

31). It also commended the G-30 proposals, and notably its emphasis on “convergence” 

(OECD, 1991: 36). A later OECD report further referred to the group’s work, and 

especially T+3, and argued that the internationalisation process had advanced “gradual 

convergence” (OECD, 1995: 15-16). Finally, the World Bank used the G-30 clearance and 

settlement framework in its proposals to emerging markets (Stehm, 1996). 

 

The private sector also played a major role in the promotion and implementation of the 

G-30 recommendations. ISSA updated the recommendations and continued the work of 

reviewing progress in individual national systems (covering forty countries). This 

industry association revised G-30 proposals to adapt them to technological changes and 

also, to make them stricter and remove the original (and out of date) deadlines. As a 

result, it was suggested that the trade comparisons of R1 and R2 become tighter. The 

modified R3 took into account differences in national systems and allowed for several 

central securities depositories within a country, as long as their rules and practices were 

compatible. The adjusted R4 permitted real gross settlement instead of netting 

arrangements and R5, concerning DVP, became stricter. R6, R8 and R9 remained 

unchanged and the importance of R7 and T+3 was stressed. The results of ISSA’s survey, 

published in 1997, reflect the pattern indicated by status reports of previous years. 
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Most recommendations were found to be adhered to in a satisfactory manner but R2 

and R9 were still essentially overlooked. Much progress, however, was observed in the 

implementation of R7, with T+3 the norm in many systems (though still not the UK) 

(ISSA, 1997).101 

 

4.3.3  Clearance and settlement beyond the G-30 recommendations 

The importance of the G-30 study, which deals with improving efficiency at the level of 

national securities markets, can also be further supported by follow-up efforts, which 

tool progress in the promotion of best practice standards for national systems as the 

starting point for a series of recommendations concerning cross-border clearance and 

settlement. As part of an overall and in-depth examination of the topic, different actors 

in the hybrid regime governing securities markets dealt with different issues. At the 

official level, IOSCO produced a report on national systems and the European 

Commission (EC) published a paper on cross-border issues within its borders (IOSCO, 

1990 and Kessler, 1988). The private sector took care of the rest. In June 1989, FIBV 

issued a study that, in the spirit of the G-30, argued that since it was not feasible to 

create a single global clearing agency, the industry should aim for “effective linking of 

existing national and international clearing and depository organisations” (FIBV, 1989: 

4). Part of this objective was to be achieved through the adoption of international 

settlement conventions, including the proposals of the G-30. This first recommendation 

focused on trade confirmation and matching, the shortening of the settlement period, 

the introduction of central securities depositories, and comprehensive use of DVP, 

securities lending and of standardised securities messages and codes (FIBV, 1989: 13-

15). Additional recommendations covered cross-border settlement links, the 

immobilisation of securities in the country of the issuer and their transfer by book entry, 

and the use of the original form when securities are listed abroad (FIBV, 1989: 15-21). 

Another report produced by Euroclear, the Brussels-based clearing agency, also went 

further than the G-30 recommendations, directing attention to cross-border, multi-

currency and multi-time-zone clearance and settlement (Euroclear, 1993). 

 

                                                 
101

 For more information, see Appendix 4a. 



119 
 

There were some clear common premises to these private initiatives. The FIBV and 

Euroclear reports essentially built upon the G-30 report, accepting its conclusions on the 

changes required in national systems and moving the debate one step forward. That 

there was agreement among private actors in their formulation of policy directions is 

substantial. The private sector had a clear interest in dealing with problematic 

transnational issues as an increasing share of its activities took place beyond the 

confines of national systems; its input was essential for implementation and compliance 

and this is reflected in the nature of the recommendations which take full consideration 

of the costs of private sector adjustment in pursuit of international harmonisation. The 

clearance and settlement initiatives benefitted from clearly defined priorities and 

targets among practitioners; the impact of the studies suggests that the private sector 

became fully aware of its potential to influence policy through a concerted and 

responsible effort. This made the G-30, with its unique hybrid setting a prime location 

for this kind of initiative. It also alerted participants of this emerging policy community 

of experts of the importance of cross-memberships: David Holland, then Executive 

Director of the G-30 and J.R. Kessler, the author of the EC study, were members of the 

FIBV task force; Dennis Weatherstone, Director of J.P. Morgan and a key participant in 

the G-30 effort, co-initiated the Euroclear report. 

