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ForEWord

How do financial institutions process payments, check a potential borrower’s past experiences with credit or evaluate 

the suitability of a security interest to be used for a loan? For many consumers in the financial marketplace, the answers 

to these questions are taken for granted, just part of the “black box” of tools and technologies used by lenders as they 

transfer funds between institutions or decide on credit applications. In this “black box” are the different elements of a 

country’s financial infrastructure.

The World Bank Group is a leader in financial infrastructure development in emerging markets, including payment 

systems and remittances, credit reporting and secured lending. Moreover, the Bank is intensifying its commitment to 

promote and disseminate the policy and research debate on these and other topics within the scope of financial infra-

structure, including corporate governance, auditing and accounting standards and practices, and financial literacy.

For this purpose, the Financial Infrastructure Policy and Research Series has been created to host original contributions 

in the form of policy notes, studies, and essays led by World Bank Group experts, as well as initiatives carried out in co-

operation with or by other experts and relevant institutions in the various fields of financial infrastructure.

The first document appearing in this Series is “Payment Systems Worldwide: a Snapshot. Outcomes of the Global Pay-

ment Systems Survey 2008” and has been prepared by a team of experts within the Bank’s Payment Systems Development 

Group (PSDG). Over the last 12 years, the Bank, through the PSDG of the Financial and Private Sector Development 

Vice Presidency, has been active in over 100 countries, through a variety of instruments, such as: 1) Supporting compre-

hensive reform programs in individual countries; 2) Undertaking initial diagnostics and developing reform strategies; 

3) Providing specific technical advice on a broad range of topics; and, 4) Coordinating and managing multi-country 

and regional initiatives that position the Bank at the center of a network of 150+ relevant institutions in the field of 

payment systems. In addition, the Bank has been active in launching cooperative arrangements, organizing training 

activities, supporting the joint World Bank-International Monetary Fund Financial Sector Assessment Program (FSAP), 

participating actively in task forces of the Committee on Payment and Settlement Systems (CPSS) and the International 

Organization of Securities Commissions (IOSCO), and conducting research.

“Payment Systems Worldwide: a Snapshot. Outcomes of the Global Payment Systems Survey 2008” presents the results 

of a survey among national central banks that collected information on the status of national payment and securities 

settlement systems worldwide. Areas covered by the survey include: i) Legal and Regulatory Framework; ii) Large-Value 

Funds Transfer Systems; iii) Retail Payment Systems; iv) Foreign Exchange Settlement Systems; v) Cross-border pay-

ments and remittances; vi) Securities Settlement Systems; vii) Payment System Oversight Function and Cooperation; 

and, viii) Planned and On-going Reforms to the National Payments System. The outcomes of this survey are expected 

to guide reform efforts in the payment system arena both nationally and globally. 

Michael Klein
Vice President

Financial and Private Sector Development 

World Bank Group
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executive 

summary

v

p
ayment systems have moved from the back-

room to the boardroom of all financial insti-

tutions due to the recognition of the critical 

role that a well functioning payment system 

plays in supporting the financial and real economies, and 

also because of the increasing attention bank boards pay 

to the automation of banking operations and services 

and their impact on bank income and profits. From a 

broader perspective, a less than optimal use of payment 

instruments and/or inefficient or poorly designed sys-

tems to process these instruments may ultimately have 

an impact on systemic stability, economic development 

and growth.

Payment systems are moving from being a narrow 

channel for transferring funds to a much wider inte-

grated network for transferring additional forms of 

value. Moreover, the creation of networks and systems 

for retail payments can have a substantial role in sup-

porting financial access in developing countries. Indeed, 

modern retail payment technologies and innovative 

programs to channel recurrent payments efficiently can, 

and are already being used to, integrate the previously 

underserved and non-served population into the for-

mal financial sector. A well-functioning infrastructure 

to efficiently and safely process modern payment in-

struments is necessary to successfully enhance a coun-

try’s population access to, and widespread use of, such 

modern payment instruments. 

For all these reasons, for more than 12 years the World 

Bank has been paying increasing attention to payment 

system development as a key component of the financial 

infrastructure of a country, and has provided various 

forms of assistance to over 100 countries.

In April 2007, the World Bank’s Payment Systems De-

velopment Group (PSDG) launched a Global Survey 

among national central banks to collect information on 

the status of national payment and securities settlement 

systems worldwide. As of the cutoff date of March 18 

2008, a total of 128 responses involving 142 countries1 

were received to a detailed questionnaire prepared by 

the PSDG.

The questionnaire included the following sections: 

i) Legal and Regulatory Framework; ii) Large-Value 

Funds Transfer Systems; iii) Retail Payment Systems; iv) 

Foreign Exchange Settlement Systems; v) Cross-border 

payments and remittances; vi) Securities Settlement 

Systems; vii) Payment System Oversight Function and 

Cooperation; and, viii) Planned and On-going Reforms 

to the National Payments System.

Global survey outcomes presented in this publication 

are divided in two main sections:

1The Central Bank of Western Africa States (BCEAO) and the Eastern Carib-

bean Central Bank (ECCB) represent 8 countries each.
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•	 Chapters I through VIII analyze the survey re-
sults and identify trends using various variables 
for cross-country comparisons. In addition to 
worldwide totals, three broad country charac-
teristics exogenous to payment system develop-
ment are used as a basis for comparisons: i) level 
of per capita income; ii) geographical location; 
iii) population size. Details on the methodology 
used for the analysis are shown in the Method-
ological Note.

•	 The Appendix contains the full set of country-
by-country answers to each of the questions in-
cluded in the questionnaire.

mAin oUtcomES oF thE gloBAl 
SUrVEY

Significant improvements are being made worldwide 

to the legal and regulatory framework underpinning 

payment and settlement systems. More than 70% of 

countries indicate that their legal framework covers 

key issues such as settlement finality, netting, and elec-

tronic payment processing. Figures are somewhat lower 

in other important areas such as the non-existence of 

a zero hour rule, the enforceability of security interest 

in pledge collateral or repurchase agreements (“repo”), 

and the protection of collateral pledged in a payment or 

other type of settlement system. 

High income and upper-middle income countries tend 

to have stronger legal systems for payment systems.  

From a regional perspective, key legal concepts and as-

pects are duly covered particularly in European Union 

member countries, both the 15 older members (EU-15) 

plus EU-Newer Members (EU-NM), and slightly less 

also in Other Developed Countries (ODC) and in the 

Europe and Central Asia (ECA) and Sub-Saharan Africa 

(AFR) regions. The weakest coverage is in East Asia and 

Pacific (EAP), Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), 

and Middle East and Northern Africa (MNA) regions.

Large-value payment systems are typically the most 

significant component of the national payments system 

Main SySteM(S) USed for Large VaLUe PayMentS
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due to their potential to generate and transmit distur-

bances of a systemic nature to the financial sector. In this 

area, a total of 98 central banks report having a real time 

gross settlement (RTGS) system in place, allowing for a 

significant reduction of systemic risk in such countries 

when compared to previous arrangements to process 

large-value payments, such as cheque systems.2 Most of 

the RTGS systems in place are secure and have been de-

signed around international standards and best practices. 

For example, central bank liquidity facilities are available 

to manage payment flows smoothly within the operating 

day (in about 89% of cases) with high quality collateral 

being required in 93% of cases of this subset. Optimiza-

tion tools such as queuing mechanisms are available in 

85% of cases. Survey outcomes also show that RTGS op-

erators are also placing operational risk management and 

business continuity practices and procedures at the top 

of their list of priorities. World Bank experience shows, 

however, that much work is still needed in this area for 

systems to meet best international practices.

Adoption of modern, safe and efficient large-value sys-

tems is highest among high income and upper-middle 

income countries (more than 90% in each case); on the 

other hand, only 57% of low-income countries have ad-

opted such systems. These percentages are lowest in the 

EAP and South Asia (SA) regions. 

On the other hand, a relatively high number of coun-

tries still indicate that large-value payments are be-

ing processed, exclusively or in parallel to the RTGS 

system, through the cheque clearing system (34%) or 

other central bank systems (17%). It is well-known that 

cheque systems have special difficulties for complying 

with international standards for large-value payment 

2 Some of these systems are used by more than one country, like in the case of 

the member countries of the BCEAO and ECCB. As part of the Global Survey it 

was also reported that during 2007 RTGS systems were also being implemented 

in Israel, Lithuania, Russia and Swaziland. Moreover, the PSDG is aware that 

RTGS systems are currently being implemented in Dominican Republic, Egypt, 

Honduras, Jamaica, Paraguay and Rwanda. All these are not reflected in the total 

mentioned above.

systems (i.e. the CPSS Core Principles for Systemically 

Important Payment Systems), in particular with regard 

to Principles III (appropriate management of risks), 

IV (prompt final settlement), V (completion of timely 

settlement by a multilateral netting system if the par-

ticipant with the largest obligation fails to settle), and 

VIII (practicality and efficiency). Settlement of large-

value payments through cheque systems is especially 

common in lower-middle and low income countries, in 

particular in the AFR, LAC, MNA and SA regions.

The retail payment systems area is perhaps where the 

largest differences exist between higher income and 

lower income countries, and between developed and 

developing regions. While the vast majority of countries 

indicate they are already operating one or more cashless 

payment systems, differences in volumes and value of 

transactions handled through such systems are extremely 

large when comparing developed countries/regions to 

developing ones. While, for example, in the EU and ODC 

regions any single individual performs on average 100 

or more cashless transactions per year (and even 300 or 

more in several cases), this same indicator is around 15-

20 for LAC, 5-10 for EAP and ECA, and less than 1 for the 

AFR region (after excluding South Africa). 

Survey results show that this situation may be explained 

by, among others, the following factors:

i) the slow development of access channels to initi-

ate and deliver cashless payments (e.g. POS ter-

minals) in many developing countries, coupled 

with limited interoperability of the infrastruc-

ture already deployed;

ii) limited access by individuals to modern pay-

ment instruments in most developing countries, 

especially outside urban areas;

iii) limited competition among banking institu-

tions and, where available, between banks and 

other payment services providers, typically re-
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sulting in higher costs and more limited cover-

age of these services;

iv) the specific needs of the government as one of 

the major originators and receivers of payments 

in the economy, and/or these same needs of util-

ities and other large commercial firms not being 

adequately addressed by those in charge of re-

forming the national payments system, resulting 

in a preference for cash transactions.

Another relevant point arising from the survey results is 

that many central banks lack basic information on re-

tail payment systems. This includes even simple data on 

number and value of transactions with the various instru-

ments or the existing infrastructure to initiate and process 

transactions with retail instruments. This situation points 

at central banks still paying insufficient attention to this 

area, and/or lack of formal powers for them to intervene 

in some form in the retail payments arena.

In the area of settlement of foreign exchange transac-

tions, in 53 cases there is an organized market for the 

trading and settlement of foreign currencies (FX). In 41 

of these cases it was reported that settlement is made on 

a payment versus payment (PVP) basis using either cen-

tral bank accounts only (11 cases), or a combination of 

accounts in the central bank for the local currency, and 

accounts in foreign correspondent banks for the foreign 

currency leg. However, in bigger markets the over-the-

counter (OTC) market for FX transactions is far more 

important. In the latter case, 51 countries reported that 

a mechanism is in place to achieve PVP. Of this total, 24 

countries specifically pointed out to CLS Bank. Of the 

CaShLeSS retaiL PayMent tranSaCtionS Per CaPita
(for year 2006)
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remaining ones, 19 are located in the LAC, MNA and 

AFR regions.

Approximately half of all central banks responded only 

partially or did not respond at all the various questions 

related to FX settlement. This seems a clear indication 

that central bank awareness of settlement risks in for-

eign exchange markets is, in general, still low. This is 

particularly true for central banks in developing coun-

tries and regions.

The following trends have emerged in the area of remit-

tances and other cross-border payments: 

i) In 89% of all countries commercial banks and, to 

a lesser extent, international money transfer op-

erators (MTOs) are considered the most relevant 

types of remittance service providers (RSPs). 

Commercial bank involvement in this business 

continues to grow in all regions. On the other 

hand, the role of the Postal Service and especially 

of other non-bank financial institutions (e.g. co-

operatives) is still very limited in this market;

ii) RSPs require a license in 61% of countries. How-

ever, in 47 countries there are no registration 

or licensing requirements for all entities acting 

as RSPs. Registration and/or licensing require-

ments are less common in the ECA, SA, and es-

pecially in the EU-NM regions;

iii) Survey results show very clearly that cash and 

current account transfers are by far the most 

relevant payment instruments used for inter-

national remittances; payment cards, mobile 

phones and other instruments are still a very 

distant second place. Cash is clearly less relevant 

in European Union countries and especially in 

ODCs, and more relevant for low-income coun-

tries and also for some middle income countries 

in the ECA region. 

In the area of securities settlement systems, in general, 

the answers provided are not as complete as those of 

other sections, reflecting that securities markets are still 

at a nascent stage in many countries, and/or that many 

central banks do not have any operational, regulatory 

or oversight responsibilities over securities settlement 

systems (SSSs). Securities markets in 110 countries are 

regulated by a specific public sector agency, but only in 

45% of the cases the securities regulator shares respon-

sibility with the central bank for the oversight of SSSs. 

EU-15 countries show the highest percentage (80%) for 

this particular matter, while the lowest ones are observed 

in LAC, MNA and SA regions. 

In 121 cases there is a securities markets law (SML) 

in place. In 73 countries the SML applies to all securi-

ties that are traded in the country, while in 48 others 

the SML applies only to securities issued by the private 

sector. Survey outcomes show clearly that the broad ap-

plication of an SML with regard to the various types of 

securities is more common in higher income countries 

and regions, and also in larger countries.

Securities immobilization or dematerialization at secu-

rities depositories has been largely accomplished in 94 

countries (66% of the total). This percentage is highest 

in European Union member countries, followed by the 

ECA region, and is lowest in the EAP and LAC regions. 

In 50 cases there is a single depository that handles all 

types of securities that are traded in the country, while 

in 56 other cases there are two or more “specialized” 

depositories. In yet 9 other cases there are two or more 

depositories handling all types of securities. A single de-

pository is least common in low income countries, and 

from a regional perspective in the AFR, EAP, MNA and 

SA regions. 

The Global Survey shows there are 61 securities de-

positories and SSSs operated by central banks, and 87 

systems of this kind operated by the stock exchange or 

another private sector entity. While, according to survey 
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data, there are some similarities on the way these two 

types of systems are operated, particularly with regard 

to business continuity practices, a higher percentage of 

central bank-operated systems are able to achieve de-

livery versus payment (DVP), perhaps due to the rela-

tive easiness to link these securities systems with central 

bank-operated payment systems. Yet, a total of 67 sys-

tems operated by other entities use central bank mon-

ey for the final settlement of the cash leg in securities 

transactions. 

The development of the payment system oversight 

function has been one of the key features of recent pay-

ment system reforms. The survey confirms that in 92 

central banks (72% of the total) this function has been 

formally established and is performed in an on-going 

basis. In 78% of the cases there is already a specific unit 

in the central bank responsible for the task. 

Slightly fewer than 60% of central banks cover all rel-

evant payment systems through the payment system 

oversight function and not just those that are systemi-

cally important. Yet, more than half of lower-middle 

and low income countries have adopted a more limited 

approach (i.e. targeting central bank-operated systems 

only), which could explain the shortfalls observed in 

these countries in areas such as retail payment systems. 

Moreover, survey results show that central banks gen-

erally prefer “soft” instruments to carry out their over-

sight. Tougher or more formal instruments such as the 

overseer issuing regulations and sanctions and/or on-

site inspections are used by only 1/3 or less of central 

banks, mainly in lower income countries. 

Cooperation remains an issue, as fewer than half (45%) 

of the countries surveyed state that the relevant authori-

ties have established structured mechanisms to exchange 

information and coordinate actions among themselves. 

This is true in particular for the ECA, LAC and MNA 

regions. Nevertheless, 52 formal National Payments 

Councils (NPC) have been created in order to promote 

a structured cooperation among relevant stakeholders. 

The AFR region shows the highest percentage of NPCs 

in place.

It is promising that most countries have realized that 

reforming payment and securities settlement systems 

is an on-going effort. Approximately 88% of countries 

of all income levels and from all regions are currently 

reforming at least one component of their national pay-

ments system. Indeed, the legal and regulatory frame-

work is being reformed in 65% of all cases, large-value 

systems in 54%, retail payment systems in 61%, secu-

rities settlement systems in 53%, and FX settlement 

mechanisms in 27%.

kEY conclUSionS

Of the three variables used throughout the survey to 

classify countries and make cross-country comparisons, 

the income per capita variable and the geographical lo-

World total By Country income Levels By region

125 of 142 countries High: 34 of 41

upper-middle: 30 of 34

Lower-middle: 36 of 37

Low: 25 of 30

eaP: 8 of 10

eca: 15 of 16

Lac: 30 of 30

mna: 10 of 12

Sa: 5 of 6

aFr: 25 of 27

eu-15: 14 of 15

eu-nm: 6 of 12

Odcs: 12 of 14

CoUntrieS reforMing at LeaSt one CoMPonent of their nationaL PayMentS SySteM
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cation variable appear to have a significant correlation 

with the level of payment system development.3 On the 

other hand, with a few exceptions a country’s popula-

tion size does not appear to have any significant cor-

relation with development in the various areas of the 

payment system. 

The factors mentioned above, however, do not mean 

that payment system development will necessarily move 

pari pasu with a country’s overall economic develop-

ment. The Global Survey shows that many countries, 

regardless of income level, are making important prog-

ress, mainly in those areas where the central bank is able 

to exert an important degree of intervention. Indeed, 

important progress is evident in the legal framework, 

large-value payment systems, and central bank-oper-

ated securities depositories and SSSs, among others. 

Together with the World Bank, other international fi-

nancial institutions such as the Bank for International 

Settlements and the International Monetary Fund, as 

well as peers from the central bank community, have di-

rectly supported these efforts in many cases. 

However, in the area of retail payment systems, prog-

ress is much slower. The Global Survey results show a 

very high correlation between the level of development 

in this subcomponent of the national payments system 

and the overall economic development of any given 

country. In the retail sector, intervention from the cen-

tral bank not only as operator but even as payment sys-

tem regulator or overseer is generally very limited and 

in many cases subject to substantial controversy. More-

over, the traditionally dominant position of commercial 

banks over retail payment systems and services is being 

increasingly challenged by a variety non-bank payment 

service providers. This translates into additional diffi-

culties for payment system overseers and regulatory au-

thorities in defining and carrying out their policy goals 

� These two variables are also correlated between them, given that the various 

countries in any region would typically, though not necessarily, exhibit a similar 

level of per capita income.

in the area of retail payment systems. Faster progress 

at a system-wide level in key aspects such as efficiency 

and accessibility does not seem likely under the current 

circumstances.

For the World Bank, the Global Survey exercise has been 

particularly useful to confirm that the increasing atten-

tion paid by authorities and market players to payment 

system development has resulted in numerous concrete 

reforms contributing to the improvement of the safety 

and efficiency of financial systems, and that of the over-

all economy, in many countries around the world. The 

exercise has also confirmed that the areas where the 

World Bank’s PSDG is increasingly focusing its efforts, 

namely retail payments, including international remit-

tances, and payment system oversight and cooperation, 

are the ones that need the most work and attention from 

national authorities. 

The good news in this regard is that most countries have 

indicated that they have active plans for reforms in such 

areas. The World Bank, together with its partners in the 

international community, will continue to support these 

efforts for the years to come.
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t
he payments system is the infrastructure 

(comprised of institutions, instruments, 

rules, procedures, standards, and technical 

means) established to enable the transfer 

of monetary value between parties discharging mutual 

obligations. Its technical efficiency determines the ef-

ficiency with which transaction money is used in the 

economy, and the risks associated with its use. An ef-

ficient payments system reduces the cost of exchanging 

goods and services, and is indispensable to the func-

tioning of the interbank, money, and capital markets. A 

weak payments system may severely drag on the stability 

and developmental capacity of an economy; its failures 

can result in inefficient use of financial resources, ineq-

uitable risk-sharing among agents, actual losses for par-

ticipants, and loss of confidence in the financial system 

and in the very use of money.

Historically, payment systems have lain at the heart of 

banking. Yet still in the middle of the 20th century, as 

payment technology stabilized, payment system issues 

were considered less important than other aspects of the 

financial system, and were seen mostly as technical mat-

ters to be dealt with by subunits of information technol-

ogy (IT) departments in both the central banks and the 

commercial banks.

It was not until the mid-1980s that the debate on pay-

ment system reform policies took on greater weight in 

countries with more advanced financial systems. First, 

early in this decade it became widely recognized that 

payment systems are a primary channel of central and 

commercial bank credit extensions. Moreover, financial 

market liberalization led private sector agents and na-

tional regulators to identify technical and institutional 

solutions to serve the increasing demand for new pay-

ment services, while protecting the economy from the 

risks originating from rapidly growing volumes of fi-

nancial transactions. Also, the internationalization of fi-

nancial markets and episodes of financial crisis around 

the world fostered closer cooperation among industrial 

countries, and among the latter and emerging econo-

mies, on how to set up and enforce standards to improve 

payment system performance in terms of risk control 

and shock resilience. 

Over the last 12+ years the World Bank’s Payment Sys-

tem Development Group (PSDG) has supported pay-

ment system reforms in more than 100 countries.  In 

addition, the PSDG has facilitated the production of 

descriptive reports and statistical information in many 

of these countries4. In more recent years, the PSDG 

4 Descriptive reports are available for Europe (“blue books”), G-10 and other 

countries (“red books”), Latin America and the Caribbean (“yellow books”), the 

Commonwealth of Independent States (“silver books”), the Arab region (“white 

books”), the Southern Africa Development Community (“green books) and South 

East Asia (“orange books”).  References are available at http://go.worldbank.

org/END1FPJV�0 

introduction
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has conducted comparative analysis in some regions or 

sub-regions.5

. 5 See Cirasino and Guadamillas, “Payment and Securities Settlement Systems 

in Central America, - Structural Foundations for Regional Financial Integration”, 

IMF, 2006; and Cirasino, Garcia, Guadamillas and Montes-Negret, “Reforming 

Payments and Securities Settlement Systems in Latin America and the Caribbean”, 

World Bank, 2007

In April 2007, the World Bank launched a Global Survey 

among national Central Banks to collect information on 

the situation of national payment and securities settle-

ment systems worldwide and provide a snapshot in both 

advanced and emerging economies with a view to iden-

tifying the main issues that should guide the agenda of 

authorities, multilaterals and market players in the field 

over the next few years. As of March 12, 2008, a total of 
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128 responses involving 142 countries6 were received to 

the detailed questionnaire prepared by the World Bank’s 

Payment Systems Development Group (PSDG). Coun-

tries that participated in the survey are shown at left in 

alphabetical order.

The questionnaire consists of eight sections covering a 

broad set of topics considered an integral part of the na-

tional payments system. Areas covered by the question-

naire are as follows: 

 Part I:  Legal and Regulatory Framework

 Part II:  Large-Value Funds Transfer Systems

 Part III:  Retail Payment Systems

 Part IV:  Foreign Exchange Settlement Systems

 Part V:  Cross-border payment and 

   remittances

 Part VI:  Securities Settlement Systems

 Part VII:  Payment System Oversight Function  

 and Cooperation

 Part VIII:  Planned and On-going Reforms 

   to the National Payments System

The study is organized as follows:

Chapters I through VIII analyze the main results and 

trends derived from the responses to the Global Survey. 

The outcomes are discussed both at the worldwide level 

and on the basis of several country classifications as dis-

cussed in the Methodological Note. 

The complete questionnaire that was distributed to na-

tional Central Banks is presented in Annex I.

The full set of tables with country-by-country answers 

to each of the questions included in the questionnaire is 

shown in the Appendix.

6 The Central Bank of Western Africa States (BCEAO) represents 8 different 

countries: Benin, Burkina Fasso, Guinea Bissau, Ivory Coast, Mali, Niger, Senegal, 

and Togo. The Eastern Caribbean Central Bank (ECCB) represents 8 different 

countries: Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St. 

Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and The Grenadines

The World Bank’s PSDG has made an attempt to strike 

the right balance between presenting all relevant issues 

in a level of depth that is appropriate for the various 

interested audiences, and making the information and 

data stemming form the Global Survey available to the 

overall public as soon as practicable. For more detailed 

or more area-specific analysis, payment system practi-

tioners and scholars have at their disposal the Appendix 

with the full dataset of country responses. In the follow-

ing months the World Bank’s PSDG will also produce 

additional studies and research papers based on this 

information.
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i). thE QUEStionnAirE

t
he primary focus of the questionnaire was to 

identify the main qualitative features of each 

national payments system. The scope of the 

questionnaire included the legal and regu-

latory framework, large-value payment systems, retail 

payment systems, foreign exchange settlement systems, 

cross-border payment systems and remittances, pay-

ment system oversight and cooperation features, and 

securities settlement systems.7 The questionnaire also 

aimed at obtaining information on on-going reforms, 

and opinions on what are the main factors that hinder 

or facilitate reforms to the national payments system.

The questionnaire did not aim to obtain systematic sta-

tistical information on the number of payments and total 

value settled for each component of the national payments 

system. While some specific data on the total number and 

value of payment transactions through the various pay-

ment instruments and systems available were requested, 

the main purpose of this information was to provide a 

“sense of magnitude” rather than to build a thorough 

statistical database for cross-country comparisons.

7 This broad scope and the classification of the various components of a 

national payments system is consistent with the PSDG methodology used world-

wide, (e.g. see the Working Papers produced in the context of the World Bank-led 

Western Hemisphere Payments and Securities Settlement Forum at www.whpay-

mentsforum.org), and follow the comprehensive approach of the CPSS General 

Guidance for National Payment System Development (BIS, January 2006).

The questionnaire identified specific features or char-

acteristics that have been observed as part of the World 

Bank’s operational work in the area of payments, remit-

tances, and securities settlement systems in countries 

with varying degrees of sophistication. In the great ma-

jority of questions, respondents were requested to an-

swer yes or no, or to mark with an “X” all possibilities 

that may apply. In most case respondents provided com-

ments whenever a question did not fully adapt to the 

reality in their country. Such comments are presented in 

the Appendix as footnotes to the corresponding tables 

with country-by-country answers to the questionnaire. 

ii).  coUntrY AnSWErS

Despite the fact that in some cases some specific answers 

provided by various countries did not fully coincide 

with the information the World Bank’s Payment Sys-

tems Development Group (PSDG) has collected over 

the years through country assessments, country answers 

were taken “as given” by respondents. In this sense, the 

Appendix with country-by-country answers shows all 

answers as given, including any comments responding 
central banks may have provided to their answers.

Solely for the purpose of the comparative analysis, the 
PSDG adjusted some specific answers of a few countries 

methodological note
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based exclusively on any additional comments provided 
by such countries which would make their answer fit 
more appropriately in some other option of the same 
question. 

It is also worth mentioning that since the Global Survey 
was carried out through electronic means rather than 
through bilateral person-to-person interviews with re-
spondents, it was difficult to ensure a consistent inter-
pretation of all the various choices in all the questions 
of the survey. While most questions were answered as 
expected, in a few others, mainly those in which central 
banks were asked to give an opinion or make a judg-
ment on a given issue, the specific manner in which 
those questions had to be answered was not uniform.

iii).  thE AnAlYSiS
Apart from providing information on worldwide totals 
for each of the features or characteristics identified in 
the survey, this study also aims at identifying trends on 
the basis of certain broad variables to determine wheth-
er such variables appear to have an explanatory effect of 
each country’s national payments system features and 
overall development. 

Three broad country characteristics have been selected 
for this purpose, all of which are considered exogenous 
to national payments system development: i) level of 
per capita income; ii) geographical location; and, iii) 
population size.8

Accordingly, for sections I through VIII of the survey, 

countries were classified into each of these categories on 

the following basis:

8 These and other factors have also been identified in the CPSS General Guid-

ance for National Payment System Development. More specifically, this report 

identifies four general factors influencing national payment system development: 

i) environmental factors, ii) economic factors; iii) financial factors; and iv) public 

policy factors. Following the CPSS classification, two of the categories selected for 

analysis in this Working Paper (geographical location and population size) would 

fall under the “environmental factors” group, while the “level of income” category 

would fall under the “economic factors” group.

1.  By level of per capita income: countries were 

classified following the World Bank’s classifica-

tions: i) high income; ii) upper middle income; 

iii) lower middle income; and, iv) low income.

 A list of the countries that fall under each of 

these sub-categories is shown in Annex II.

2.  By geographical region: developing/emerging 

countries were classified according to the World 

Bank’s regional country classifications: i) East 

Asia and Pacific; ii) Europe and Central Asia; iii) 

Latin America and the Caribbean; iv) Middle-

East and North Africa; v) South Asia; and, vi) 

Africa (excluding northern Africa). 

 One exception is that of the countries in East-

ern Europe that gained access to the European 

Union in 2004 and 2007 (formerly known as 

“EU accession countries”). These countries were 

excluded from the Europe and Central Asia re-

gion and were given a sub-category of their own, 

denominated here as “EU-newer members”. 

 In the case of industrialized countries, first, the 

older EU-15 member countries were given a 

sub-category of their own (i.e. EU-15).

 For all other developed nations, in order to avoid 

an excessive number of categories with very few 

observations all these countries were also classi-

fied into a single separate sub-category denomi-

nated here as “other developed countries” or 

ODC.

 Annex III shows the list of countries that fall 

under of each of these sub-categories related to 

geographical region.

�.  By population size: countries were classified as 

follows: i) large: population over �0 million; ii) 

mid-size: population between 5 million and �0 
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million; iii) small: population less than 5 mil-

lion. World Bank data on country populations 

for year 2006 were used for this purpose.

The definition of these sub-categories was driven solely 

on the objective of having a relatively similar number 

of countries in each of them, and/or with a distribution 

lightly skewed to the sub-category in the middle. 

Classification of countries according to population size 

is shown in Annex IV.

A case that deserves a special treatment is that of the 

countries belonging to the Western Africa Monetary 

Union and the Eastern Caribbean Currency Union for 

which, in the absence of individual national central 

banks, the questionnaire was sent to, and received from, 

the Central Bank of Western African States (BCEAO) 

and the Eastern Caribbean Central Bank (ECCB), re-

spectively. The following cases and exceptions are 

noted:

•	 Throughout Sections I to VII, whenever the issue 

under discussion relates to “number of coun-

tries”, answers received from the BCEAO and 

the ECCB were allocated individually to each of 

their 8 member countries.

•	 In those cases in which the issue under discus-

sion relates to “number of systems” of “number 

of central banks”, answers from the BCEAO and 

the ECCB were each counted as one.

•	 The two possibilities noted above do not affect 

the categories under which BCEAO and ECCB 

member countries are classified, as a group or 

individually, for what concerns country income 

level and region.9 

9 All BCEAO share the same level of income and geographical location. The 

same is true for ECCB member countries.

•	 For the population size category,  all ECCB 

member countries are “small countries” either 

individually or as a group, however, this is not 

the case with BCEAO countries. The following 

criteria was therefore used: i) whenever a topic 

is discussed in terms of number of systems or 

number of central banks, the answer for BCEAO 

falls under the “large country” definition; ii) on 

the other hand, whenever a topic is discussed in 

terms of number of countries, the BCEAO an-

swer is distributed in 7 “mid-size countries” and 

1 “small country”. 

Number and percentages presented throughout the 

study and the comparative tables are based on the 

simple addition of the number of countries in each of 

the previously mentioned categories and worldwide to-

tals. Different weights to each country on the basis of a 

country’s economic size, territory or other variables or 

country features are not applied throughout this study. 

iV) notAtion And conVEntionS

how to read comparative tables throughout 

Sections i to Viii

For tables showing comparative information on the ba-

sis of worldwide totals, country income levels, region, 

and population size, figures should be interpreted as 

follows:

a. In the first column to the left, the number in 

parenthesis indicates the total number of coun-

tries in each category. In several tables, however, 

comparisons refer to specific features of systems 

rather than countries. In the latter case, num-

bers in parenthesis in the first column refer to 

the total number of systems with that particular 

feature for which comparisons are being made. 
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b. Columns headed with “#” show the number of 

countries/systems that answered positively to 

this item. When read vertically, these columns 

show at the top the total numbers of countries 

that answered positively to the specific issue 

detailed in the header of that column. Moving 

downwards, the column then shows the distri-

bution of the total for each of the three country 

classifications being used.

c. Columns headed with a “%” denote the number 

of countries/systems with a positive answer as a 

percentage of all countries in the respective sub-

category.

d. When read horizontally, each row shows the 

number of countries/systems in each sub-cat-

egory, together with the corresponding percent-

ages, that answered positively to the aspect de-

tailed in the header of that column. 

For individual country answers, readers should refer 

to the Appendix in which tables for each of the ques-

tions of the survey have been prepared with country-

by-country answers.

StAtiSticAl tABlES

In the various statistical tables presented in the text and 

in the Appendix, the following notation and conven-

tions are used:

•	 VoluMe of transactions: means 

  number of transactions.

•	 Value of transactions: means the 

amount of transactions.

•	 USD: means U.S. dollars.

•	 nav: means data is not available.

•	 nap: means data is not applicable.

•	 neg: is used when data are very small and negli-

gible relative to other relevant data in the table 

concerned. Where data is exactly zero, this is in-

dicated with “0”.

•	 cwdc: is used when the total number of payment 

cards reported by countries cannot be split into 

debit and credit cards. In such cases, the grand 

total is reflected in the total for debit cards, while 

“cwdc” is indicated for the total of credit cards.

All value figures were converted into USD using the 

World Bank’s Development Data Platform (DDP) Ex-

change Rates for the yearly average.

AcronYmS For rEgionS

AFR	  Africa Region, excluding northern   

  Africa

EAP  East Asia Pacific

ECA	  Europe and Central Asia10

EU-15  European Union 15 

EU-NM  European Union Newer Members

LAC  Latin America and the Caribbean

MNA  Middle East and North Africa

ODC  Other Developed Countries

SA  South Asia

10 As noted earlier, for analytical purposes the ECA region does not include 

Eastern European countries that have joined the European Union.
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i.1   BAckgroUnd

A 
sound and appropriate legal framework is 

generally considered the basis for a sound 

and efficient payments system. The legal 

environment should include (i) laws and 

regulations of broad applicability that address issues 

such as insolvency and contractual relations between 

parties; (ii) laws and regulations that have specific ap-

plicability to payment systems (such as legislation on 

electronic signature, validation of netting, and settle-

ment finality); and (iii) the rules, standards, and pro-

cedures agreed by the participants of a payment sys-

tem. The legal infrastructure should also cover other 

activities carried out by both public and private sector 

entities. For example, the legislative framework may 

establish clear responsibilities for the central bank or 

other regulatory bodies, such as oversight of the pay-

ments system or the provision of liquidity to partici-

pants in these systems. Other relevant pieces of legis-

lation that have impact on the soundness of the legal 

framework on the payments system include laws on 

transparency and security of payment instruments, 

terms, and conditions; antitrust legislation for the 

supply of payment services; and legislation on pri-

vacy.While laws are normally the appropriate means 

to enforce a general objective in the payments field, 

in some cases regulation by the overseers might be 

an efficient way to react to a rapidly changing envi-

ronment. In other cases, specific agreements among 

participants might be adequate; in this case, an appro-

priate professional assessment of the enforceability of 

these arrangements is usually required.

Finally, because the payments system typically includes 

participants incorporated in foreign jurisdictions or 

might operate with multiple currencies or across bor-

ders, in some cases it may be necessary to address issues 

associated with foreign jurisdictions.

i.2   SUrVEY oUtcomES

i.2.1  payment Systems and related matters

At a worldwide level, the Central Bank law is clearly the 

basic legal reference for payment and settlement issues, 

as indicated by 91% of all countries participating in 

the survey. While the same overall trend is observed in 

general for each of the various country categories, the 

following cases are worth noting: i) compared to other 

regions, the Central Bank law seems to be somewhat 

less relevant for payment system matters in the EAP and 

MNA region; ii) the Central Bank law is, in the same 

sense, slightly less relevant for larger countries than it is 

for small and especially for medium-sized countries.

Section i 

legal and 

regulatory 

framework 
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Banking Laws and Central Bank regulations are also 

an important reference for payment systems. Banking 

laws seem to have a greater influence in upper-middle 

income countries and, from a regional perspective, in 

the ECA and EU-NM regions, while Central Bank regu-

lations are also particularly important in both of these 

regions and in MNA and SA. On the other hand, it is 

clear that, as noted above, EU-15 countries rely much 

more heavily on Central Bank law than on Central Bank 

regulations, as only 20% of countries in this region indi-

cated Central Bank regulations in their answer.

Although payment system laws are a relatively new phe-

nomenon, a total of 65 countries (46%) indicated that 

they have one.11 This trend is more noticeable in low in-

come countries, or in the South Asia and Sub-Saharan 

Africa regions. This suggests that adopting a payment 

system law appears to be a good solution in countries 

11 It is worth noting that this number includes the 16 countries represented 

by the BCEAO and the ECCB, meaning that there are actually 51 rather than 65 

Payment System laws in place.

Central Bank 
Law

Banking Law
Payment 
Systems 

Law

Securities 
Markets 

Law

Civil Code/ 
Commercial 

Code

Central Bank 
regulation 
with power 

of Law

other

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals 
(142	countries)

129 91% 78 55% 65 46% 73 51% 46 32% 79 56% 61 43%

By income

High-Income	(41) 37 90% 21 51% 20 49% 22 54% 16 39% 18 44% 17 41%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 32 94% 24 71% 19 56% 23 68% 9 26% 17 50% 14 41%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 32 86% 16 43% 9 24% 20 54% 13 35% 28 76% 13 35%

Low-Income	(30) 28 93% 17 57% 17 57% 8 27% 8 27% 16 53% 17 57%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 7 70% 4 40% 2 20% 6 60% 3 30% 7 70% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 16 100% 12 75% 8 50% 8 50% 10 63% 13 81% 8 50%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 28 93% 17 57% 10 33% 20 67% 5 17% 14 47% 8 27%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 9 75% 6 50% 4 33% 5 42% 6 50% 10 83% 4 33%

South	Asia	(6) 6 100% 4 67% 3 50% 1 17% 1 17% 5 83% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 26 96% 10 37% 17 63% 9 33% 6 22% 13 48% 15 56%

European	Union-15	(15) 12 80% 6 40% 7 47% 7 47% 5 33% 3 20% 7 47%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 10 83% 5 42% 10 83% 3 25% 8 67% 6 50%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 13 93% 9 64% 9 64% 7 50% 7 50% 6 43% 7 50%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 27 82% 23 70% 9 27% 19 58% 14 42% 21 64% 21 64%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 53 96% 28 51% 32 58% 25 45% 19 35% 30 55% 19 35%

5	million	or	less	(54) 49 91% 27 50% 24 44% 29 54% 13 24% 28 52% 21 39%

taBLe i.1: PieCeS of LegiSLation With exPLiCit referenCeS to PayMent SySteMS
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Section i. legal and regulatory Framework 

with a relatively weak legal infrastructure for financial 

transactions.12

Payment System laws are far less common in larger 

countries.  However, 64% of larger countries indicate 

that payment system concepts can be found in laws and 

regulations other than the ones mentioned in this ques-

tion of the survey (compared to only 35% of medium-

size and 39% of small countries). This may be due, in 

part, to the fact that larger countries tend to have larger 

and more complex legal systems.

References to payment system issues in securities market 

laws are relevant in slightly more than half of all coun-

tries, a trend that to some extent is confirmed in the 

various sub-categories.  Extreme values can be found in 

the lower end for low-income countries (27%), mainly 

those in the SA and AFR regions (17% and 33%, respec-

tively), while the LAC and EU-NM regions appear in 

the upper end with 67% and 83%, respectively.

The survey also shows that, from the various legal pieces 

mentioned in this question, the Civil Code and/or the 

Commercial Codes are the least relevant laws for pay-

ment systems. Indeed, World Bank field work confirms 

that, over the years, many countries have been moving 

from general references to payment instruments and 

concepts such as netting in Civil or Commercial Codes, 

to more explicit descriptions in laws that are more spe-

cific to payment systems and in general to financial 

activities.

Table I.2 analyzes to what extent some of the key pay-

ment and securities settlement concepts are covered in 

the legal framework. 

12 It should be noted, however, that some countries have recently adopted a 

Payment Systems Law for other reasons. Commonly, a Payment System Law can 

be designed as an overarching law that ensures the consistency of the various 

elements of the legal and regulatory framework already contained in other legal 

pieces (e.g. Central Bank Law, the Banking Law, etc.).

Worldwide, more than 70% of countries indicate that 

their legal framework covers key issues such as settlement 

finality, netting, or the electronic processing of payment 

orders. Percentages are somewhat lower for other impor-

tant concepts such as the non-existence of zero hour rule, 

the enforceability of security interests in pledge collateral 

or repo agreements, and the legal protection to collateral 

pledge through such agreements, though still more than 

56% of all countries indicate such issues are duly covered 

in their respective legal frameworks. 

In particular, the legal underpinning for the electronic 

processing of payments is evenly observed at high lev-

els throughout all country income types, or population 

size, and with one exception (i.e. the EAP region) also 

throughout regions. At the other extreme, the enforce-

ability of security interests in collateral pledged in a pay-

ment system ranks lowest in all regions when compared 

to other key legal concepts.

When viewed from a country income perspective, high 

income and upper-middle income countries tend to 

have stronger legal systems for payment systems. From 

a regional perspective, legal aspects related to payment 

systems are covered extensively in European Union 

member countries (EU-15 plus EU-NM), and slightly 

less also in Other Developed Countries (ODCs), and 

in the ECA and AFR regions. The weakest legal frame-

works are, according to survey data, those of the EAP, 

MNA and LAC regions.