 

4.3.4 From national systems to cross-border mechanisms 

With most of the original G-30 recommendations in place, clearance and settlement 

issues moved on. The focus turned to rolling settlement on T+1 (Euromoney, 2001) 

while within the European Union, there was talk of pushing for a pan-European central 

counterparty in order to better meet the objectives of the single market.102 In this 

context, the G-30 revisited the subject of clearance and settlement and produced a 

report in 2003, this time focusing on an “interoperable global network.” A working 

committee was set up and chaired by Sir Andrew Large, at the time Deputy Chairman of 

Barclays.103 It included G-30 members John Heimann and David Walker and six further 
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members. The report promoted market-based solutions, and included twenty 

recommendations aiming at increased efficiency of securities clearance and settlement, 

especially across borders; additionally, it tackled new risks associated with terrorist 

attacks. Following earlier practice, a Standing Committee was formed in order to 

monitor progress though not on the scale of the 1989 initiative (G-30, 2003). 

 

4.4  Explaining Influence 

 

The influence of the G-30 study can be explained on the basis of two interlinked sets of 

factors: the content of policy recommendations and the place of the G-30 in the 

emerging transnational policy community. 

 

As discussed in the opening chapters of this dissertation, expertise is an important 

source of influence for non-formal actors. In the case of this first G-30 study on the 

‘plumbing’ of the financial system, the group’s capacity to generate expert 

recommendations on how to reduce risks and improve the efficiency of clearance and 

settlement systems can indeed be understood as a necessary condition for the initiative 

to be considered by the policy community and for it to be well-received as the positive 

reaction to the group’s efforts in the financial press testifies: “somebody has finally got 

round to making sensible (and, more important, workable) suggestions to improve the 

often shambling way stock markets clear and settle their deals, and to set international 

standards for such settlements” (Economist, 1989: 84); “Once the Group of Thirty’s 

recommendations…are accepted and working, settlement will cease to be a problem” 

(Banker, 1989a: 27); “If [clearance and settlement move] in the direction recommended 

by the Group of Thirty and others, it will greatly contribute to the safety and efficiency 

of international financial markets” (Edwards and Patrick, 1992: 251). 

 

But expertise alone is not sufficient. The story of the G-30 clearance and settlement 

report highlights three further elements for consideration. The first is timing: the 

context within which the G-30 effort was situated was one where concern for the issue 

of clearance and settlement was at a high. Risks associated with existing practices were 

acknowledged and a sense of urgency prevailed. The second element is flexibility: the 
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report, by promoting compatibility of practices as opposed to a unified and identical 

system, encouraged regulatory competition and allowed for national differences when 

these made sense; the G-30 prescribed best standards but restrained from being too 

prescriptive in its approach, including in the monitoring exercises. Furthermore, it relied 

on recommendations rather than sponsoring specific rules, promoting adaptable 

standards. This in turn gave the G-30 study longevity as the recommendations were in 

time updated by ISSA and also formed the basis of further proposals on cross-border 

clearance and settlement issues. The third element is a coupling of expertise with 

convention: while the G-30 study made use of new technical knowledge, it did not 

threaten the status quo and focused on pragmatic rule-making: “the group [did] not 

claim there [was] anything particularly new in its recommendations – or indeed 

controversial. Each proposal [had] been tried and tested” (Banker, 1989a: 22). 