Provisions to grant legal protection of collateral pledged 

in a payment system from third-party claims are less 

common: slightly more than half of total countries an-

swered positively to this question. This last element is 

particularly noticeable in lower middle-income coun-

tries, and especially in low-income countries. In this 

particular case, and in contrast with the overall trend 

mentioned in the previous paragraph, the AFR region 

ranks lowest with only 10 out of 27 countries (37%) 

having such legal protection.
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Settlement 
finality

Bilateral and 
multilateral 

netting 

electronic 
processing of 

payments

non-existence 
of zero hour 

rules

enforceability 
of security

 interests in 
repos/collateral 
arrangements

Protection of 
collateral 

pledged in a 
payment system

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Worldwide totals 
(142	countries)

104 73% 102 72% 114 80% 84 59% 93 65% 80 56%

By income

High-Income	(41) 35 85% 29 71% 37 90% 34 83% 31 76% 31 76%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 27 79% 29 85% 30 88% 18 53% 24 71% 24 71%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 22 59% 25 68% 25 68% 19 51% 21 57% 17 46%

Low-Income	(30) 20 67% 19 63% 22 73% 13 43% 17 57% 8 27%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 5 50% 6 60% 4 40% 3 30% 4 40% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 14 88% 13 81% 14 88% 11 69% 12 75% 9 56%
Latin	America	&	
Caribbean	(30)

17 57% 17 57% 26 87% 9 30% 15 50% 13 43%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 5 42% 6 50% 8 67% 4 33% 7 58% 6 50%

South	Asia	(6) 4 67% 4 67% 4 67% 2 33% 3 50% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 20 74% 22 81% 19 70% 16 59% 18 67% 10 37%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 12 80% 15 100% 15 100% 14 93% 15 100%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 12 100% 11 92% 12 100% 10 83% 11 92%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 10 71% 13 93% 12 86% 10 71% 10 71%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 21 64% 23 70% 26 79% 20 61% 21 64% 21 64%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 44 80% 42 76% 49 89% 39 71% 39 71% 29 53%
5	million	or	less	(54) 39 72% 37 69% 39 72% 25 46% 33 61% 30 56%

taBLe i.2: PayMent SySteM ConCePtS CoVered in the LegaL fraMeWork

Identified trends confirm, in general, the evidence ob-

tained through World Bank field work, especially with 

regard to the need to substantially strengthen the legal 

and regulatory framework for payment systems in re-

gions such as EAP, MNA and LAC.

On the other hand, the numbers in Table I.2, based on 

self-ratings, seem a bit too optimistic when compared 

to numbers obtained through World Bank country as-

sessments as part of Regional Initiative programs and 

through the IMF-World Bank Financial Sector Assess-

ment Program (FSAP).13 For instance, FSAP global data 

show that out of the 10 Core Principles for Systemically 

1� The World Bank’s PSDG has gained detailed knowledge of many coun-

tries through Regional Initiatives on Payment and Securities Settlement Systems. 

Currently, there are active programs of this kind in ECA, (Commonwealth of 

Independent States Payment and Securities Settlement Initiative – CISPI, see 

www.cis-pi.org.), LAC (Western Hemisphere Payments and Securities Settlement 

Forum – WHF, see www.whpaymensforum.org), and MNA (Arab Payments and 

Securities Settlement Initiative. New programs of this kind are currently being 

designed for the AFR and SA regions. 
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Section i. legal and regulatory Framework 

Important Payment Systems, individual country obser-

vance of Principle I, which deals with the soundness of 

the legal framework, is one of the lowest.

Table I.3 shows the types of systems to which the key 

payment system concepts discussed earlier are appli-

cable. A majority of countries (61%) indicate that these 

legal concepts are applicable to all payment systems in 

the country, regardless of who the operator of such sys-

tems is or the nature of the systems in terms of their 

systemic importance. This is especially noticeable in 

upper-middle and low income countries, and for all re-

gions except for EAP, ODC and SA.14 This same fact is 

relatively more common also in large countries, where 

two-thirds of those countries indicated this feature. 

Half of the countries in the EAP region and a third of 

the countries in the SA region indicate that their legal 

framework for payment systems is applicable only to 

payment systems operated by the Central Bank. At the 

worldwide level this is the case for only 21% of al coun-

tries. Interestingly, the percentage of small countries with 

this same feature is twice that of medium-size countries or 

large countries.

On the other hand, ODCs countries pointed out at sys-

temically important payment systems as the main system 

type to which existing laws and regulations apply.15 

One other interesting case is that of the MNA region. 

Countries in this sub-group gave clear-cut answers for ei-

ther the central bank-operated systems option (25%), or 

the “apply to all systems” option (75%). One interpreta-

tion of this result is that the recent trend observed in several 

countries in other regions of having one or more payment 

14 Numbers for upper-middle income and lower income countries are influ-

enced to some extent by the answers of the ECCB and the BCEAO, respectively, 

each adding 8 countries to the total.
15 Seven EU-NM countries (58%) indicated this feature, which is the second 

highest after ODCs. However, 4 of these same countries also checked the option 

“apply to all payment systems in the country”, the percentage for the latter be-

ing 67%. 

systems designated legally as systemically important for 

the purposes of regulation and oversight is not yet appli-

cable in the MNA region. The World Bank’s PSDG experi-

ence in this region tends to confirm this interpretation.

As for those key legal concepts that are more specific for 

securities settlement systems, Table I.4 also shows quite 

high results (73% or higher), at a worldwide level, for 

the dematerialization of securities, the legal underpin-

ning for transferring securities ownership by means of 

book entries, and the finality of such transfers. For these 

three items, percentages are higher for upper-middle in-

come countries and lower for low-income countries.

Adequate legal protection for custody arrangements is 

less common, with only half of the countries indicat-

ing their laws provide such protection. In this regard, 

the World Bank’s PSDG has repeatedly stressed that 

guaranteeing the protection of customer’s assets in the 

event of bankruptcy or insolvency of the custodian is a 

key element for the development of a deeper secondary 

market for securities, including in particular the retail 

market. Survey information clearly shows high-income 

countries as the most diligent in providing adequate le-

gal protection to securities under custody, while low-in-

come countries rank at the bottom. 

From a regional perspective, EU-15 countries show the 

strongest legal framework for securities settlement sys-

tems. Numbers for the ECA and EU-NM regions are 

also particularly high. The fact that securities markets 

in almost all the countries in these regions were re-

launched almost entirely not so long ago after the break-

up of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia appears to have 

given an opportunity to leap-frog in the area of securi-

ties markets regulation and adopt best market practices 

and international standards for what the legal and regu-

latory framework is concerned. This contrasts with the 

situation in other regions like EAP, LAC and SA, where 

securities markets are being reformed only very gradu-

ally, and adoption of best practices is slower.

Settlement 
finality

Bilateral and 
multilateral 

netting 

electronic 
processing of 

payments

non-existence 
of zero hour 

rules

enforceability 
of security

 interests in 
repos/collateral 
arrangements

Protection of 
collateral 

pledged in a 
payment system

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Worldwide totals 
(142	countries)

104 73% 102 72% 114 80% 84 59% 93 65% 80 56%

By income

High-Income	(41) 35 85% 29 71% 37 90% 34 83% 31 76% 31 76%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 27 79% 29 85% 30 88% 18 53% 24 71% 24 71%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 22 59% 25 68% 25 68% 19 51% 21 57% 17 46%

Low-Income	(30) 20 67% 19 63% 22 73% 13 43% 17 57% 8 27%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 5 50% 6 60% 4 40% 3 30% 4 40% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 14 88% 13 81% 14 88% 11 69% 12 75% 9 56%
Latin	America	&	
Caribbean	(30)

17 57% 17 57% 26 87% 9 30% 15 50% 13 43%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 5 42% 6 50% 8 67% 4 33% 7 58% 6 50%

South	Asia	(6) 4 67% 4 67% 4 67% 2 33% 3 50% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 20 74% 22 81% 19 70% 16 59% 18 67% 10 37%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 12 80% 15 100% 15 100% 14 93% 15 100%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 12 100% 11 92% 12 100% 10 83% 11 92%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 10 71% 13 93% 12 86% 10 71% 10 71%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 21 64% 23 70% 26 79% 20 61% 21 64% 21 64%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 44 80% 42 76% 49 89% 39 71% 39 71% 29 53%
5	million	or	less	(54) 39 72% 37 69% 39 72% 25 46% 33 61% 30 56%
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When analyzing the data from a country size perspec-

tive, the second to fourth columns in Table I.4 show no 

major differences between the three sub-categories. Dif-

ferences are however significantly larger in the case of 

custody arrangements and securities lending arrange-

ments. About two-thirds of large countries indicate 

both concepts having a legal underpinning, compared 

to only about half of mid-size countries and much less 

in the case of small countries. 

i.2.2 central Bank licensing and payment 

System oversight powers

While section VII of this Chapter analyses the payment 

system oversight function in detail, issues related to 

the empowerment of the Central Bank to perform this 

function are included here as part of the analysis the le-

gal and regulatory framework. 

apply only to payment 
systems operated by 

the Central Bank

apply to  all 
systemically important 

payment systems 
in the country

apply to all payment 
systems in the country

Countries # % # % # % 

Worldwide totals (142	countries) 30 21% 44 31% 86 61%

By income

High-Income	(41) 10 24% 17 41% 22 54%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 4 12% 12 35% 24 71%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 12 32% 9 24% 21 57%

Low-Income	(30) 4 13% 6 20% 19 63%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 5 50% 4 40% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 4 25% 5 31% 10 63%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 5 17% 5 17% 19 63%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 3 25% 0 0% 9 75%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 2 33% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 3 11% 6 22% 18 67%

European	Union-15	(15) 3 20% 6 40% 8 53%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 2 17% 7 58% 8 67%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 3 21% 9 64% 7 50%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 5 15% 11 33% 22 67%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 9 16% 20 36% 32 58%
5	million	or	less	(54) 16 30% 13 24% 32 59%

taBLe i.3: aPPLiCaBiLity of PayMent SySteM ConCePtS CoVered By the LegaL fraMeWork

note: Some countries provided more than one answer to this question. For instance, while laws dealing with finality may be applicable only 
to systemically important payment systems, other laws are applicable to all payment systems in the country. Hence, the percentages for each 
row do not necessarily add up to 100%.
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Section i. legal and regulatory Framework 

The first row of Table I.5 shows six variables that relate 

to the legal basis of the payment system oversight func-

tion. These can be grouped in two broad categories: i) 

the law or laws where oversight powers are conveyed to 

the Central Bank, and ii) whether such powers are im-

plicit or explicit.

Only 12 countries or 8% of the total indicate that the 

Central Bank has no formal legal powers to perform 

the payment system oversight function. Interestingly, 4 

of these are high income countries, and none are low 

income countries. Moreover, 8 of the 12 Central Banks 

lacking oversight powers are in the LAC region.

On the other hand, payment system oversight powers 

are to be found mainly in Central Bank laws (60%), 

followed by Payment Systems laws (35%), and other 

laws (25%).16 This same general trend can be observed 

whether the information is analyzed from a country in-

come, region, or country size perspective.

16 Percentages need not add up to 100%. See note at the bottom of Table I.5.

dematerialization
 of securities

Securities 
ownership  

transfers through 
book entries

finality of 
securities 
ownership 
transfers

Protection of 
custody 

arrangements 
from third-party 

claims

Securities 
lending 

arrangements

Countries # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(142	countries) 104 73% 110 77% 106 75% 71 50% 64 45%

By income

High-Income	(41) 32 78% 32 78% 35 85% 28 68% 20 49%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 29 85% 32 94% 28 82% 17 50% 12 35%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 25 68% 26 70% 26 70% 19 51% 14 38%

Low-Income	(30) 18 60% 23 77% 17 57% 7 23% 18 60%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 4 40% 7 70% 6 60% 3 30% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 15 94% 14 88% 14 88% 13 81% 7 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 18 60% 23 77% 20 67% 7 23% 6 20%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 8 67% 8 67% 8 67% 7 58% 3 25%
South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 4 67% 3 50% 2 33% 4 67%
Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 18 67% 17 63% 17 63% 8 30% 16 59%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 15 100% 15 100% 14 93% 11 73%
EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 12 100% 12 100% 9 75% 6 50%
Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 11 79% 10 71% 11 79% 8 57% 7 50%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 25 76% 27 82% 24 73% 21 64% 22 67%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 43 78% 42 76% 41 75% 28 51% 30 55%
5	million	or	less	(54) 36 67% 41 76% 41 76% 22 41% 12 22%

taBLe i.4: SeCUritieS SettLeMent ConCePtS CoVered in the LegaL fraMeWork
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The single exception to this is the AFR region, where 

payment system oversight powers are to be found more 

frequently in Payment Systems laws. This information is 

consistent with what discussed in section I.1 in relation 

to countries in the AFR region, more than anywhere 

else, having embraced modern Payment System laws to 

deal more effectively with payment system matters.

The issue of whether the payment system oversight 

function is stated explicitly or only implicitly in the legal 

framework is subject to a wide range of interpretations. 

World Bank experience shows that many Central Bank 

laws around the world contain one or more articles with 

very similar or even identical text in relation to payment 

system oversight. In some countries this text is regarded 

as explicitly stating the oversight function, while other 

countries interpret the opposite. 

At a global level, 71 countries indicate that the payment 

system oversight powers are explicitly stated in the law, 

taBLe i.5: CentraL Bank LegaL PoWerS to oVerSee PayMent SySteMS

Central Bank 
has no formal 

powers for 
oversight

oversight  
powers are in 
Central Bank 

Law

oversight 
powers are in 

Payment  
System Law

oversight  
powers to be 
found in other 

laws

empowerment 
implicit/exists 

in general terms 
only

empowerment 
is explicit

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (142	countries) 12 8% 85 60% 49 35% 35 25% 71 50% 68 48%

By income
High-Income	(41) 4 10% 28 68% 11 27% 9 22% 20 49% 24 59%
Upper-middle-Income	(34) 1 3% 28 82% 16 47% 16 47% 20 59% 19 56%
Lower-middle-income	(37) 7 19% 17 46% 8 22% 7 19% 19 51% 16 43%
Low-Income	(30) 0 0% 18 60% 14 47% 3 10% 12 40% 9 30%

By region
East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 1 10% 6 60% 1 10% 1 10% 3 30% 6 60%
Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 1 6% 12 75% 5 31% 3 19% 7 44% 10 63%
Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 8 27% 16 53% 10 33% 13 43% 24 80% 6 20%
Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 0 0% 9 75% 2 17% 2 17% 4 33% 6 50%
South	Asia	(6) 0 0% 3 50% 2 33% 2 33% 1 17% 3 50%
Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 0 0% 10 37% 17 63% 4 15% 12 44% 12 44%
European	Union-15	(15) 1 7% 11 73% 2 13% 4 27% 9 60% 8 53%
EU-Newer	members	(12) 0 0% 9 75% 3 25% 3 25% 6 50% 8 67%
Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 1 7% 9 64% 7 50% 3 21% 5 36% 9 64%

By population size
>30	million	(33) 3 9% 17 52% 7 21% 8 24% 15 45% 16 48%
>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 4 7% 29 53% 22 40% 9 16% 27 49% 27 49%
5	million	or	less	(54) 5 9% 39 72% 20 37% 18 33% 29 54% 25 46%

note: Some countries indicated that oversight powers are to be found in more than one of the stated options. Yet in other few cases, countries indicate oversight powers are 
both implicit and explicit (e.g. oversight powers being described only implicitly in the Central Bank law, but stated explicitly in another law). Hence, the percentages in Table 
I.5 do not necessarily add up to 100%.
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Section i. legal and regulatory Framework 

while 68 mentioned such powers are only implicit.17 Ex-

plicit empowerment is slightly more common in countries 

in the EAP, ECA, all European Union, and ODC, while 

implicit empowerment applies to the majority of coun-

tries the LAC region (80% or 24 countries out of 30).

17 Some countries indicated both the “implicit empowerment” and “explicit 

empowerment” options, and few others did not respond this question. For further 

details refer to individual country answers in the Appendix.

As to Central Bank licensing powers over non-banking 

institutions providing payment services, Table I.6 shows 

that license requirements are common for non-bank fi-

nancial institutions, and less so for other, more-special-

ized entities providing payment services (in most coun-

tries not being recognized as financial institutions). It 

is fair to say, however, that in many countries several 

of the non-bank financial institutions are licensed and 

regulated by central banks for broader purposes and not 

non-bank 
financial 

institutions

Clearing
houses

Central  
Counterparties

Central  
Securities  

depositories

Money  
transfer  

operators 

Payment Card 
processing 
companies

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(142	countries) 102 72% 91 64% 58 41% 74 52% 87 61% 57 40%

By income

High-Income	(41) 23 56% 20 49% 16 39% 21 51% 26 63% 11 27%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 27 79% 29 85% 13 38% 16 47% 19 56% 12 35%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 26 70% 21 57% 15 41% 22 59% 20 54% 17 46%

Low-Income	(30) 26 87% 21 70% 14 47% 15 50% 22 73% 17 57%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 8 80% 6 60% 5 50% 6 60% 6 60% 5 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 10 63% 6 38% 3 19% 8 50% 5 31% 7 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 24 80% 20 67% 8 27% 13 43% 16 53% 4 13%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 11 92% 8 67% 5 42% 5 42% 10 83% 8 67%

South	Asia	(6) 4 67% 3 50% 1 17% 0 0% 5 83% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 23 85% 24 89% 18 67% 20 74% 22 81% 20 74%

European	Union-15	(15) 9 60% 10 67% 10 67% 10 67% 11 73% 5 33%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 7 58% 8 67% 5 42% 7 58% 6 50% 4 33%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 6 43% 6 43% 3 21% 5 36% 6 43% 3 21%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 23 70% 20 61% 16 48% 20 61% 20 61% 13 39%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 39 71% 40 73% 28 51% 33 60% 30 55% 27 49%

5	million	or	less	(54) 40 74% 31 57% 14 26% 21 39% 37 69% 17 31%

taBLe i.6: CentraL Bank LiCenSing of non-BankS ProViding PayMent SerViCeS
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necessarily because of their involvement in the provi-

sion of payment services.

Another interesting result is that, in general, high in-

come countries and wealthier regions tend to rely less 

on licensing requirements for non-banks that provide 

payment services.18 At the other end, licensing require-

ments for all types of non-banks depicted in Table I.6 

are most common in the AFR region. 

Non-bank money transfer operators (MTOs) are re-

quired to be licensed in 87 countries, or 61% of the to-

tal. These numbers are much higher that they used to 

be only a few years ago. Indeed, the World Bank’s PSDG 

began analyzing remittances and MTOs and their rela-

tions and interconnections to payment systems in the 

late 1990s, and at that time the overall awareness about 

these types of firms was extremely low. Licensing and 

regulatory requirements were practically non-existent, 

at least from a payment system perspective. Still, cur-

18 This situation may change soon, however, as the European Payment Services 

Directive adopted on October �, 2007 creates a new category of financial institu-

tions, “payment institutions”, with specific regulatory framework and licensing 

requirements.

rently, non-bank MTOs operate without licensing re-

quirements in a large number of countries, in particular 

in the ECA region and in ODCs.

As to the licensing of market infrastructures such as 

clearinghouses, central securities depositories (CSDs) 

and central counterparties (CCPs), the results show that 

the licensing of these entities, in particular of CSDs and 

CCPs is lowest in small countries. This might be simply 

due to the fact that CSDs and CCPs still do not operate 

in many small countries.

Finally, payment card processing companies are among 

the least regulated entities in the market place. In all but 

low income countries, these companies require a license 

in less than half of the countries. This is consistent with 

World Bank experience: obtaining information, even 

basic statistics, from these companies usually proves 

very difficult in many countries. A development that 

might change this trend in the future is an increasing 

number of central banks adopting a broad scope and 

broader objectives for payment system oversight. More 

details on payment system oversight are discussed in 

Section VII.
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ii.1  BAckgroUnd

l
arge-value systems are the most significant 

component of the national payments system. 

This is because large-value systems are able 

to generate and transmit disturbances of a 

systemic nature to the financial sector. In order to cope 

with these systemic risks, several measures are adopted, 

depending on the nature of the large-value payment 

system. If the system is characterized by a deferred net 

settlement of payment transactions, risk control mea-

sures include the introduction of bilateral and multi-

lateral caps, the implementation of loss-sharing agree-

ments, and the pledging of collateral to cope with the 

inability of one or more participants to pay. 

Until not very long ago the concept of large-value sys-

tems was related almost exclusively to the value of the 

individual payments that are channeled through it. 

More recently, large-value systems are also related to the 

processing of time-critical payments. While in general 

the average value of each individual payment that is 

processed by these systems is high when compared to 

other systems (e.g. clearinghouses or payment cards), 

many so-called large-value systems now also process 

payments of relatively low value.

The development of real time gross settlement (RTGS) 

systems is one response to the growing awareness of the 

need for sound risk management in large-value funds 

transfer systems. RTGS systems can offer a powerful 

mechanism for limiting settlement and systemic risks in 

the interbank settlement process because they can effect 

final settlement of individual funds transfers on a con-

tinuous basis during the processing day. In addition, an 

RTGS system can contribute to the reduction of settle-

ment risk in securities and foreign exchange transactions 

by facilitating the delivery versus payment (DVP) and 

payment versus payment mechanisms. Variants of the 

basic RTGS system, the so-called hybrid systems that take 

into account liquidity-saving features that exist in net set-

tlement systems, are being introduced in some countries.

ii.2   SUrVEY oUtcomES

The questionnaire gave three options for central banks 

to indicate system(s) through which large-value pay-

ments are channeled: real-time gross settlement (RTGS) 

systems, cheque systems, and “other” systems. Answers 

related to RTGS systems are discussed in this Section. 

Also, special cheque clearing procedures are revised at 

the end of this same section. No further queries were 

made on those large-value systems identified as “other”.

Results as to the type of system that processed large-

value payments are shown in Table II.1. Answers do not 

necessarily add up to 100% since several countries indi-

Section ii 

large value Payment 

systems
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cated more than one system through which large-value 

payments are executed.

The survey shows that a total of 112 countries use RTGS 

systems. The percentage of countries with an RTGS 

system is markedly higher in high and upper-middle 

income countries. From a regional perspective, RTGS 

systems exist in all EU-15 countries and, in all but one 

case, in both the EU-NM and ECA regions, where, as 

discussed earlier, reforms to financial systems during the 

last decade were more aggressive. The lowest percentage 

of RTGS systems is observed in the EAP region and es-

pecially in the SA region, where only 2 out of 6 countries 

have implemented such a system. Interestingly, accord-

ing to survey data adoption of an RTGS system does not 

have any correlation with country size; an almost identi-

cal percentage of countries that are large, medium-sized 

or small have adopted such a system.

Around one third of countries that answered the survey 

still use cheque systems for large-value payments. Table 

II.1 shows that this situation is relatively common in all 

but high income economies. In the LAC and MNA re-

gions, and, to a lesser extent AFR, cheques are used for 

large-value payments jointly with the RTGS system. In 

contrast to what was mentioned in the last phrase of 

the previous paragraph, using cheque systems for this 

purpose is more common in small economies, despite 

rtgS system Cheque Clearinghouse other

Countries # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (142 countries) 112 79% 48 34% 24 17%

By income

High-Income	(41) 38 93% 5 12% 8 20%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 31 91% 14 41% 4 12%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 26 70% 15 41% 5 14%

Low-Income	(30) 17 57% 14 47% 7 23%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 6 60% 3 30% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 15 94% 1 6% 2 13%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 22 73% 20 67% 6 20%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 9 75% 7 58% 2 17%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 4 67% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 20 74% 12 44% 2 7%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 11 92% 0 0% 1 8%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 1 7% 5 36%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 26 79% 8 24% 8 24%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 44 80% 17 31% 6 11%
5	million	or	less	(54) 42 78% 23 43% 10 19%

taBLe ii.1: Main SySteM(S) USed for Large-VaLUe fUndS tranSferS
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that 78% of the latter have already implemented an 

RTGS system.

In this regard, it is worth keeping in mind that cheque 

systems that process large-value payments face special 

difficulties to comply with international standards (i.e. 

the CPSS Core Principles for Systemically Important 

Payment Systems), in particular with regard to the man-

agement of credit and liquidity risk (Core Principle III), 

prompt final settlement (Core Principle IV), comple-

tion of timely settlement if the participant with the larg-

est net debt fails to settle (Core Principle V), and the 

system providing a means of making payments that is 

practical to its users and efficient for the economy (Core 

Principle VIII).

A total of 24 countries indicated that they use a system 

other than RTGS or cheques for large-value payments. 

Though, as previously mentioned, the survey did not 

ask for further information on these alternative systems, 

World Bank experience in developing countries shows 

these are usually systems that process payments on a 

gross basis with deferred settlement (e.g. end-of-day), 

using extensive manual procedures. In other cases, e.g. 

CHIPS in the United States or Euro 1, these systems are 

highly sophisticated.

The survey also asked for the relative shares of the vari-

ous systems that process large-value payments in each 

country. Few countries provided this information. Nev-

ertheless, the PSDG, based on its operational experience, 

considers cheque systems in many developing countries 

still process a relevant share of total settlement through-

put, 25-50% in many cases, and should therefore be re-

garded as systemically important.

ii.2.1 real time gross Settlement Systems

As shown in Tables II.1 and II.2, a total of 112 countries 

out of 142 (or 79%) informed that they were using an 

RTGS system as of December 2006. 

To clarify this figure, several caveats are necessary:

•	 In both the BCEAO and the ECCB there is only 

one RTGS system, however, figures in Tables II.1 

and II.2 reflect 8 different countries using each 

of these.

•	 Slovenia does not have its own RTGS system; 

instead, both the central bank and the country’s 

commercial banks are direct participants in Ger-

many’s RTGS system.

•	 The World Bank PSDG is aware that RTGS sys-

tems are currently being implemented in Do-

minican Republic, Egypt, Honduras, Jamaica, 

Paraguay and Rwanda.19 These are not reflected 

in the total of 112 countries.

19 These projects are in different stages of development.

number of  
Countries using an 

rtgS system

number of countries where the 
Central Bank is the operator of 

the rtgS system

number of countries 
where the Central Bank 
is Settlement agent for 

the rtgS

number of systems 
that also process 

transactions in foreign 
currency

Countries with more 
than one rtgS 

system

112	countries 108	countries.

Exceptions:	Canada,	Hong	Kong,	
Iceland,	Switzerland.

112	countries 15	systems Brazil,	Hong	Kong,	
Philippines,	Poland	

and	Uruguay

taBLe ii.2: rtgS SySteMS WorLdWide 
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•	 Five countries indicated that they have more 

than one RTGS system (see table II.2).

•	 Canada defines its large-value system as an 

RTGS-equivalent. The Canadian large-value sys-

tem is however included here in Table II.2 and 

throughout section II.2.1.1.

With regard to the year of implementation, survey in-

formation shows that 12 RTGS systems were imple-

mented between 2005-06, 24 systems in 2002-04, and 

31 systems in 1998 to 2001. The rest were implemented 

in 1997 or before, though many have undergone sub-

stantial upgrades since.

The second and third columns of Table II.2 indicate, 

respectively, the number of countries using an RTGS 

system where the central bank acts as operator and 

settlement agent for such system. Overwhelmingly, 

central banks play the key role as both operators and 

settlement agents when it comes to RTGS systems. 

Numbers in these columns do not reflect those few (5) 

cases which reported more than one RTGS system, and 

where entities other than central banks seem to have a 

bigger role.20 

A total of 15 countries indicate that their RTGS system 

handles transactions both in local currency and in at least 

one foreign currency. These are: Argentina, Armenia, 

Bolivia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Estonia, Guatemala, Indo-

nesia, Jordan, Kenya, Peru, Philippines, Sweden, United 

Kingdom and Uruguay. In addition there are designated 

foreign currency systems in Hong Kong (one for USD 

and another one for Euro), and in Poland (for Euro).

20 For these other RTGS systems, the Operator and Settlement Agent are as 

follows: Brazil-Sitraf (Operator: Bankers’ Association; Settlement Agent: CIP (a 

private clearinghouse)); Hong Kong-USD RTGS (Operator: Hong Kong Interbank 

Clearing Limited; Settlement Agent: HSBC); Hong Kong-Euro RTGS (Operator: 

Hong Kong Interbank Clearing Limited; Settlement Agent: Standard Chartered 

Bank), Philippines (Operator: PDS Group; Settlement Agent: Citibank); Poland-

Sorbnet Euro (Operator and Settlement Agent: Central Bank of Poland); Uruguay 

(Operator and Settlement Agent: Central Bank).

Table II.3 shows some basic statistics for RTGS systems 

worldwide for year 2006. Though figures for previous 

years are not presented here,21 total settlement through-

put in RTGS systems is expanding at a fast pace in almost 

every country. Indeed, in U.S. dollar terms, in the two-

year period of 2004-2006 total settlement throughput 

increased by an average of slightly more than 100%,22 

with a median value of 44%. 

The last column to the right in Table II.3 indicates the 

number of times an amount equivalent to the value of 

the gross domestic product (GDP) in each country is 

settled in a year by the RTGS system. In general, the so-

called GDP turnover of RTGS systems is higher in higher 

income/developed countries where RTGS systems settle 

transactions from very active securities markets. Never-

theless, many middle income countries show impressive 

figures which, when viewed in conjunction with growth 

trends, stress the increasingly systemic importance of 

RTGS systems all over the world.

The column expressing the average value of a payment 

that goes through the RTGS system shows important 

differences between countries. One would naturally 

expect higher per transaction values in higher income 

countries, and the data in Table II.3 does reflect this to a 

large extent. Interestingly, this average is much smaller in 

many of the countries in the ECA and EU-NM regions. 

While, to some extent, a smaller average value of indi-

vidual payments is due to the fact that RTGS systems are 

the only interbank payment system in several of these 

countries, in several other cases the RTGS system was 

expressly designed to handle both large-value and small 

value transactions. Indeed, as technological advances 

increase the flexibility of RTGS systems, and the cost 

of telecommunications and data processing keep de-

creasing on a per transaction basis, an increasing num-

21 Volume and value figures for 2002 and 2004 are available in the Appendix.
22 Simple average. Calculated for 78 countries for which the necessary informa-

tion was available.
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number of transactions/ 
Settled Payments

total Value Settled
(in US$ million)

average Value of each  
Payment (in US$)

turnover of gdP (times)

albania 32,732 27,156 829,646 3.0
algeria 147,478 2,298,898 15,588,075 20.2
angola 45,096 42,312 938,268 0.9
argentina 1,327,112 606,810 457,241 2.9
armenia 1,001,151 9,334 9,323 1.5
australia 6,400,000 29,415,385 4,596,154 38.9
austria 4,392,160 14,454,065 3,290,879 44.6
azerbaijan 370,000 26,497 71,613 1.3
Bahamas 19,036 7,851 412,438 1.3
BCeao 287,402 65,364 227,432 1.3
Belarus 6,531,900 210,147 32,172 5.7
Belgium 2,817,435 43,170,375 15,322,581 109.4
Bolivia 36,798 13,896 377,626 1.2
Bosnia and herzegovina 591,823 23,300 39,370 2.0
Botswana 21,132 12,301 582,117 11.2
Brazil Str 10,374,137 29,225,448 2,817,145
Brazil CiP - Sitraf 2,009,435 68,658 34,168
Bulgaria 983,273 143,752 146,197 4.6
Canada 4,915,000,000 36,631,666 7,453 28.7
Chile 195,238 1,444,775 7,400,072 9.9
China 141,811,218 32,192,042 227,006 12.2
Colombia 2,330,000 2,494,900 1,070,773 18.4
Costa rica 192,272 62,156 323,271 2.9
Croatia 171,092 383,576 2,241,929 8.9
Czech republic 382,000,000 6,725,664 17,606 47.2
denmark 796,000 11,736,610 14,744,485 42.5
eCCU 7,487 1,821 243,257 0.5
estonia 48,743 59,316 1,216,908 3.6
finland 524,300 7,183,000 13,700,172 34.2
france 4,600,000 168,750,000 36,684,783 74.9
georgia 4,227,107 10,755 2,544 1.4
germany 38,325,351 188,470,250 4,917,639 64.6
ghana 93,103 51,682 555,109 4.0
greece 1,520,000 8,591,025 5,651,990 27.8
guatemala 47,378 46,872 989,312 1.5
hong kong hkd rtgS 4,598,079 18,360,000 3,992,972
hong kong USd rtgS 1,742,335 1,562,000 896,498
hong kong eUr rtgS 24,444 325,000 13,295,696
hungary 809,443 3,715,043 4,589,629 32.9
iceland 319,270 1,402,137 4,391,696 86.0
india 3,521,712 3,692,795 1,048,580 4.2
indonesia 6,900,000 6,208,317 899,756 17.0
ireland 1,217,268 8,320,000 6,834,978 37.9
italy 13,368,700 62,340,125 4,663,140 33.7
Japan 5,549,000 218,141,874 39,311,925 50.0
Jordan 272,947 259,083 949,205 18.4
kazakhstan 8,293,200 1,471,532 177,438 18.2
kenya 152,437 121,210 795,150 5.3
kuwait 373,000 458,000 1,227,882 4.8

taBLe ii.3: BaSiC StatiStiCS for rtgS SySteMS WorLdWide (2006)

27.4

106.7
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number of transactions/ 
Settled Payments

total Value Settled
(in US$ million)

average Value of each  
Payment (in US$)

turnover of gdP (times)

kyrgyz republic 59,427 3,264 54,919 1.2
Latvia 198,590 92,594 466,258 4.6
Lesotho 2,472 1,338 541,119 0.9
Luxembourg 1,070,000 15,448,200 14,437,570 372.2
Macedonia 2,453,169 20,891 8,516 3.3
Malaysia 2,200,000 6,749,730 3,068,059 45.3
Malta 50,000 66,577 1,331,540 10.4
Mauritius 105,923 23,261 219,599 3.7
Mexico 19,126,115 10,710,898 560,014 12.8
Moldova 518,145 11,963 23,087 3.6
Morocco 100,629 362,802 3,605,345 5.5
namibia* 26,953 38,908 1,443,535 6.2
netherlands 4,552,000 31,745,000 6,973,858 47.3
netherlands antilles nav nav nav nav
new Zealand 1,368,000 6,100,000 4,459,064 58.3
norway 137,368 6,091,406 44,343,706 18.1
oman 363,240 158,673 436,826 4.4
Peru 381,243 226,990 595,395 2.4
Philippines 799,028 2,842,674 3,557,666 24.2
Poland  - Sorbnet 1,269,427 11,907,185 9,379,968
Poland - Sorbnet-euro 99,964 427,576 4,277,302
Portugal 1,400,000 6,547,000 4,676,429 33.6
Qatar nav nav nav nav
romania 1,548,371 688,338 444,556 5.6
russia+ nap nap nap nap
Saudi arabia 20,786,767 3,734,865 179,675 10.7
Serbia 148,976,803 315,382 2,117 9.9
Singapore 2,864,799 8,698,315 3,036,274 65.8
Slovak republic 130,000,000 2,882,997 22,177 52.3
Slovenia 1,567,213 398,469 254,253 10.4
South africa 1,700,000 7,058,824 4,152,249 27.7
Spain 10,747,625 103,107,311 9,593,497 83.7
Sri Lanka 175,357 174,302 993,985 6.5
Sweden 1,910,086 18,022,500 9,435,439 46.9
Switzerland 317,100,000 34,486,923 108,757 88.9
taiwan 817,008 7,528,708 9,214,974 20.7
tajikistan 404,400 2,474 6,117 0.9
tanzania 139,972 24,603 175,768 1.9
thailand 1,725,344 3,786,926 2,194,882 18.4
trinidad and tobago 26,809 47,460 1,770,319 2.6
turkey 94,200,000 10,524,476 111,725 26.2
Uganda 68,426 16,072 234,888 1.7
Ukraine 286,000,000 803,000 2,808 7.5
United arab emirates 1,019,447 936,408 918,545 5.7
United kingdom 40,686,000 219,273,558 5,389,411 91.4
United States 133,605,287 572,645,790 4,286,102 43.4
Uruguay 238,601 59,901 251,049 3.1
Venezuela 533,669 525,741 985,144 2.9
Zambia 65,066 33,847 520,190 3.1

Zimbabwe 1,348,458 213,578 158,387 nav

notes: * Includes only large-value payments.
1. Only those countries with an RTGS system in place as of end-2006 were included in this Table.
2. All figures in local currency were converted into US$ at the average exchange rate for 2006. 
3. Source for GDP data: IMF statistics. Source for Exchange rates: World Bank DDP. 
4. In cases where statistics provided covered only a part of the year (i.e. the RTGS systems of Botswana, Lesotho, 
Moldova, Morocco became live in 2006), figures were annualized to make them comparable with all other countries.

taBLe ii.3: BaSiC StatiStiCS for rtgS SySteMS WorLdWide (2006)	(continued)

36.2
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ber of countries are designing their systems with this 

principle. 

II.2.1.1  Detailed Features of RTGS Systems 

Worldwide

The discussion below shifts the basis of the analysis 

from countries to systems. In other words, each indi-

vidual RTGS system, regardless of how many countries 

or financial systems it serves, is counted as one for com-

parison purposes. The percentages presented through-

out this sub-section, including tables II.4 through II.11b 

are related to the number of systems with a given feature 

(this number shown in parenthesis in the first column) 

and not to the total number of countries participating 

in the survey.

Moreover, data below do not include most systems that 

were implemented during 2007. Apart from the sys-

tems that were implemented that year in several indi-

vidual countries, one important event in late 2007 was 

the launching of a new RTGS system in the European 

Union: TARGET 2. None of the responses from Euro-

pean Union member countries referred to Target 2.23 

Once the various exceptions are accounted for, the survey 

presents information on 98 RTGS systems worldwide.

Communication channels for the RTGS system

The questionnaire explicitly asked for the primary 

means through which direct RTGS participants send 

their payment orders to the RTGS systems. Despite this, 

several countries indicated more than one option. One 

possible interpretation of those responses is that central 

banks are stressing the fact that it is now relatively com-

mon for RTGS systems to have two or even more ac-

cess channels, one serving as the primary channel while 

another serves as a back-up. In developing countries 

the World Bank’s PSDG has observed that several that 

2� Out of the 27 answers from European Union member countries, 26 were 

received prior to the launch date of TARGET 2. 
notes: * Includes only large-value payments.
1. Only those countries with an RTGS system in place as of end-2006 were included in this Table.
2. All figures in local currency were converted into US$ at the average exchange rate for 2006. 
3. Source for GDP data: IMF statistics. Source for Exchange rates: World Bank DDP. 
4. In cases where statistics provided covered only a part of the year (i.e. the RTGS systems of Botswana, Lesotho, 
Moldova, Morocco became live in 2006), figures were annualized to make them comparable with all other countries.

Box 1: target 2 

The	new	TARGET	generation	-	TARGET2	-	was	launched	on	No-

vember	19,	2007.	

The	 previously	 decentralized	 network	 of	 payment	 systems	 was	

transformed	 into	 a	 centralized	 payment	 system	 with	 a	 single	

technical	platform	offering	complete	harmonization	to	the	market	

in	terms	of	technique	and	functionality	with	one	single	transac-

tion	price	for	domestic	and	cross-border	payments.	This	platform	

has	been	developed	and	 is	operated	by	a	“consortium”	of	cen-

tral	banks	–	Banca	d’Italia,	Banque	de	France	and	the	Deutsche	

Bundesbank	–	on	behalf	of	the	Eurosystem.

Together	 with	 the	 US	 Federal	 Reserve	 Bank’s	 Fedwire	 system	

and	the	global	foreign	exchange	settlement	system	“Continuous	

Linked	Settlement”	 (CLS),	TARGET2	belongs	 to	 the	biggest	pay-

ment	systems	worldwide.	TARGET2	is	also	a	“system	of	systems”.	

It	is	used	for	cash	settlement	purposes	by	about	60	other	systems	

such	 as	 securities	 settlement	 systems	 and	 retail	 payment	 sys-

tems,	among	others.

As	with	TARGET1,	TARGET2	settles	payment	transactions	in	a	fast	

manner	and	in	central	bank	money	with	no	credit	risk.	In	addition,	

liquidity	risks	are	substantially	reduced	by	the	advanced	features	

for	 saving	and	managing	 liquidity.	And,	 in	 contrast	 to	privately-

owned	systems,	there	is	flexible	access	to	collateralized	intraday	

credit	provided	by	central	banks.	

TARGET2	 has	 a	 modular	 construction.	 Besides	 payment	 settle-

ment,	central	banks	can	use	other	modules	on	the	single	shared	

platform.	Thereby,	 they	 could	 process	 other	 operations,	 for	 ex-

ample	the	granting	of	overnight	credit,	more	cost-effectively.	And	

not	 least	 the	 single	 shared	 platform	 is	 a	 “basis	 infrastructure”	

which	could	be	progressively	expanded	to	offer	further	services	

like	TARGET2-Securities.	

A	first	group	of	eight	countries	has	been	connected	to	TARGET2	on	

the	date	of	its	launch:	Germany,	Austria,	Luxemburg,	Malta,	Latvia,	

Lithuania,	Slovenia	and	Cyprus.	And	7	ancillary	systems	are	using	

TARGET2	for	their	cash	settlement.	The	next	groups	of	countries	

will	follow	in	three	respectively	six	months.	
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are already operating a proprietary network are also in-

creasingly opting for SWIFT’s international network as 

a back-up channel, in substitution of other electronic 

and paper-based procedures.

Duplicate responses make it somewhat difficult to ex-

tract a detailed analysis from the data, shown here in 

Table II.4. Nevertheless, some broad trends can be ob-

served. At a global level, SWIFT closed-user groups and 

proprietary telecommunications networks are by far the 

most common alternatives, with about half of central 

banks indicating one of these alternatives as the prima-

ry means to send payment orders to the RTGS system. 

From a country income perspective, only low income 

countries differ significantly from the overall trend with 

regard to using proprietary networks. Some differenc-

es are also observed when the information is analyzed 

from a country size angle, with large countries slightly 

favoring proprietary networks while smaller countries 

favoring SWIFT closed-user groups.