 

The influence of the G-30 was also based on its role as both driver and instance of an 

emerging transnational policy community for financial governance. As previously 

discussed, the G-30 study was situated within a broader impetus for reform of securities 

markets, ensuring that there was an element of competition among the various actors, 

official and non-official, in being heard, but also acknowledged relevance of the topic at 

hand. As one of parallel studies dealing with different aspects of the system, this 

entailed consultation and several sounding boards for testing the reliability and 

feasibility of proposals. The group made the most of its unique setting of a confidential 

environment for public officials and private practitioners to interact but also drew upon 

its core membership to command responses to surveys and study group participants to 

its work programme. This indicates an emerging policy preference for informal but 

effective processes. There was arguably more impetus and support for the G-30 

initiative than for the work of IOSCO, which was judged to have struggled to come up 

with concrete proposals and find an audience.104 Practitioners and public officials alike 

appeared to be valuing the flexibility of the more informal yet also more prestigious 

setting.  
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In this context, the G-30 found a niche. It dealt with a very technical subject, so much so 

that few members of the G-30 got involved with the project, which was seen as a quite 

separate from the broader high-end discussion focus of the group.105 The G-30 

produced clear and achievable practical recommendations, not academic work on risk 

and efficiency. But in so doing, it intervened very explicitly in the policy process and 

became a focal point both for the private actors who participated in the initiative and 

subsequently financed the endeavour by procuring the report and its follow-ups and by 

the official sector who benefited from expert recommendations without having to fund 

the know-how. The project in turn confirmed the G-30’s prestige and favourable 

reputation for consistency and reliability: SEC officials observed that the G-30 

recommendations were good and sound, but also, that the G-30 would not come up 

with recommendations that were not so.106 The scope of the study too exceeded 

expectations. An increasing number of countries joined the effort and by 1992, 

emerging markets were also included in the process. In a way, an ‘official’ status was 

attributed to the recommendations of a private organisation. 

 

As such, the G-30 applied a variety of methods to assert its influence. The group shaped 

the debate, provided concrete proposals and presented detailed work on actual 

practices. The G-30 disseminated information through the creation of sub-groups or 

special committees in individual countries and by assuring widespread coverage of the 

proposals in the financial press.107 The group also used a “private approach” (James, 

2000: 168); through its membership, the choice of study group participants and the 

plethora of national sub-groups, the G-30 had unprecedented access for a non-formal 

group to many high-level officials. Cross-membership, specialised conferences and 

presence at selected Congressional hearings also ensured a wide audience for the group 

among policy makers and practitioners alike.  
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4.5  Conclusions 

 

The empirical argument of this chapter is that the G-30 project on clearance and 

settlement systems was a successful exercise of policy making on a technical but crucial 

systemic issue. The group produced detailed recommendations on clearance and 

settlement that were endorsed by public authorities and adopted by systems across the 

world. The G-30 designed best practice standards but also took on enforcement 

functions through regular review of developments. The establishment of the G-30 study 

as the widely accepted benchmark for systems everywhere is clear evidence of the 

influence of the group. 

 

The successful outcome of the G-30 exercise is symptomatic of changing patterns of 

global financial governance at the end of the 1980s. There are several underlying issues 

at work in the acceptance of a private initiative as the provider of serious proposals for 

implementation. Public and private officials acknowledge that some degree of 

regulation is required but instead of reacting to the 1987 stock market crash with 

regulatory reform drive, agree on arrangements of self-regulation with strong public 

support. In this context, success depends on the private sector following its own advice 

and be seen to do so. In the G-30 project, the private sector was at the forefront of the 

debates on clearance and settlement and formulated recommendations; the public 

sector followed the lead, endorsed proposals and encouraged implementation. The 

analysis also showed that involving the major players (public and private) in a project 

facilitates success. When implementation was slow, or where a particular proposal was 

resisted, participants essentially followed practice in the United States; reluctance to 

invest because of cost considerations was a less important factor. The reception of the 

G-30 project also reflects policy preferences and varying degrees of self-regulatory 

practices and traditions in different countries; enthusiasm was more pronounced in the 

Anglo-American financial world, where special committees were set up and there was 

close monitoring of developments. To some degree, this was also the case in Asia (in 

Japan and less so, in Hong Kong). Many of the European nations did participate but were 

less anxious to make their systems correspond 100 per cent to G-30 suggestions. On the 
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other hand, emerging nations were keen to jump on board and acquire an ‘international 

seal of approval’ for their securities markets.  