SWift  
international  

network

SWift closed  
users’ group

Proprietary  
telecommunications 

network

other electronic 
means 

 (e-mail, etc.)
other paper means

rtgS systems # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(98	systems) 20 20% 48 49% 48 49% 8 8% 6 6%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 10 27% 21 57% 16 43% 4 11% 2 5%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 1 4% 10 40% 15 60% 1 4% 2 8%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 6 23% 12 46% 15 58% 0 0% 1 4%

Low-Income	(10) 3 30% 5 50% 2 20% 1 10% 1 10%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 0 0% 2 40% 5 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 2 13% 4 25% 10 63% 3 19% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 3 20% 4 27% 10 67% 2 13% 3 20%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 4 44% 3 33% 6 67% 1 11% 1 11%

South	Asia	(2) 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 4 29% 12 86% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(15) 4 27% 11 73% 5 33% 1 7% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 1 10% 5 50% 4 40% 1 10% 0 0%
Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 2 17% 6 50% 7 58% 0 0% 0 0%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 5 18% 10 36% 18 64% 0 0% 0 0%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 7 19% 20 54% 17 46% 4 11% 4 11%

5	million	or	less	(33) 8 24% 18 55% 13 39% 4 12% 2 6%

taBLe ii.4: PriMary MeanS throUgh WhiCh PayMent orderS are Sent to the rtgS
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From a regional perspective, differences in these two 

alternatives are more significant. It is worth noting the 

case of the AFR region, where none of the RTGS sys-

tems use a proprietary telecommunications network. In 

this regard, one could speculate that limitations in local 

infrastructure in many of the countries in this region 

have prompted central banks to recur to the infrastruc-

ture provided by SWIFT.

Another point for discussion is to what extent countries 

that use SWIFT-like message formats over a proprietary 

telecommunications network actually indicated the 

SWIFT closed-user group option. Judging from World 

Bank experience in developing countries, this seems to 

be the case in at least some 10 cases.

Pricing and Charges

Table II.5 shows seven options that tried to accommo-

date the various alternatives observed in developed and 

SWift  
international  

network

SWift closed  
users’ group

Proprietary  
telecommunications 

network

other electronic 
means 

 (e-mail, etc.)
other paper means

rtgS systems # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(98	systems) 20 20% 48 49% 48 49% 8 8% 6 6%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 10 27% 21 57% 16 43% 4 11% 2 5%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 1 4% 10 40% 15 60% 1 4% 2 8%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 6 23% 12 46% 15 58% 0 0% 1 4%

Low-Income	(10) 3 30% 5 50% 2 20% 1 10% 1 10%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 0 0% 2 40% 5 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 2 13% 4 25% 10 63% 3 19% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 3 20% 4 27% 10 67% 2 13% 3 20%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 4 44% 3 33% 6 67% 1 11% 1 11%

South	Asia	(2) 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 4 29% 12 86% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(15) 4 27% 11 73% 5 33% 1 7% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 1 10% 5 50% 4 40% 1 10% 0 0%
Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 2 17% 6 50% 7 58% 0 0% 0 0%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 5 18% 10 36% 18 64% 0 0% 0 0%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 7 19% 20 54% 17 46% 4 11% 4 11%

5	million	or	less	(33) 8 24% 18 55% 13 39% 4 12% 2 6%

operator 
makes no 
charges

Charges 
applied have 

no  
particular  
relation to 

cost recovery

Partial 
recovery of 
operational 

costs

full recovery 
of operational 

costs 

full recovery 
of operational 

costs + 
partial 

recovery of 
investment

full recovery 
of operational 

and 
investment 

costs

full recovery 
of operational 

costs and 
investment 
plus profit

rtgS systems # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(98	systems)

8 8% 13 13% 16 16% 15 15% 7 7% 33 34% 6 6%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 3 8% 3 8% 5 14% 6 16% 4 11% 16 43% 2 5%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 3 12% 0 0% 4 16% 4 16% 0 0% 11 44% 2 8%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 1 4% 6 23% 6 23% 2 8% 2 8% 6 23% 2 8%

Low-Income	(10) 1 10% 4 40% 1 10% 3 30% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 1 6% 3 19% 2 13% 4 25% 0 0% 2 13% 3 19%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 4 27% 1 7% 4 27% 1 7% 0 0% 5 33% 1 7%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 2 22% 2 22% 1 11% 1 11% 1 11% 3 33% 0 0%

South	Asia	(2) 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 0 0% 6 43% 3 21% 3 21% 2 14% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(15) 0 0% 0 0% 1 7% 3 20% 2 13% 9 60% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 0 0% 1 10% 1 10% 1 10% 0 0% 7 70% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 0 0% 0 0% 2 17% 2 17% 2 17% 4 33% 2 17%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 2 7% 1 4% 5 18% 4 14% 3 11% 11 39% 2 7%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 0 0% 6 16% 6 16% 5 14% 1 3% 15 41% 4 11%
5	million	or	less	(33) 6 18% 6 18% 5 15% 6 18% 3 9% 7 21% 0 0%

taBLe ii.5: PriCing and ChargeS in rtgS SySteMS
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developing countries when it comes to the RTGS opera-

tor applying charges for the services provided. Reading 

this table from left to right, the alternatives range from 

the operator making no charges at all to the operator 

seeking full recovery of all costs plus obtaining a profit. 

In only 8 out of 98 RTGS systems the operators apply no 

charges. Although the questionnaire did not include a 

similar question for cheque systems or other large-value 

systems operated by the central bank, the World Bank’s 

PSDG has observed that charging for central bank pay-

ment and settlement services is much less common in 

cases where an RTGS system does not exist or did not 

used to exist. In many such cases, a quite common ex-

planation for that situation would be that due to tra-

dition, commercial banks and other participants were 

used to having payment and settlement services for free. 

One possible interpretation of the results in Table II.5 

is that the implementation of an RTGS system helped 

break with this inertia, and gave central banks a chance 

to price their services and recover costs. 

Results concerning the objective of the pricing policy in 

relation to cost recovery vary widely. World Bank expe-

rience indicates that while some central banks/opera-

tors may emphasize cost recovery from a financial per-

spective, others are more interested in the social benefits 

stemming from the implementation of such a system, 

in particular the reduction of systemic risk. In the latter 

case, the recovery of operational and investment costs 

from a financial perspective is not a priority. 

The option with more responses was that of full recov-

ery of both operational and investment costs (33 cases 

or 34% of the total). The various options of partial cost 

recovery altogether account for a similar number (38 

cases). Only 6 systems aim at obtaining a profit. 

More systems in higher income countries aim at full 

cost recovery, in particular in European Union mem-

ber countries, while 40% of the RTGS operators in low 

income countries indicate their pricing policy does not 

have a particular relation with cost recovery. In the AFR 

region, for instance, almost half of the RTGS operators 

indicate their pricing policy falls in this last category. At 

the same time, none of the operators in the AFR region 

aims at recovering operational and investment costs in 

full. Moreover, full cost recovery being an objective of 

the RTGS pricing policy is twice as common in large and 

medium-sized countries than it is in smaller countries.

One straightforward conclusion from the previous para-

graph is that full cost recovery is more difficult to achieve 

in countries with a smaller number of transactions go-

ing through the RTGS, either because of the small size 

of the population or because of the developing nature 

of the economy. Despite this, it is interesting to see that 

central banks in such smaller or lower income countries 

continue to embrace RTGS systems. 

Of the 46 countries that answered positively to one of 

the three last columns to the right in Table II.5 (i.e. par-

tial to full recovery of investment costs), 42 provided ad-

ditional information on the number of years in which 

such costs are expected to be recovered. On average, the 

recovery period is 6 years, with a maximum of 20 years 

in the case of Chile and a minimum of 1 year in the case 

of Serbia. The median value was 5 years. Additionally, 

of the countries that also aim at obtaining a profit or 

recovering the opportunity cost, Serbia indicated 1 year, 

Switzerland 2 years to recover opportunity cost, BCEAO 

10 years, and Philippines and Malaysia 6 years each. In-

dividual country responses are available the Appendix

Liquidity

With regard to liquidity in RTGS systems, operators 

were asked to indicate the main source(s) of transfer-

able funds in their systems. Results are summarized 

in Table II.6. In the majority of RTGS systems (85 out 

of 98), participants can mobilize their reserve require-

ments either fully or partially during the operating day 

as an important source of liquidity. Central banks/op-
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erators that allow RTGS participants to use reserve re-

quirements in full are a clear majority. 

Flexibility in the use of required reserves is lower in low 

income countries, followed by high income countries. 

From a regional perspective, these same percentages are 

somewhat lower in the MNA and SA regions and es-

pecially in ODCs where only 6 out of 12 central banks 

allow participants to use required reserves as a source 

of liquidity to execute payments during the day in the 

RTGS system.

The popularity of lines of credit between banks as a 

source of liquidity in the RTGS system varies widely 

except from a country size perspective. Lower income 

countries tend to rely more on this source of liquidity 

for the RTGS system, which coincides with their more 

restrictive approach in the use of required reserves for 

this same purpose.

Where credit facilities are being provided by the RTGS 

operator as a means to enhance system liquidity, one 

would expect such credit facilities to exist in RTGS sys-

Participants can 
use their reserve 

requirements 
partially

Participants can 
use their reserve 
requirements in 

full

Lines of credit  
between banks

operator allows 
current account 

overdrafts

operator grants 
credit, either in the 
form of a loan or 

a repo

rtgS systems # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(98	systems) 20 20% 65 66% 40 41% 27 28% 70 71%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 5 14% 24 65% 9 24% 19 51% 23 62%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 5 20% 18 72% 10 40% 5 20% 18 72%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 7 27% 18 69% 15 58% 3 12% 21 81%

Low-Income	(10) 3 30% 5 50% 6 60% 0 0% 8 80%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 2 40% 3 60% 4 80% 0 0% 5 100%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 5 31% 10 63% 9 56% 3 19% 9 56%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 4 27% 11 73% 7 47% 2 13% 13 87%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 3 33% 5 56% 5 56% 5 56% 6 67%

South	Asia	(2) 1 50% 2 100% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 3 21% 7 50% 9 64% 0 0% 13 93%

European	Union-15	(15) 1 7% 12 80% 0 0% 7 47% 11 73%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 0 0% 10 100% 1 10% 3 30% 6 60%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 1 8% 5 42% 4 33% 7 58% 5 42%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 5 18% 20 71% 11 39% 5 18% 20 71%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 5 14% 25 68% 14 38% 10 27% 30 81%
5	million	or	less	(33) 10 30% 20 61% 15 45% 12 36% 20 61%

taBLe ii.6: SoUrCeS of LiQUidity in rtgS SySteMS
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tems that experience a relatively high daily turnover ratio 

(i.e. payments/required reserves). According to World 

Bank experience, in many developing countries this ra-

tio is clearly less than 1 (i.e. average required reserves are 

more than enough to cover the daily payments needs of 

participants). 

Yet, as shown in Table II.6 many of these countries re-

port that credit facilities are available. Indeed, at a glob-

al, level the vast majority of RTGS systems (88 of 98) 

rely on the central bank providing some form of credit, 

either in the form of a loan, repo or account overdrafts.24 

From a regional perspective, percentages for this par-

ticular feature are lowest in the ECA region.

In light of the substantial economic growth experienced 

by most of the countries in this region the banking sys-

tem is highly liquid; recent evidence from World Bank’s 

24 The last two columns to the right in Table II.6 do not necessarily exclude each 

other: several central banks indicated they provide credit both through loans/re-

pos, and through account overdrafts. The 10 RTGS systems with no available 

credit facilities are those that did not indicate any of these options.

high quality collateral 
required in all cases

Collateral required in all 
cases, but quality not 

always suitable 

account overdrafts and/
or credit is limited, but 
no collateral required

no limits or collateral 
requirements for 
overdrafts/ credit

rtgS systems where credit is granted 
by operator # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(88	systems) 82 93% 3 3% 3 3% 1 1%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(36) 32 89% 2 6% 2 6% 1 3%

Upper-middle-Income	(22) 21 95% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 21 95% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0%

Low-Income	(8) 8 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 10 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(14) 12 86% 2 14% 0 0% 0 0%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 7 78% 0 0% 2 22% 1 11%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(13) 13 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(9) 9 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(11) 9 82% 1 9% 1 9% 0 0%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(25) 22 88% 1 4% 2 8% 0 0%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 34 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
5	million	or	less	(29) 26 90% 2 7% 1 3% 1 3%

taBLe ii.7a: oPerator’S ManageMent of itS Credit riSk exPoSUre in the SySteM 
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PSDG work in these countries indicates that the creation 

of a credit facility to support the operation of RTGS sys-

tems is not yet at the top in the list of priorities of central 

banks in this region.25 

Further details on the features of credit facilities provided 

by RTGS operators are analyzed in Tables II.7a and II.7b. 

25 Through the CISPI, the World Bank’s PSDG has studied in details the pay-

ment and securities settlement systems of 11 CIS countries. Further details on the 

CISPI are available at www.cis-pi.org. 

These two tables contain information only for the 88 RTGS 

system in which the operator grants some form of credit. 

Results in Table II.7a are quite straightforward: in all but 

6 RTGS systems where participants have access to credit 

facilities the operator demands high quality collateral to 

minimize its own credit exposure. According to survey data, 

there is only one system in which the central bank grants 

unlimited credit and does not require any collateral from the 

participants to protect itself from such credit exposures.

operator seizes 
the collateral 
immediately 
thereafter 

operator transforms 
the intraday credit 
into overnight at 

market rates 

operator transforms 
the intraday credit into 

overnight at penalty 
rates 

other

rtgS systems where intraday credit is 
provided by operator # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(88	systems) 13 15% 17 19% 56 64% 8 9%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(36) 7 19% 4 11% 27 75% 4 11%

Upper-middle-Income	(22) 1 5% 6 27% 13 59% 2 9%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 2 9% 6 27% 12 55% 1 5%

Low-Income	(8) 3 38% 1 13% 4 50% 1 13%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 1 10% 4 40% 3 30% 2 20%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(14) 2 14% 1 7% 11 79% 1 7%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 1 11% 0 0% 9 100% 0 0%

South	Asia	(2) 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(13) 2 15% 6 46% 5 38% 1 8%

European	Union-15	(15) 2 13% 2 13% 10 67% 3 20%

EU-Newer	members	(9) 3 33% 3 33% 4 44% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(11) 1 9% 1 9% 9 82% 1 9%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(25) 1 4% 0 0% 21 84% 3 12%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 7 21% 8 24% 20 59% 1 3%
5	million	or	less	(29) 5 17% 9 31% 15 52% 4 14%

taBLe ii.7B: non-rePayMent of intraday LiQUidity at the end of oPerationaL day
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Table II.7b then refers to issues related to how the oper-

ator handles those intraday loans/repos/overdrafts that 

are not repaid by the end of the day. 

The majority of intraday lenders (83%) prefer to transform 

intraday loans into overnight loans rather than seizing the 

collateral immediately in the event a system participant 

does not repay the loan by the end of the day. Moreover, 56 

intraday lenders that transform intraday loans into over-

night loans do so at penalty rates, which can be interpreted 

as an incentive for participants to fulfill their obligations 

according to the original terms and trying to avoid, to the 

extent possible, an unwanted monetary expansion. 

From a regional perspective, transforming intraday loans 

into overnight loans at penalty rates is more common in the 

EPA and MNA regions, while doing so at prevailing market 

rates is more common in the AFR and ECA regions. 

Finally, 8 central banks indicated “other” in their answer 

to the question of how the operator handles intraday 

loans which are not repaid by the end of the day. Three 

a centralized queuing 
facility is in place in the 

rtgS system

Participants can set 
priorities to their 
payment orders

Participants can change 
priorities to their  

payment orders while 
these are waiting in the 

queue

Pricing policy is used 
to incentivate a smooth 

flow of payment 
throughout the day

rtgS systems # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (98	systems) 83 85% 69 70% 61 62% 31 32%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 34 92% 23 62% 20 54% 5 14%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 20 80% 19 76% 16 64% 7 28%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 22 85% 20 77% 18 69% 13 50%

Low-Income	(10) 7 70% 7 70% 7 70% 6 60%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 5 100% 4 80% 4 80% 3 60%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 12 75% 13 81% 13 81% 8 50%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 10 67% 8 53% 5 33% 4 27%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 9 100% 8 89% 6 67% 1 11%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 11 79% 10 71% 10 71% 8 57%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 11 73% 12 80% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 10 100% 8 80% 5 50% 3 30%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 9 75% 5 42% 4 33% 3 25%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 23 82% 19 68% 17 61% 11 39%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 33 89% 29 78% 24 65% 13 35%
5	million	or	less	(33) 27 82% 21 64% 20 61% 7 21%

taBLe ii.8a: QUeUing arrangeMentS, PrioritiZation, PriCing PoLiCy
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of these were EU-15 member countries, which, in lieu 

of the options specified in the questionnaire, stated that 

the failure to reimburse the intraday credit at the end of 

the day by a participant which is a an eligible counter-

party for Eurosystem monetary policy operations and 

has access to the marginal lending facility is consid-

ered as a request for a recourse to the marginal lending  

facility at the marginal lending rate. The remaining 5 

cases did not provide additional comments in their an-

swer to “other”.

Queuing Facilities and Other Liquidity Management 

Tools

Table II.8A discusses some of the tools that RTGS op-

erators may include as part of system design and/or op-

eration in order to facilitate a smoother flow of payment 

through the system during the operational day. 

Centralized queuing facilities are the most common 

liquidity management tool, with 83 of 98 systems al-

lowing payments orders to wait in a queue until all the 

required conditions for the processing of such payment 

a fifo  
resolution 

algorithm is 
used

Bilateral  
offsetting 
used as 

resolution 
algorithm

Multilateral 
offsetting 
used as 

resolution 
algorithm

Both  
bilateral & 
multilateral 
offsetting is 

used

offsetting  
triggered  

automatically 
every  

certain  
period of time

offsetting 
triggered 

automatically 
by non-time- 
parameters

offsetting 
can be  

triggered 
manually by 
the operator 

rtgS systems with centralized 
queuing facilities # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (83	systems) 72 87% 9 11% 33 40% 24 29% 36 43% 15 18% 51 61%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(34) 28 82% 7 21% 13 38% 8 24% 15 44% 11 32% 18 53%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 18 90% 1 5% 9 45% 9 45% 10 50% 3 15% 14 70%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 19 86% 0 0% 7 32% 5 23% 8 36% 1 5% 13 59%

Low-Income	(7) 7 100% 1 14% 4 57% 2 29% 3 43% 0 0% 6 86%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 5 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(12) 10 83% 0 0% 4 33% 3 25% 4 33% 0 0% 7 58%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(10) 8 80% 0 0% 6 60% 0 0% 5 50% 3 30% 5 50%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 7 78% 1 11% 5 56% 3 33% 3 33% 1 11% 8 89%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 11 100% 2 18% 4 36% 6 55% 7 64% 1 9% 10 91%

European	Union-15	(15) 13 87% 3 20% 6 40% 5 33% 5 33% 7 47% 8 53%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 8 80% 0 0% 3 30% 4 40% 5 50% 1 10% 6 60%

Other	Developed	Countries	(9) 8 89% 3 33% 4 44% 2 22% 6 67% 1 11% 5 56%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(22) 21 91% 1 4% 10 43% 7 30% 10 43% 6 26% 16 70%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 28 85% 5 15% 15 45% 8 24% 15 45% 4 12% 18 55%
5	million	or	less	(27) 23 85% 3 11% 8 30% 9 33% 11 41% 5 19% 17 63%

taBLe ii.8B: featUreS of QUeUing reSoLUtion MeChaniSMS in rtgS SySteMS
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orders are met. With only some small differences, it is ob-

served that centralized queuing exist in all types of coun-

tries. According to survey information, RTGS systems that 

do not have this facility are those of Argentina, Armenia, 

Bolivia, Costa Rica, ECCU, Iceland, Japan, Kyrgyz Repub-

lic, Namibia, South Africa, Tajikistan, Uganda, Ukraine, 

Uruguay and the United States. Queuing mechanisms are 

discussed in further detail below (see Table II.8b).

Another common tool for liquidity management generally 

embedded in the RTGS system is the ability for participants 

to set priorities for the processing of their payment orders. 

Priority setting is also used in many RTGS systems around 

the world (70%). Moreover, in most cases (61 out of 69 sys-

tems), participants can change the priorities for payments 

already sent but which are waiting in the central queue to 

be processed by the system. 

While priority setting is now a standard feature in off-the-

shelf RTGS systems, World Bank experience shows this is 

not necessarily the case for some systems developed in-

house, especially those that were developed some 5 years 

ago or more. This might explain why priority setting is less 

common in countries in the LAC region and ODCs.26

The use of the pricing policy by RTGS operators to pro-

mote a smooth flow of payment throughout the day (i.

e. using differentiated charges according to the time of 

the day in which payment orders are sent to the system 

for processing, with lower charges applying to those 

payments sent during RTGS off-peak hours - usually 

early in the morning) is less common at a worldwide 

level, with only about a third of RTGS operators relying 

on this tool. Nevertheless, experiences over the last few 

years show that the number of central banks/operators 

that have adopted this practice is growing.

26 Implementation dates for individual RTGS systems are presented in the 

Appendix. 

Table II.8b contains further information on the specific 

features of centralized queuing mechanisms used in 

RTGS systems. 

At the outset, it should be noted that many RTGS system 

operators use a combination of the alternatives stated in 

each of the columns of this table. Moreover, Table II.8b 

does not allow drawing conclusions on what specific 

combination(s) are more commonly used. Readers in-

terested in this last issue can refer to individual country 

answers in the Appendix for this purpose.

The basic FIFO (first-in, first-out) queuing resolution 

mechanism is present in most queuing facilities (87%). 

Offsetting of payment orders waiting in a queue has be-

come increasingly popular in recent years. Survey infor-

mation shows that it is currently used in approximately 

half of all RTGS systems with queuing facilities. Within 

the various options for offsetting of payment orders, mul-

tilateral offsetting ranks at the top.

The survey also collected information on whether the off-

setting is done manually by the RTGS operator, or if this 

is done automatically by the system on either time-related 

parameters (i.e. every certain period of time) or otherwise. 

While survey data show that either alternative is not un-

common, more RTGS operators are still able to trigger the 

offsetting mechanism manually based on their monitor-

ing of the system. This last trend is more evident in low 

income countries (6 out of 7 systems), and in the AFR and 

MNA regions (all but one system in both cases). 

RTGS System Resilience and Business Continuity

Ever-increasing attention is being paid to the topic of 

enhancing the resilience and ensuring proper business 

continuity of systems that are of critical for the financial 

system.27 In this area, the survey aimed at collecting in-

27 Some relevant papers and policy documents in this area include those issued 

by the Bank of England, the European Central Bank (ECB), and the Federal Re-

serve System of the United States. See for instance, “Payment Systems Oversight 

Report” and “Financial Stability Report” (Bank of England, various years), “Pay-

ment Systems Business Continuity” (ECB, 2006), and “Business Continuity Over-

sight Expectations for Systemically Important Payment Systems” (ECB, 2006), 

“Payments System Risk” (The Federal Reserve Board, 2007).
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formation on some of the key practices observed by cen-

tral banks that operate RTGS systems. In Table II.9, these 

practices are organized, from left to right, beginning with 

those that are more basic to the more sophisticated ones.

In general, numbers are quite high, reflecting that RTGS 

system operators worldwide give high importance to 

this issue. Stronger practices are nevertheless observed 

in some regions, more specifically in EPA, SA, EU-15, 

EU-NM and ODCs. 

Within this same trend, a total of 78 operators (80%) 

report that they have implemented a fully equipped al-

ternate processing site for the RTGS system. Moreover, 

such sites are more common in large countries (96% 

versus only 59% in small countries), reflecting, probably, 

the availability of larger financial and human resources.

With regard to business continuity, 90% of RTGS sys-

tem operators inform they have already documented a 

formal business continuity plan (BCP), and that in the 

majority of cases where such a BCP exists (76 out of 8\ 

routine 
procedures 
are in place 

for periodical 
data 

back-ups

data storage 
media kept 

in sites other 
than main 
processing 

site

Back-up 
servers have 

been 
deployed at 

the main
 processing 

site

a fully 
equipped 
alternate 

processing 
site exists 

operator has 
documented 
a formal BCP 
-  Business 
Continuity 

Plan

BCP include 
procedures 

for 
information 

dissemination 
and for crisis 
management

Business 
continuity 

arrangements 
are regularly 

tested

rtgS systems # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(98	systems)

93 95% 80 82% 73 74% 78 80% 88 90% 78 80% 76 78%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 34 92% 29 78% 27 73% 29 78% 34 92% 34 92% 33 89%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 25 100% 23 92% 21 84% 20 80% 24 96% 19 76% 21 84%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 25 96% 20 77% 18 69% 21 81% 21 81% 18 69% 17 65%

Low-Income	(10) 9 90% 8 80% 7 70% 8 80% 9 90% 7 70% 5 50%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 5 100% 5 100% 5 100% 5 100% 4 80% 4 80% 5 100%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 16 100% 12 75% 10 63% 11 69% 12 75% 10 63% 11 69%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 15 100% 13 87% 12 80% 10 67% 14 93% 7 47% 8 53%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 8 89% 6 67% 6 67% 6 67% 6 67% 8 89% 6 67%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 2 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 13 93% 12 86% 10 71% 12 86% 13 93% 12 86% 7 50%

European	Union-15	(15) 12 80% 9 60% 10 67% 14 93% 15 100% 15 100% 15 100%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 10 100% 9 90% 8 80% 7 70% 10 100% 9 90% 10 100%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 12 100% 12 100% 10 83% 11 92% 12 100% 11 92% 12 100%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 27 96% 25 89% 23 82% 27 96% 26 93% 23 82% 25 89%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 34 92% 28 76% 24 65% 31 84% 36 97% 32 86% 30 81%
5	million	or	less	(33) 31 97% 26 81% 26 81% 19 59% 25 78% 22 69% 20 63%

taBLe ii.9: reSiLienCe and BUSineSS ContinUity
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minutes, with a maximum of 1440 or 24 hours, and a 

minimum of 5 minutes (mainly those cases that refer to 

system recovery in the primary site). The median value 

was 90 minutes. Individual country answers to this last 

question are presented in the Appendix. 

Participation in the RTGS System

The survey aimed at obtaining information on two 

main issues in this area: i) what are the rules that govern 

access to the RTGS systems, and ii) what broad types of 

participants are allowed direct access to the system.

Survey outcomes for the first issue are reflected in Table 

II.10. More than 85% of all RTGS system operators in-

dicate there is an explicit policy statement that deals with 

granting direct access to, and excluding participants from, 

the system upon the fulfillment of a certain set of crite-

ria. Judging from World Bank experience, these numbers 

seem unexpectedly high, in particular in developing re-

gions. This may lead back to what mentioned earlier on 

the different interpretations central banks may give to 

the “explicit”.

there is an explicit  
access/exclusion 

policy for the system

access is granted on 
the basis of  

institutional standing 

access granted on the 
basis of the fulfillment 

of a set of objective 
criteria

formal rules exist to 
allow operator to 

exclude a participant 
timely

rtgS systems # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(98	systems) 84 86% 86 88% 58 59% 80 82%

By	Country	Income	Levels

High-Income	(37) 32 86% 31 84% 22 59% 31 84%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 21 84% 21 84% 15 60% 21 84%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 23 88% 24 92% 15 58% 19 73%

Low-Income	(10) 8 80% 10 100% 6 60% 9 90%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 4 80% 5 100% 3 60% 3 60%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 12 75% 13 81% 7 44% 12 75%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 13 87% 14 93% 10 67% 11 73%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 8 89% 8 89% 4 44% 6 67%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 2 100% 2 100% 2 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 13 93% 13 93% 10 71% 14 100%

European	Union-15	(15) 12 80% 13 87% 11 73% 13 87%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 9 90% 9 90% 5 50% 10 100%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 11 92% 9 75% 6 50% 9 75%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 24 86% 24 86% 21 75% 23 82%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 31 84% 33 89% 19 51% 31 84%
5	million	or	less	(33) 29 88% 29 88% 18 55% 26 79%

taBLe ii.10: rtgS SySteM aCCeSS rULeS and PoLiCieS
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In the vast majority of cases (88%), direct access to the 

RTGS system depends on the institutional standing of 

participants i.e. whether participants are banks or other 

types of financial or even non-financial institutions. At 

the same time, 59% of RTGS system operators indicate 

direct access is also related to the fulfillment of a set of 

objective criteria (e.g. minimum capital or technological 

requirements). Out of the 58 central banks in the latter 

group, 11 did not indicate the other option of direct access 

being based on institutional standing, which may be inter-

preted as requirements based on the fulfillment of objec-

tive criteria being in applied in substitution of the former.

With very few exceptions, no sizeable differences are ob-

served when analyzing the issue of RTGS access rules on 

the basis of country income levels, region or country size. 

Table II.10b focuses on direct access to RTGS systems 

by non-banks and some key features of such direct ac-

cess, in particular whether non-banks are allowed to 

hold settlement-only accounts in the RTGS system, or 

whether they also have access to broader services such 

as central bank credit.28

28 The survey implicitly assumes that commercial banks always have access to 

RTGS systems and to central bank credit wherever such credit exists. Therefore, 

this question focuses on other institutions.

Participants other than 
commercial banks have direct 

access to the rtgS

Participants other than banks 
hold settlement-only accounts 

with no access to  
Central Bank credit

Some or all of the non-bank  
participants in rtgS 

have access to  
Central Bank credit

rtgS systems # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (98	systems) 64 65% 42 43% 25 26%

By Country income Levels

High-Income	(37) 25 68% 13 35% 13 35%

Upper-middle-Income	(25) 17 68% 13 52% 4 16%

Lower-middle-income	(26) 15 58% 13 50% 6 23%

Low-Income	(10) 7 70% 3 30% 2 20%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(5) 5 100% 5 100% 2 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 10 63% 8 50% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(15) 10 67% 8 53% 5 33%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(9) 4 44% 4 44% 1 11%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(14) 4 29% 3 21% 1 7%

European	Union-15	(15) 13 87% 4 27% 9 60%

EU-Newer	members	(10) 7 70% 7 70% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 9 75% 3 25% 4 33%

By Country Population Size

>30	million	(28) 23 82% 12 43% 10 36%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 24 65% 15 41% 11 30%
5	million	or	less	(33) 17 52% 15 45% 4 12%

taBLe ii.10B: PartiCiPantS in the rtgS SySteM
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Sixty-four responses indicated that the RTGS opera-

tor grants direct access also to non-banks. This feature 

is similar throughout all country income levels, while 

from a regional perspective, direct access by non-banks 

is more limited in the AFR and MNA regions, and in 

smaller countries. In the latter case, one possible expla-

nation is that smaller countries usually have a less diver-

sified financial system, therefore relying more heavily on 

commercial banks.

The survey did not explicitly ask for the types of non-

banks having direct access to the RTGS system. None-

theless, answers reflected in the middle column in Table 

II.10b give some insights on this: 42 out of 64 cases in 

which non-banks have direct access, such non-banks 

are only allowed to hold a settlement-only account. In 

most cases this would mean that such non-bank par-

ticipants are payments clearinghouses, card processing 

companies, stock exchanges, securities depositories, and 

other similar entities. 

To complement this, the last column to the right shows 

in only 26% of all cases non-banks with direct access to 

the RTGS systems have access to credit from the central 

bank, such numbers being especially low in the ECA, 

EU-NM, AFR and MNA regions.

RTGS System Governance

Most of the aspects that affect the governance of a pay-

ments system are heavily dependant on interpretations 

and require a thorough knowledge of the system and the 

related institutional and regulatory settings. Modeling 

these types of variables in a questionnaire of the sort 

that was used for this survey is a difficult task. 

Hence, in this area, the questionnaire focused on gath-

ering information on the existence of so-called RTGS 

Users’ Groups.29 A total of 61 countries, or 62% of the 

29 The typical core objective of a RTGS Users’ Group is to promote a more 

active involvement and empowerment of participants in the decision-making 

framework of the system in order to better address the needs of the financial 

market on an on-going basis

total number of countries with an RTGS system indi-

cated that such a group has been created for the RTGS 

Operator to better address participant needs. 

RTGS Users’ Groups are less common in middle income 

countries, with approximately half of central banks of 

both upper and lower-middle income countries report-

ing such groups exist. The corresponding figures for 

high income and low income countries are 73% and 

70%, respectively. Central banks in the regions of SA, 

EU-15 and MNA seem to have found more usefulness 

in having such groups. Individual country answers to 

this question are available in the Appendix.

ii.2.2 Special procedures for 

large-value cheques

Earlier in this section it was discussed that in 46 coun-

tries throughout the world some or all large-value pay-

ments are channeled through cheque clearinghouses 

(see Table II.1). While cheque systems will be analyzed 

in detail in section III of this working paper, the survey 

included one question on the special procedures that 

central banks may use for the clearance and settlement 

of large value cheques in what is usually an attempt to 

by-pass the limitations of cheque systems as safe and ef-

ficient means to settle payments discussed earlier. It has 

therefore been deemed convenient to discuss this spe-

cific sub-set of cheque systems in the current section of 

large-value systems.

A total of 27 central banks representing 34 countries re-

plied that they have instituted a special procedure for the 

clearance and settlement of large value cheques.30 LAC 

is the region in which more procedures of this kind have 

been established (7 cases out of a total of 27 worldwide). 

Special procedures for large-value cheques are also es-

pecially relevant in countries with a small population 

(14 cases).

�0 This number includes the 8 countries represented by the Eastern Caribbean 

Central Bank.
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Some of the objectives that are typically sought for 

through the implementation of this type of arrange-

ments are depicted in Table II.11, which contains in-

formation exclusively for the 27 central banks that re-

ported they have instituted the mentioned procedures 

for large-value cheques.

Achieving same-day settlement is clearly the main objec-

tive of special procedures for large-value cheques, with 

as part of this  
procedure, large-value 
cheques can be settled 
with same-day value 

as part of this  
procedure, large-value 
cheques are processed 

on a gross-basis 

as part of this  
procedure, net  
balances are 

calculated and settled 
more than once a day 

guarantee fund for 
cheques processed 
under the special  

procedure (on a net 
basis) is in place

Central banks with special procedures 
for large-value cheques # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (27	central	banks) 22 81% 13 48% 0 0% 4 15%

By income

High-Income	(11) 9 82% 8 73% 0 0% 0 0%

Upper-middle-Income	(6) 5 83% 4 67% 0 0% 0 0%

Lower-middle-income	(2) 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Low-Income	(8) 7 88% 1 13% 0 0% 4 50%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(3) 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(0) 0 n.a. 0 n.a. 0 n.a. 0 n.a.

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(7) 5 71% 3 43% 0 0% 0 0%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(3) 3 100% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(4) 3 75% 1 25% 0 0% 1 25%

European	Union-15	(3) 2 67% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(2) 2 100% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(3) 2 67% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0%

By population size

>30	million	(9) 5 56% 3 33% 0 0% 3 33%

>5	million,	<30	million	(4) 3 75% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0%
5	million	or	less	(14) 14 100% 8 57% 0 0% 1 7%

81% of all cases, while processing large-value cheques 

on a gross basis rather than on a net basis is observed in 

48% of the cases. Not a single central bank reported the 

objective is to have cheques cleared settled more than 

once in one day.

taBLe ii.11: Main featUreS of SPeCiaL ProCedUreS for Large-VaLUe CheCkS
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iii.1 BAckgroUnd

t
he existence of a wide range of payment 

instruments is essential to support custom-

ers’ needs in a market economy. A less than 

optimal use of payment instruments may 

ultimately have a negative impact on economic develop-

ment and growth. Moreover, the safe and efficient use of 

money as a medium of exchange in retail transactions is 

particularly important for the stability of the currency 

and a foundation of the trust people have in it. 

The use of retail payment instruments differs among 

countries due to a variety of factors, including cultural, 

historical, economic, and legal reasons. However, the 

supply of different payment instruments to customers 

depends, to a significant extent, on the existence at the 

interbank level of specific circuits and systems for the 

exchange of relevant information and for the settlement 

of payment transactions. Thus, efforts to significantly 

and successfully expand the range of available payment 

instruments rely on the existence of efficient, convenient 

and safe payment systems and circuits. Indeed, the ex-

istence of efficient, secure and reliable payment systems 

to process these payment instruments reduces the cost 

of exchanging goods and services. 

Setting up such circuits does not just require efforts to 

improve technology and networks; it implies also that 

banks and payment service providers, who are competi-

tors in the end-user market, agree on the features of a 

shared infrastructure and on basic common rules to ex-

change and settle the payment transactions, overcoming 

possible coordination problems. 

Cooperation problems may be especially important 

when considering interbank clearing and settlement 

systems. Most recently, the emergence of new types of 

non-bank intermediaries acting as payment service pro-

viders has strengthened the need for a comprehensive 

level of cooperation in the payments system.

iii.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

Table III.1 shows the number of cashless payment trans-

actions per capita during 2006, together with growth 

rates for this variable for the period 2004-2006. The 

number represents the sum of payment transactions 

made with cheques, direct credit transfers, direct debits, 

payments with debit cards and credit cards, and, where 

Section iii 

retail Payment 

instruments and 

systems
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Country
number 
in 2006

growth 06 
vs. 04

Country
number in 

2006
growth 06 

vs. 04
Country

number in 
2006

growth 06 
vs. 04

afghanistan 0.4 nav greece 13.1 18% norway 264.6 20%

albania 4.2 nav guatemala 3.1 2% oman 0.7 2%

algeria 0.2 17% guyana 4.6 nav Pakistan 2.2 83%

angola neg 85% honduras nav nav Paraguay 3.5 Nav

argentina 3.0 38% hong kong 530.9 12% Peru 3.2 40%

armenia 1.8 63% hungary 11.0 59% Philippines 4.2 15%

australia 238.3 10% iceland 347.2 15% Poland 33.3 37%

austria 228.0 10% india 1.6 22% Portugal 132.5 -1%

azerbaijan 0.8 1152% indonesia 1.4 55% Qatar 3.3 42%

Bahamas 12.2 nav iran 4.3 nav romania 9.6 1%

BCeao neg nav ireland 93.2 19% russia 1.5 145%

Belarus 10.4 8% israel 216.0 8% rwanda neg 9%

Belgium 190.3 15% italy 61.8 5% San Marino 89.9 6%

Belize 7.5 nav Jamaica 23.7 25% Saudi arabia 4.5 72%

Bhutan neg 30% Japan 35.7 0% Serbia 50.6 38%

Bolivia 0.5 -2% Jordan 2.0 17% Singapore 449.8 2%

Bosnia and herzegovina 4.2 nav kazakhstan 6.9 65% Slovak republic 53.8 68%

Botswana 0.7 36% kenya 1.0 107% Slovenia 122.2 56%

Brazil 39.8 28% kuwait 29.7 65% Solomon islands nav nav

Bulgaria 18.7 50% kyrgyz republic 0.5 50% South africa 18.9 27%

Cambodia neg 51% Latvia 73.5 58% Spain 67.4 19%

Canada 254.1 12% Lebanon 8.6 18% Sri Lanka 3.3 28%

Cape Verde 7.4 38% Lesotho 0.3 -32% Sudan 0.0 nav

Chile 28.7 24% Lithuania 46.3 86% Swaziland 0.9 15%

China 15.9 nav Luxembourg 228.9 94% Sweden 191.6 10%

Colombia 5.6 15% Macao 3.9 10% Switzerland 137.2 1%

Costa rica 4.1 7% Macedonia 17.8 nav taiwan 29.5 40%

Croatia 98.9 nav Madagascar 0.1 nav tajikistan neg nav

Cyprus 83.4 7% Malaysia 33.5 28% tanzania 0.1 262%

Czech republic 79.6 6% Malta 54.0 3% thailand 8.4 23%

d. r. of Congo neg nav Mauritius 19.0 21% trinidad and tobago 23.0 26%

denmark 227.1 13% Mexico 13.8 94% turkey 19.5 17%

dominican republic 19.0 20% Moldova 2.3 75% Uganda 0.1 4%

eCCU 23.9 26% Mongolia nav nav Ukraine 15.4 65%

egypt 0.1 -6% Morocco 0.9 21% United arab emirates 5.0 19%

el Salvador 6.3 31% Mozambique 1.5 nav United kingdom 174.5 8%

estonia 148.8 50% Myanmar 6.5 -14% United States 312.5 9%

fiji 3.8 13% namibia 2.7 nav Uruguay 13 266%

finland 338.3 23% nepal nav nav Venezuela 3.6 27%

france 231.0 0% netherlands 256.2 16% yemen 0.1 198%

georgia 1.8 435% netherlands antilles nav nav Zambia 0.3 19%

germany 192.4 nav new Zealand 351.4 -3% Zimbabwe 4.5 259%
ghana 0.2 2% nicaragua 0.6 5%

taBLe iii.1: CaShLeSS retaiL PayMent tranSaCtionS Per CaPita (for year 2006)
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available, payments with e-money and prepaid and 

stored-value cards.

A first observation that emerges when examining Table 

III.1 is that extreme values are observed when compar-

ing developed countries to many developing ones. While 

in most EU-15 countries and ODCs is it typical to see 

100 or more cashless transactions per capita in a year, in 

many low income countries there are less than 1.

With very few exceptions, the number of cashless trans-

actions per capita grew in 2006 when compared to 2004. 

Most high double-digit growth figures are not in low in-

come countries but, rather, in middle income countries.

Caution should be exercised when analyzing the data in 

Table III.1. Several countries did not provide informa-

tion for all payment instruments. In a few cases the figures 

might be significantly altered by the inclusion of data on e-

money, prepaid cards and stored-value cards, as shown in 

Table III.2 Moreover, while information on both interbank 

and intrabank transactions was requested, several coun-

tries provided information only on interbank transactions. 

For detailed information on exceptions, readers are urged 

to refer to the statistical tables in the Appendix. 

The remainder of this section analyzes the availability 

of processing infrastructure, clearing and settlement 

arrangements, and usage of some of the most relevant 

payment instruments for retail transactions, including 

cheques, electronic credit transfers and direct debits, 

and payment cards. A sub-section at the end discusses 

central banks’ opinions on the accessibility of these in-

struments to individuals.

iii.2.1 cheques and cheque clearinghouses

Countries reported the existence of a total of 102 cheque 

clearinghouses serving 116 countries.31 Countries with-

out a cheque clearinghouse are mainly concentrated 

in Eastern Europe (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 

Croatia, Hungary, Poland, Slovak Republic and Slo-

venia), the three Baltic Republics, and the CIS region, 

where cheques are not heavily used, or not used at all. 