 

Three main themes guided the analysis of this chapter. First, if global financial markets 

require concerted and coordinated efforts in their governance, which actors can 

participate in such an undertaking? Second, having established that the G-30 is one such 

actor, what tools did it use and how did it find itself in a position to command the 

respect of the participants and to have its recommendations adopted and 

implemented? This leads to the third theme, the importance of the ‘nuts and bolts’ of 

the system. The group provides a showcase of how to use technical expertise to do 

something useful and also to assert their legitimacy as a decision-making body. The G-30 

used a relatively obscure and not so fashionable subject that few people, including 

policy-makers and practitioners, had much inclination to tackle in great detail. This was 

a study prepared by experts for the consumption of other experts.  

 

In carving an authority niche for itself in a non-controversial manner, the G-30 relied on 

the relatively apolitical character of the clearance and settlement exercise. This 

emphasis on the technical over the political in the policy community is supported both 

by the low public visibility of finance (Helleiner, 1994: 203) in general but also by a 

deliberate effort by the official community to define financial standards in terms of 

‘good science’ as documented notably in the ‘scientisation’ literature (see Marcussen, 

2009 for a discussion of scientisation and central banking in particular). Yet even 

‘plumbing’ issues such as the mechanisms of securities markets activity can have 

political salience. Quaglia (2008) discusses this mix of expertise and politics in the 

context of the so-called Lamfalussy process within the European Union, showing how a 

‘technical logic’ is used thus downplaying both ongoing industry input and the political 

costs and implications for financial stability of decisions. Elsewhere, Porter (2003) shows 

the interlinkages between technical collaboration and political conflict, highlighting 

material interests and focusing on the holders of technical authority. Similarly, in 

discussing financial reporting and product regulation on a global level, Büthe and Mattli 

(2011) stress the political nature of standardisation and the existence of winners and 

losers in these processes (arguing in particular that this depends on which domestic 
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interests are represented at the global arena). Beyond these important reminders that 

the technical is political, however, the G-30 had in any case earned a reputation on a 

technical subject that opened up the possibility of tackling work with more obvious 

policy implications. Delegation, therefore, can have long-term consequences and 

authority may indeed be lost. Private actors can use niche and technical knowledge to 

build their policy role and, in setting precedents of successful delegation of authority to 

groups such as the G-30, the policy community significantly altered the way in which 

global financial governance is generated. This is not a one-way process, however. While 

not actively seeking policy-making functions, the G-30 deliberately occupied a vacancy. 

 

At this stage of the analysis, the G-30 achieved recognition. The financial industry was 

changing rapidly and those institutions and public sector actors with the most 

pronounced transnational interests and ties started to differentiate themselves from 

their home environments; as well as a symbiosis between public and private actors and 

concerns, an emerging transnational policy community was developing. While we do not 

yet observe capture as such or policy appropriation, we see the beginnings of the 

internalisation of private sector interests. The G-30 provided a microcosm of how the 

transnational policy community materialised in the first place. It is important to note, 

however, that the G-30 as a club (the members) did not create policy content but 

rather, helped identify the policy problem and the necessary expertise to address it. 

Moving beyond soft influence, the club model started to have relevance as a mechanism 

that determined who the experts were and what type of actor qualified to make 

standards. This role intensified with the group’s next large scale study on derivatives 

instruments.    

  