Other countries without a cheque clearinghouse are 

�1 Greece provided answers for two cheque clearing systems. For cross-country 

comparisons, only one (i.e. the one that, judging from the answer, seemed more 

advanced) was included in tables III.� to III.5. Nonetheless, information on both 

systems is shown in the Appendix with individual country answers.

Country
number of 

transactions
transactions per 

capita
Country

number of 
transactions

transactions 
per capita

austria 23,900,000 2.9 Lithuania 450,000 0.1

azerbaijan 1,100 neg Luxembourg 2,810,000 6.1

Belgium 96,020,000 9.2 Malaysia 431,600,000 16.8

Chile 88,183,000 5.4 netherlands 165,000,000 10.1

Croatia 28,665 neg Peru 290,888 neg

Czech republic 39,950,000 3.9 russia 4,300,000 neg

eCCU 65,497 0.1 San Marino 1,000 neg
france 17,030,000 0.3 Singapore 1,691,023,464 384.9
greece 100,000 0.0 Switzerland 19,000,000 2.6

hong kong 3,502,000,000 499.5 tanzania 1,281,031 neg

italy 34,000,000 0.6 thailand 23,640,000 0.4

taBLe iii.2: USe of e-Money, PrePaid CardS and Stored-VaLUe CardS (for year 2006)

note: This table includes information for all the countries that provided the relevant information. 
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Afghanistan, Austria, Finland, Luxembourg, Mongolia 

and the Netherlands.

In 57% of all cases the central bank is the operator of 

the cheque clearinghouse. Particularly noteworthy are 

low income countries, where, in 17 out of 19 cases, the 

central bank operates the cheque clearing system. Per-

centages for higher income countries show that this 

situation is nevertheless common in about half of the 

countries in these other sub-categories. 

When viewed from a country-size perspective, a slightly 

higher number of central banks of smaller countries op-

erate clearinghouses than larger ones.

Other elements in Table III.3 look at the area of effi-

ciency in cheque clearing. Cheques are standardized in 

the great majority of cases (83%), which should allow 

for a more intensive and efficient use of processing de-

vices such as readers and sorters. Apart from extreme 

values in the case of the European Union (100%) and 

Cheque Clearinghouse 
is operated by the 

Central Bank

Cheques are 
Standardized

Processing of cheques 
is automated, but 

physical exchange is 
required 

Processing of cheques 
is automated, and 

cheque truncation is 
used

Cheque Clearinghouses # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (102	systems) 58 57% 85 83% 61 60% 29 28%

By income

High-Income	(35) 16 46% 30 86% 17 49% 18 51%

Upper-middle-Income	(18) 9 50% 13 72% 13 72% 3 17%

Lower-middle-income	(30) 16 53% 27 90% 20 67% 5 17%

Low-Income	(19) 17 89% 15 79% 11 58% 3 16%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(9) 7 78% 7 78% 7 78% 1 11%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(4) 1 25% 3 75% 1 25% 1 25%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 13 57% 18 78% 17 74% 4 17%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 9 75% 10 83% 7 58% 2 17%

South	Asia	(5) 3 60% 3 60% 2 40% 2 40%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 15 75% 18 90% 14 70% 3 15%

European	Union-15	(10) 4 40% 10 100% 2 20% 9 90%

EU-Newer	members	(4) 3 75% 4 100% 3 75% 1 25%

Other	Developed	Countries	(15) 3 20% 12 80% 8 53% 6 40%

By population size

>30	million	(30) 15 50% 27 90% 19 63% 13 43%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 22 59% 31 84% 22 59% 10 27%
5	million	or	less	(35) 21 60% 27 77% 20 57% 6 17%

taBLe iii.3: CheQUe SySteMS WorLdWide – BaSiC oPerationaL featUreS
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the SA region (60%), percentages are relatively similar 

throughout the various country categories. 

The last two columns to the right in Table III.3 show 

that automated cheque processing is increasingly com-

mon (88%). Despite automated processing capabilities, 

physical exchange of cheques is still required in the ma-

jority of cases, particularly in the AFR, EAP, LAC and 

EU-NM regions. Although the survey does not provide 

additional information on the reasons behind this, the 

World Bank’s PSDG experience in this particular area 

points at legal and regulatory issues as the main barriers 

impeding further progress. Cheque truncation is only 

relatively common in high income countries, especially 

in the EU-15, and in larger countries.

Table III.4 discusses the basic settlement features of 

cheque clearinghouses. In the majority of cases (70%), 

net balances are calculated and settled once every day; 

two or more clearing sessions per day occur only in 23 

net balances 
are calculated 

and settled 
once a day 

net balances 
are calculated 
two or more 

times per day 

Multilateral net 
balances are 

calculated 

final  
settlement 
takes place 
through an 

rtgS

final  
settlement in 
Central Bank 

money, but not 
through rtgS

Customer  
accounts are 

credited no later 
than t+2

Cheque Clearinghouses # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (102	systems) 71 70% 23 23% 78 76% 68 67% 33 32% 81 79%

By income

High-Income	(35) 23 66% 3 9% 21 60% 26 74% 7 20% 28 80%

Upper-middle-Income	(18) 12 67% 5 28% 15 83% 14 78% 4 22% 16 89%

Lower-middle-income	(30) 21 70% 10 33% 27 90% 18 60% 11 37% 23 77%

Low-Income	(19) 15 79% 5 26% 15 79% 10 53% 11 58% 14 74%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(9) 8 89% 1 11% 5 56% 6 67% 4 44% 7 78%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(4) 4 100% 0 0% 4 100% 4 100% 0 0% 4 100%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 12 52% 11 48% 19 83% 12 52% 10 43% 20 87%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 10 83% 0 0% 10 83% 9 75% 3 25% 10 83%

South	Asia	(5) 4 80% 2 40% 4 80% 2 40% 3 60% 4 80%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 13 65% 7 35% 17 85% 15 75% 6 30% 14 70%

European	Union-15	(10) 8 80% 0 0% 7 70% 7 70% 3 30% 7 70%

EU-Newer	members	(4) 2 50% 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 1 25% 1 25%

Other	Developed	Countries	(15) 10 67% 2 13% 10 67% 11 73% 3 20% 14 93%

By population size

>30	million	(30) 24 80% 4 13% 25 83% 24 80% 8 27% 23 77%
>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 26 70% 9 24% 30 81% 22 59% 13 35% 32 86%

5	million	or	less	(35) 21 60% 10 29% 23 66% 22 63% 12 34% 26 74%

taBLe iii.4: CheQUe SySteMS WorLdWide – BaSiC SettLeMent featUreS
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systems or 23% of all cases. This feature does not ex-

ist in the ECA, MNA and European Union regions, and 

only 1 case exists in the EAP region. On the other hand, 

this feature exists in about 40% of all cheques systems 

in the AFR, LAC and SA, where, as regions, cheques are 

probably the most relevant payment instrument for re-

tail transactions.32 Moreover, information in Table III.4 

shows that the existence of more than one daily process-

ing cycle is less common in large countries, which to 

some extent might be explained by the larger number of 

�2 Section 2 also showed that these three regions concentrate 50% of all 

cases where there is a special clearing and settlement procedure for large value 

cheques.

no specific risk 
control/ 

management 
mechanism is in 

place 

if a participant 
is unable to 

settle, an  
unwinding  

procedure is 
initiated

Participants get 
information  

on their  
preliminary 

positions in the 
clearinghouse 
during the day

Limits are in 
place to limit 

significant 
exposures

there is a  
specific  

guarantee fund 
in place for the 

system

Central Bank or 
operator 

ultimately 
provides  

liquidity to the 
system

Cheque Clearinghouses # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals		
(100	systems)

24 24% 46 46% 55 55% 20 20% 17 17% 44 44%

By income

High-Income	(34) 7 21% 13 38% 13 38% 4 12% 6 18% 9 26%

Upper-middle-Income	(18) 3 17% 10 56% 10 56% 4 22% 2 11% 10 56%

Lower-middle-income	(29) 9 31% 15 52% 18 62% 5 17% 5 17% 14 48%

Low-Income	(19) 5 26% 8 42% 14 74% 7 37% 4 21% 11 58%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(8) 2 25% 7 88% 5 63% 2 25% 2 25% 5 63%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(4) 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 2 50% 1 25% 2 50%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 4 17% 14 61% 16 70% 4 17% 3 13% 12 52%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 4 33% 4 33% 6 50% 2 17% 5 42% 6 50%

South	Asia	(5) 2 40% 2 40% 4 80% 1 20% 1 20% 2 40%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 5 25% 6 30% 14 70% 6 30% 2 10% 10 50%

European	Union-15	(10) 2 20% 2 20% 4 40% 1 10% 1 10% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(4) 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 2 50%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 3 21% 9 64% 3 21% 1 7% 2 14% 5 36%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 5 18% 15 54% 17 61% 5 18% 6 21% 7 25%

>5	million,	<30	million	(37) 9 24% 15 41% 23 62% 9 24% 6 16% 18 49%
5	million	or	less	(35) 10 29% 16 46% 15 43% 6 17% 5 14% 19 54%

taBLe iii.5: CheQUe SySteMS WorLdWide – riSk ControL MeChaniSMS1

   1 This table does not include information for China and the United States since in both cases there are many local clearinghouses and not a central or national cheque 
clearinghouse.
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cheques and, in some cases, by larger physical distances 

that make it more difficult for cheques to be transported 

to clearing centers. 

Multilateral net balances are calculated in 76% of all 

cases. The survey did not ask for information on what 

the clearing mechanism is in all other cases, but the 

World Bank’s PSDG has observed that several countries 

still use bilateral netting, either due to legal restrictions 

or as a risk management tool. 

The final settlement of participant positions in the 

cheque clearinghouse is made in an RTGS system in 

2/3 of all cases. Although not through an RTGS system, 

central bank money is used for the remaining 1/3, espe-

cially in the EAP, LAC and SA regions. In the latter case, 

several countries indicated that even if an RTGS system 

does exist it is not used in practice for this particular 

purpose. In any case, according to survey information 

the settlement of cheque clearinghouse obligations in 

commercial bank money is extremely rare.

The last column to the right in Table III.4 shows that 

customer accounts are credited by T+2 in almost 80% of 

all cases. Increasingly, according to World Bank experi-

ence, cheque clearinghouse operators and/or authorities 

are setting a time limit for banks to credit customer ac-

counts. Until recently, many operators (including many 

central banks) did not have a standard limit, as it was felt 

that customer related issues such as this were solely the 

domain of commercial banks and other cheque system 

participants.

Table III.5 shows that there are no risk control mecha-

nisms used to limit credit and liquidity risks in cheque 

clearing systems in nearly 1 out of every 4 systems. More-

over, in 46% of all cases, if a participant is unable to settle, 

net positions are recalculated after removing some or all 

of the payments involving that failed participants. This, 

so-called “unwinding” procedure, is quite common in 

cheque systems in the EAP and LAC regions as well as in 

ODCs. Moreover, survey information shows that in many 

cases (44%) the central bank or other cheque system op-

erator would ultimately provide liquidity if the system is 

not able to close settlement positions. 

On the other hand, it can be observed that well-known 

risk management mechanisms such as limits and guar-

antee funds are relatively rare in cheque systems.

Overall, Table III.5 shows that risk management in 

cheque systems is weak. While it may be argued that 

taBLe iii.6: aUtoMated CLearinghoUSe infraStrUCtUre WorLdWide

note: For the purposes of this table, the BCEAO and the 

ECCB are each counted as one.

Worldwide totals Countries with aCh
By income

Countries with aCh 
By region

Countries with aCh
By population size

83 systems1 High-income	(29	of	41)

Upper-middle	(20	of	27)

Lower-middle	(23	of	37)

Low	income	(11	of	23)

EAP	(6	of	10)
ECA	(9	of	16)
LAC	(16	of	23)
MNA	(5	of	12)

SA	(2	of	6)
AFR	(12	of	20)

EU	–	15	(12	of	15)
EU-	NM	(9	of	12)
ODCs	(12	of	14)

Large	(24	of	34)

Medium-size	(33	of	48)

Small	(26	of	46)

   1 The central banks of Brazil, Colombia, India, Slovenia and the United States indicated having more than one ACH system in their countries. 
For comparative purposes, each country having two or more ACH systems in place is counted as one, just like all other countries with a single 
ACH system.
note: For the purposes of this table, the BCEAO and the ECCB are each counted as one.
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tough risk control mechanisms are not necessary for a 

system that is no longer systemically important, facts 

and data in the Global Survey point at cheque systems 

still having some degree of systemic importance in sev-

eral countries, and/or cheque systems being the only 

system for retail payments or the most relevant one.33 

��See the discussion in Section II.2 on the difficulty of cheque systems to com-

ply with the CPSS CPSIPS.

iii.2.2 credits transfers, direct debits and  

Automated clearinghouses (Ach)

Survey results show that a total of 97 countries (68% 

of the total) are served by a central Automated Clear-

inghouse (ACH) for the processing of retail electronic 

credit transfers and direct debits.34 With the exception of 

MNA and SA, this percentage is relatively similar across 

�4 This total includes the ACH systems of the BCEAO and the ECCB, each 

serving 8 different countries.

the aCh is 
operated by the 

Central Bank 

aCh processes 
both direct  
credits and  

direct debits

non-bank  
institutions can 

be direct  
participants

net balances 
calculated and 
settled at least 
once every day 

final settlement 
takes place 
through an 

rtgS

final settlement 
in Central Bank 
money, but not 
through rtgS

automated Clearinghouses for  
direct debits / direct credits # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (83	systems) 33 40% 63 76% 29 35% 73 88% 62 75% 18 22%

By income

High-Income	(29) 9 31% 23 79% 10 34% 26 90% 22 76% 6 21%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 8 40% 15 75% 9 45% 17 85% 16 80% 3 15%

Lower-middle-income	(23) 7 30% 16 70% 7 30% 21 91% 16 70% 5 22%

Low-Income	(11) 9 82% 9 82% 3 27% 9 82% 8 73% 4 36%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 3 50% 4 67% 1 17% 6 100% 4 67% 2 33%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(9) 7 78% 5 56% 4 44% 9 100% 9 100% 1 11%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(16) 4 25% 12 75% 5 31% 12 75% 8 50% 5 31%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(5) 2 40% 5 100% 4 80% 4 80% 3 60% 1 20%

South	Asia	(2) 1 50% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100% 2 100% 1 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(12) 6 50% 9 75% 2 17% 10 83% 11 92% 1 8%

European	Union-15	(12) 5 42% 11 92% 4 33% 11 92% 9 75% 2 17%

EU-Newer	members	(9) 4 44% 6 67% 4 44% 8 89% 6 67% 3 33%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 1 8% 9 75% 5 42% 11 92% 10 83% 2 17%

By population size

>30	million	(24) 10 42% 19 79% 9 38% 22 92% 21 88% 3 13%

>5	million,	<30	million	(33) 11 33% 26 79% 14 42% 28 85% 23 70% 8 24%
5	million	or	less	(26) 12 46% 18 69% 6 23% 23 88% 18 69% 7 27%

taBLe iii.7: aCh SySteMS WorLdWide - BaSiC oPerationaL and SettLeMent featUreS 
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regions. Moreover, ACH systems are less common in 

small countries.

It should be noted, however, that in some countries in 

which an ACH does not exist interbank retail electronic 

credit transfers are nevertheless common. In most of 

these countries (e.g. Czech Republic, Saudi Arabia, Slo-

vak Republic, Turkey or Ukraine) retail credit transfers 

are processed through the RTGS system. 

ACH infrastructures worldwide are undergoing signifi-

cant change. In some European Union countries, local 

ACHs will or have already been discontinued (e.g. Lux-

embourg) and moved to the pan-European platform. 

In other countries, especially where direct debits are 

not very popular, older RTGS and ACH systems are be-

ing replaced by a new or upgraded RTGS system which 

handles both large-value and retail payments. In others, 

however, new ACHs are being implemented (e.g. The 

Bahamas). 

Tables III.7 and III.8 analyze operational and settlement 

features of ACH systems for electronic payment instru-

ments. The ACH systems reported by the BCEAO and 

the ECCB are each counted as a single system for ana-

lytical purposes, thereby reducing the total number of 

ACH systems to 83.35 

At the worldwide level, the central bank is the operator 

of the ACH in 40% of all cases. This number is signifi-

cantly smaller than the one reported for cheque clearing 

systems (57%).

ACH systems are, in general, relatively recent when 

compared with cheque systems. Most cheque clearing-

houses were originally operated by central banks, and 

�5 Brazil, Colombia, and Slovenia provided detailed information for two ACH 

systems. For cross-country comparisons, information on only one of the ACHs for 

each of these three countries was included here: CIP for Brazil, ACH CENIT was 

included for Colombia, while the Giro Clearing System for Slovenia. Information 

on all systems is shown in the Appendix with individual country answers. More-

over, India and the United States informed there is more than one system.

this tradition still endures, with many central banks 

having dedicated clearinghouse departments. Also, 

while cheque systems in many countries were systemi-

cally important not so long ago (and some still are), 

since their inception, ACH systems have been identified 

with low-value payments. This may explain why more 

central banks have refrained from having an operator 

role in ACH systems.

Central banks as ACH operators are nevertheless quite 

common in low income countries. From a regional per-

spective, the ECA region shows the highest percentage 

of central banks assuming this role. Within the ECA re-

gion, in all CIS countries where there is a central ACH 

system this is operated by the central bank.

Approximately 3 out of 4 ACH systems worldwide can 

process both electronic credit transfers and direct deb-

its. With few exceptions, mostly in European Union 

countries, electronic credit transfers are far more pop-

ular than direct debits.36 Direct debits, as well as other 

debit instruments, are less common in the countries of 

the ECA region.

Clearing and settlement features are, in general, similar 

to those of cheque clearing systems. When compared 

to the latter, fewer ACHs clear transactions more than 

once every day. Despite the fact that fewer central banks 

are acting as ACH operators, 75% of ACHs settle final 

positions in a RTGS system (compared to 67% in the 

case of cheque systems). It should be noted, however, 

that the worldwide percentage is driven upwards by the 

countries in the ECA region, most of which do not op-

erate cheque systems. At the same time, many central 

banks in this region are ACH operators.

�6 For detailed information on number of transactions for the various payment 

instruments used in retail transactions refer to the statistical tables in Section � 

of the Appendix.
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Also, as in the case of cheque systems, settlement of ACH 

obligations in commercial bank money is extremely 

rare: only 5 out of 83 cases according to survey data.37

�7 It is worth noting here that in a very few cases (e.g. India), central banks 

indicated that final settlement of ACH positions through an RTGS system occurs 

only in the major city, typically the nation’s capital. In other cities and urban 

centers ACH positions are settled in central bank accounts (either of the local 

central bank branch or the consolidated account) but the RTGS system is not 

used for this purpose.

Table III.8 shows survey outcomes on the types of 

mechanisms used in ACH systems to control or limit 

credit and liquidity risks.

In general, management of credit and liquidity risks 

in ACHs is even weaker than in the case of cheque 

systems.

Two aspects in particular are worth noting. First, the 

percentage of ACHs without any form of risk man-

no specific risk 
control/  

management 
mechanism is in 

place

Participants get 
information on 

their preliminary 
positions in the 
clearinghouse  
during the day

Limits are in place 
to limit significant 

exposures

there is a specific 
guarantee fund 
in place for the 

system

Central bank or 
operator ultimately 
provides liquidity 

to the system

automated Clearinghouses for  
direct debits / direct credits # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (83	systems) 33 40% 56 67% 21 25% 13 16% 21 25%

By income

High-Income	(29) 15 52% 16 55% 6 21% 5 17% 5 17%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 7 35% 15 75% 7 35% 5 25% 7 35%

Lower-middle-income	(23) 8 35% 18 78% 5 22% 1 4% 7 30%
Low-Income	(11) 3 27% 7 64% 3 27% 2 18% 2 18%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 1 17% 3 50% 0 0% 2 33% 3 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(9) 2 22% 9 100% 7 78% 1 11% 4 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(16) 10 63% 10 63% 3 19% 2 13% 4 25%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(5) 2 40% 5 100% 1 20% 0 0% 2 40%

South	Asia	(2) 2 100% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(12) 2 17% 9 75% 4 33% 2 17% 3 25%

European	Union-15	(12) 6 50% 6 50% 1 8% 1 8% 1 8%

EU-Newer	members	(9) 1 11% 7 78% 2 22% 3 33% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(12) 7 58% 6 50% 3 25% 2 17% 4 33%

By population size
>30	million	(24) 12 50% 18 75% 4 17% 4 17% 4 17%

>5	million,	<30	million	(33) 12 36% 22 67% 9 27% 3 9% 8 24%

5	million	or	less	(26) 9 35% 16 62% 8 31% 6 23% 9 35%

taBLe iii.8: aCh SySteMS WorLdWide – riSk ControL MeChaniSMS
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Country atMs
growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

PoS 
terminals

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002
Country atMs

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

PoS 
terminals

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

afghanistan 0 nav nap nap Lebanon 248 47% 2,975 83%

albania* + 107 260% 377 663% Lesotho 29 132% nav nav

algeria 11 49% nav nav Lithuania 337 29% 6,119 101%

angola+ 20 948% 21 3,290% Luxembourg 941 16% 18,793 21%

argentina 209 44% nav nav Macao 585 42% nav nav

armenia 60 718% 441 680% Macedonia 146 nav 4,684 nav

australia 1,209 44% 27,075 33% Madagascar 3 nav 31 nav

austria 969 14% 12,027 44% Malaysia 235 44% 6,061 nav

azerbaijan* + 127 40% 242 9% Malta 380 12% 22,457 38%

Bahamas 254 4% nav nav Mauritius 260 30% 4,261 49%

BCeao nav nav 34 194% Mexico 246 51% 2,751 121%

Belarus 159 383% 1,309 466% Moldova 47 nav 293 nav

Belgium 1,341 19% 11,080 -15% Mongolia 15 nav 585 nav

Belize 168 nav 7,496 nav Morocco 91 134% 492 nav

Bhutan 3 nap 0 0% Mozambique 19 nav 171 nav

Bolivia 60 34% 163 -31% Myanmar nav nav nav nav

Bosnia and herzegovina 138 nav 2,929 nav namibia nav nav nav nav

Botswana 102 50% 1,287 73% nepal 5 1,511% nav nav

Brazil 903 31% 10,154 205% netherlands 496 8% 13,101 21%

Bulgaria 307 185% 2,715 719% netherlands antilles 665 nav 1,159 nav

Cambodia 7 nav nav nav new Zealand 563 23% 30,300 32%

Canada 1,727 43% 17,939 20% nicaragua 39 99% nav nav

Cape Verde 118 97% 745 149% norway 455 -3% 21,054 22%

Chile 315 41% nav nav oman 205 nav nav nav

China 78 nav 622 nav Pakistan* 12 148% 242 nav

Colombia 149 25% 1,696 43% Paraguay nav 4% 706 16%

Costa rica nav nav 3,097 nav Peru 92 101% nav nav

Croatia 595 nav 12,455 nav Philippines 81 62% 615 52%

Cyprus 580 25% 27,797 92% Poland 261 39% 4,630 58%

Czech republic 309 40% 6,050 144% Portugal 1,513 44% 16,182 51%

d. r. of Congo 0 nav 0 nav Qatar 522 87% nav nav

denmark 570 10% 22,762 -3% romania 279 194% 2,448 816%

dominican republic 161 17% 2,942 45% russia 276 334% 1,204 278%

eCCU* + 304 14% 7,050 15% rwanda 3 173% 14 16%

egypt 27 82% 345 86% San Marino* + 1,643 9% 61,783 7%

el Salvador + 134 14% 988 15% Saudi arabia 257 95% 2,229 117%

estonia 685 28% 10,936 99% Serbia* + 181 200% 6,479 196%

fiji 143 44% 1,408 15% Singapore 404 15% 6,101 14%

finland 318 -21% 19,981 33% Slovak republic 373 47% 4,486 52%

france 784 23% 17,940 15% Slovenia 762 39% 14,635 -1%

georgia + 105 1,850% 428 849% Solomon islands 25 500% 196 109%

germany 654 7% 7,019 26% South africa* + 743 167% 13,821 25%

ghana 6 142% nav nav Spain 1,342 17% 31,824 55%

1  Detailed per country statistics on ATMs, POS Terminals and Payment Cards, among others, are presented in Section 3 of the Appendix.

taBLe iii.9: StatiStiCS on aVaiLaBiLity of atMS and PoS terMinaLS1

(per	1	million	inhabitants,	as	of	end-2006)
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agement is almost twice that of cheque systems (40% 

compared to 24%). On one hand, the absence of these 

mechanisms is more evident in high income countries. 

At the other extreme, risk management tools are very 

common in AFR, EAP, ECA and EU-NM countries.38

Second, the percentage of central banks that would ul-

timately provide liquidity to the ACH is much smaller 

than the equivalent for cheque systems (25% compared 

to 44%), one possible explanation being, once again, 

�8 AFR and ECA are, at the same time, the regions where more central banks 

act as ACH operators.

Country atMs
growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

PoS 
terminals

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002
Country atMs

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

PoS 
terminals

growth 
2006 vs. 

2002

greece 606 33% 41,707 32% Sri Lanka 58 82% 443 106%

guatemala + 63 24% 683 13% Sudan 3 nav 2 nav

guyana nav nav nav nav Swaziland 83 119% nav nav

honduras nav nav nav nav Sweden 310 6% 19,527 24%

hong kong 283 -2% 4,582 23% Switzerland nav 3.8% 11,833 9%

hungary 379 39% 4,557 22% taiwan 1,089 48% 6,908 41%

iceland nav 3.9% nav nav tajikistan+ 8 2,700% 4 625%

india 18 nav 252 nav tanzania* 3 105% 41 nav

indonesia 76 73% 832 nav thailand 340 179% 3,228 243%

iran 98 nav 1,837 nav trinidad and tobago 229 0% 6,113 0%

ireland 806 134% 12,195 0% turkey 226 37% 17,824 160%

israel nav nav nav nav Uganda 9 nav 17 nav

italy 751 10% 19,071 32% Ukraine 316 462% 1,332 186%

Jamaica + 140 23% 5,109 30%
United arab emir-
ates

346 nav 6,421 nav

Japan 1,070 -3% 9,742 17% United kingdom 1,002 48% 10,454 30%

Jordan nav nav nav nav United States 1,317 12% 17,277 48%

kazakhstan 148 223% 794 130% Uruguay nav nav 2,990 nav

kenya 21 322% 66 116% Venezuela 200 25% 4,922 100%

kuwait 275 87% 5,196 95% yemen+ 8 1,938% 72 678%

kyrgyz republic 9 4,600% 100 178% Zambia 11 nav 29 nav

Latvia 416 13% 7,109 95% Zimbabwe 39 26% 119 -22%

that a smaller percentage of central banks worldwide are 

ACH operators.

The various numbers and percentages in Table III.8 

seem consistent with the idea that ACH systems are per-

ceived to be of little systemic importance, and therefore 

do not warrant risk management techniques similar to 

those intended for a system processing larger shares of 

the total settlement throughput in the country. As a mat-

ter fact, the World Bank’s PSDG has observed through-

out multiple payment system reform projects that ACH 

systems are a key tool to facilitate commercial as well 

as person-to-person payment transactions, and as such 

notes:   * Growth rates for ATMs are actually 2006 vs. 2004.
 + Growth rates for POS Terminals are actually 2006 vs. 2004.
 For detailed comments and notes, please refer to the statistical tables in the Appendix.

taBLe iii.9: StatiStiCS on aVaiLaBiLity of atMS and PoS terMinaLS		(CONTINUED)
(per	1	million	inhabitants,	as	of	end-2006)
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have a significant impact in the overall efficiency of the 

national payments system.39

iii.2.3 payment cards and related circuits

Table III.9 shows data on the number of automated tell-

er machines (ATMs) and point-of-sale (POS) terminals 

per every 1 million inhabitants, and growth rates over a 

four-year period for these devices.

Some of the general trends that can be identified are as 

follows:

•	 Availability of ATMs and POS terminals is clearly 

higher in high income countries, though within this 

group of countries there are significant differences 

particularly as regards POS terminals (e.g. Spain or 

Greece compared to Hong Kong or Germany). 

•	 For a few upper-middle income economies like 

Brazil, Croatia, Malaysia, Serbia, South Africa or 

Turkey, to name only some, the infrastructure 

for payment cards is comparable to that of high 

income economies, in particular with regard to 

the availability of POS terminals. However, many 

other upper-middle income economies still lag 

far behind high income countries in this area.

•	 In practically all regions and throughout all 

country income levels the payment card busi-

ness continues to expand.

•	 ATMs and POS terminals are growing at a very 

fast pace in many lower-middle economies (four 

digit growth in some cases over a four year pe-

riod), particularly in the ECA region. To a great 

�9 See, for example, the Bank of England Payment System Oversight Reports 

for discussions on retail payment systems and the concept of system-wide 

importance.

extent this extraordinary dynamism reflects the 

very low levels of these variables as of 2002, the 

year used as a basis for comparisons.

•	 Growth in upper-middle income economies is 

more stable, with growth rates of two or in some 

cases low three digits (equivalent to between 10 

and �0% per annum). 

•	 Growth rates are lowest in high income countries 

and also in low income economies. In most high 

income economies, POS terminals are growing 

at a faster rate than ATMs, while the opposite is 

true for low income economies. 

•	 Further research is needed to determine the spe-

cific services ATMs and POS terminals provide in 

the various countries. For example, traditionally 

ATMs have been used mostly for cash withdraw-

als and therefore have contributed to perpetu-

ating the use of cash in the economy. In more 

recent years, however, some ATMs have incor-

porated additional payment services, including 

some sophisticated ones. In those specific cases, 

these devices contribute to the efficiency of the 

payments system.40

The first two bullet points suggest that factors other 

than country income (e.g. the level of competition in 

the banking industry, government programs promoting 

the use of payment cards, the wide use of other payment 

instruments such as direct debits) have an important in-

fluence in the development and expansion of payment 

card circuits. 

On the other hand, the case of many low income coun-

tries, where ATMs and POS terminals continue to de-

velop only at a very slow pace, is more complex. Accord-

40 See Guadamillas, et. al., “Cooperation and Competition in Retail Payment 

Systems”, World Bank, forthcoming.
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ing to World Bank experience, problems include the very 

limited accessibility of bank accounts for individuals, lim-

ited competition and innovation in the banking industry, 

and lack of knowledge and trust by the average person in 

payment cards and related systems (see section III.4 for 

a discussion of survey outcomes on the accessibility of 

modern payment instruments to individuals). 

Table III.10 is the first of a set of tables throughout the 

survey in which central banks were asked to provide 

their opinion on a particular matter that is either dif-

ficult to measure or for which a straight answer cover-

ing all possibilities is simply not possible. In the specific 

case of Table III.10 central banks were asked to assess 

the interoperability of ATMs and POS terminals in three 

categories.41

Overall, slightly more than half of central banks partici-

pating in the survey indicate that both ATMs and POS 

terminals are fully interoperable, while approximately 

41 In the questionnaire, “high interoperability of ATMs” is described as all 

payment and cash withdrawal cards being used seamlessly (though probably at a 

cost) in all ATMs in the country. Similarly, “full interoperability of POS terminals” 

means all payment cards can be used seamlessly in any POS terminal.

interoperability of atMs interoperability of PoS terminals

full Partial Low full Partial Low

Central Bank opinions # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals		
(128	c.	banks)

67 52% 34 27% 15 12% 65 51% 29 23% 20 16%

By income

High-Income	(41) 29 71% 7 17% 2 5% 32 78% 4 10% 2 5%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 17 63% 7 26% 2 7% 17 63% 6 22% 3 11%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 16 43% 11 30% 7 19% 13 35% 13 35% 6 16%

Low-Income	(23) 5 22% 9 39% 4 17% 3 13% 6 26% 9 39%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 4 40% 1 10% 3 30% 0 0% 3 30% 5 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 4 25% 10 63% 1 6% 4 25% 9 56% 2 13%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 11 48% 5 22% 5 22% 11 48% 6 26% 3 13%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 8 67% 2 17% 0 0% 5 42% 4 33% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 1 17% 2 33% 2 33% 0 0% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 6 30% 8 40% 3 15% 8 40% 3 15% 5 25%

European	Union-15	(15) 12 80% 3 20% 0 0% 15 100% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 9 75% 3 25% 0 0% 10 83% 1 8% 1 8%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 11 79% 1 7% 1 7% 10 71% 3 21% 0 0%

By	population	size

>30	million	(34) 19 56% 9 26% 3 9% 16 47% 8 24% 7 21%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 25 52% 14 29% 4 8% 28 58% 10 21% 4 8%
5	million	or	less	(46) 23 50% 11 24% 8 17% 21 46% 11 24% 9 20%

taBLe iii.10: interoPeraBiLity of atMS and PoS terMinaLS

note: Results show the opinion of the respondents. Percentages may not add up to 100% as not all countries responded this question.
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Country number
growth 
06 vs. 
02

Country number
growth 
06 vs. 
02

Country number
growth 
06 vs. 02

afghanistan nap nap greece 1,179 22% norway 2,948 35%
albania * 112 937% guatemala nav nav oman nav nav
algeria nav nav guyana nav nav Pakistan * 34 nav
angola 10 nav honduras 1,117 nav Paraguay nav nav
argentina 683 27% hong kong nav nav Peru 443 175%
armenia 69 833% hungary 817 45% Philippines 275 nav
australia 2,317 20% iceland 2,422 36% Poland 611 47%
austria 1,917 nav india 88 nav Portugal 1,662 21%
azerbaijan * 181 nav indonesia 174 47% Qatar nav nav
Bahamas * 339 nav iran nav nav romania 422 161%
BCeao 2 127% ireland 921 30% russia 523 381%
Belarus 399 682% israel Nav nav rwanda 1 60%
Belgium 1,275 11% italy 1,160 36% San Marino * 1,527 25%
Belize * 273 197% Jamaica * 569 16% Saudi arabia 421 77%
Bhutan * 0 197% Japan 5,200 8% Serbia * 697 143%
Bolivia nav nav Jordan nav nav Singapore ^ 1,289 nav
Bosnia & herzegovina 263 nav kazakhstan 267 174% Slovak republic 831 85%
Botswana 186 30% kenya 23 274% Slovenia 1,811 42%
Brazil 1,409 73% kuwait * 1,024 30% Solomon islands nav nav
Bulgaria 644 208% kyrgyz republic 6 998% South africa 698 64%
Cambodia 1 nav Latvia 534 195% Spain 1,609 31%
Canada+ 1,872 19% Lebanon 321 113% Sri Lanka 186 139%
Cape Verde 162 84% Lesotho nav nav Sudan nav nav
Chile 698 101% Lithuania 1,019 137% Swaziland nav nav
China 822 nav Luxembourg 2,153 38% Sweden 1,155 40%
Colombia 379 58% Macao 654 nav Switzerland^ 1,274 nav
Costa rica nav nav Macedonia 160 nav taiwan + 1,683 21%
Croatia 1,649 nav Madagascar 3 nav tajikistan 2 0%
Cyprus 970 31% Malaysia 1,063 523% tanzania 5 nav
Czech republic 800 42% Malta 1,148 25% thailand 384 341%
d. r. of Congo nav nav Mauritius 781 134% trinidad and tobago 563 32%
denmark 965 37% Mexico 540 40% turkey 1,177 69%
dominican republic nav nav Moldova 150 291% Uganda 50 nav
eCCU * 224 83% Mongolia nav nav Ukraine 697 nav
egypt * 50 35% Morocco 84 116% United arab emirates 1,164 nav
el Salvador * 128 -2% Mozambique 50 nav United kingdom 2,284 17%
estonia 1,205 44% Myanmar nav nav United States 5,297 6%
fiji nav nav namibia nav nav Uruguay+ 199 nav
finland 2,298 43% nepal nav nav Venezuela 148 55%
france * 1,299 nav netherlands 1,920 18% yemen * 8 275%
georgia 207 3,830% netherlands antilles nav nav Zambia 30 0%
germany 1,287 -6% new Zealand 1,842 3% Zimbabwe 136 nav
ghana nav nav nicaragua 106 nav

taBLe iii.11: PayMent CardS in CirCULation1

(per	1000	inhabitants,	as	of	end-2006)

1 Includes debit cards, credit cards, and other non-prepaid products, where available. 

notes:   * Growth rates are actually 2006 vs. 2004.
 ^ Data is actually from 2004.
 + Includes credit card information only.
 For detailed comments and notes, please refer to the statistical tables in the Appendix.
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one fourth indicates these are partially interoperable. 

Numbers for full interoperability are significantly high-

er in high economies than in low income ones. From 

a regional perspective, although there are some differ-

ences in the ratings between ATMs and POS terminals, 

full interoperability is higher in the EU-15, followed by 

EU-NM and ODCs. The regions with the biggest per-

centages for partial or low interoperability are AFR, 

EAP, ECA, and SA.42

No major differences arise when viewing these numbers 

from the country size standpoint.

Table III.11 shows statistical data on payment cards per 

every 1000 inhabitants. In practically all high income 

countries there is one payment card (credit card, debit 

card and other non-prepaid cards) or more per every 

inhabitant, with extreme values in cases like Hong Kong 

and the United States with more than 5 payment cards 

per inhabitant.

Interestingly, while figures for upper and lower-middle 

countries are indeed lower, when compared with the data 

in Table III.9, the relative differences between countries 

based on income levels are much smaller. For instance, 

while the typical ratio of card per inhabitant in high in-

come countries compared to middle income countries 

is 2-3 to 1, this same ratio in the case of POS terminals is 

8-10 to 1. Together with other variables such as financial 

literacy, the latter may help explain why payment cards 

are used much more intensively in high income coun-

tries, despite the fact that these payment products are 

well established in most middle income economies.

In this last regard, the survey asked central banks to in-

dicate to what extent payment cards are used as payment 

instruments (at POS terminals) and not only for cash 

42 It should be noted here that, as mentioned in the Methodological Note, 

individual countries are aggregated here without considering their relative size in 

terms of territory or the size of the economy. A weighted average may yield results 

quite different to those mentioned in this paragraph.

withdrawals at ATMs. Forty-five central banks (35% of 

the total) indicated payment cards are used extensively 

as payment instruments at POS terminals. Out of this 

number, 28 are high income countries and only 3 are 

low income countries. The regions where this feature is 

more frequent are, in descending order, ODCs, EU-15, 

SA, LAC and EU-NM. On the other hand, 39 central 

banks (30%) indicated that payment cards are used al-

most exclusively for cash withdrawals at ATMs.43 

Table III.12 shows some additional information on the 

general characteristics and basic settlement features of 

payment card systems. 

International brands like Visa, MasterCard, American 

Express, Diners and others are increasingly dominating 

the marketplace. Survey data shows this is the case in 

practically 70% of all countries, especially in the LAC 

region, followed by EPA, ECA, EU-NM and ODCs. 

Local brands are the dominant players in most low in 

come countries and regions, and also in some EU-15 

countries. In a few cases, it was indicated that local and 

international brands are equally important in terms of 

their market share.

In almost half of all countries there is more than one 

payment card switch and more than one card processing 

centre or clearinghouse. In principle, this situation may 

simply reflect the historical structure of the market and 

may not have any implications for the overall efficiency 

of payment card systems in a country. In several cases, 

however, the World Bank’s PSDG has observed that the 

multiplicity of card switches and processing centers is 

related to the lack of interoperability of payment card 

systems. Analyzing these variables in conjunction with 

the answers reflected in Table III.10 on the interoper-

ability of ATMs and POS terminals yields no conclusive 

results in this last regard, however; many of the central 

banks that indicate there is more than one card switch 

4� As for the remaining central banks, �1 indicated the situation is somewhere 

in the middle, while 1� other did not answer this question.
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and/or processing center also indicate that ATMs and 

POS terminals in their country are fully interoperable.

Finally, compared to other retail payment instruments 

and systems, the use of accounts in commercial banks 

for the settlement of the net obligations related to pay-

ment card transactions is more common; only in about 

half of all countries payment card systems settle their 

obligations in central bank money. The use of commer-

cial banks for this purpose is particularly important in 

the EAP, LAC and SA regions.

Local brands 
dominate the 
card market

international 
brands  

dominate the 
marketplace

there is more 
than one  

payment card 
switch

there is more 
than one card 

processing 
centre/ 

clearinghouse

final settlement 
takes place 
through an 

rtgS

final settlement 
in Central Bank 
money, but not 
through rtgS

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (142	countries) 46 32% 98 69% 70 49% 71 50% 59 42% 19 13%

By income

High-Income	(41) 18 44% 29 71% 17 41% 18 44% 20 49% 5 12%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 2 6% 32 94% 19 56% 24 71% 16 47% 2 6%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 7 19% 27 73% 15 41% 19 51% 10 27% 7 19%

Low-Income	(30) 19 63% 10 33% 19 63% 10 33% 13 43% 5 17%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 2 20% 7 70% 6 60% 6 60% 2 20% 2 20%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 1 6% 14 88% 6 38% 10 63% 9 56% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 3 10% 28 93% 18 60% 24 80% 3 10% 3 10%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 5 42% 6 50% 5 42% 4 33% 6 50% 2 17%

South	Asia	(6) 1 17% 4 67% 2 33% 2 33% 0 0% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 18 67% 9 33% 16 59% 5 19% 16 59% 4 15%

European	Union-15	(15) 9 60% 8 53% 7 47% 4 27% 8 53% 2 13%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 3 25% 10 83% 2 17% 7 58% 8 67% 1 8%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 4 29% 12 86% 8 57% 9 64% 7 50% 2 14%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 11 33% 22 67% 19 58% 21 64% 15 45% 5 15%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 23 42% 33 60% 28 51% 26 47% 29 53% 6 11%
5	million	or	less	(54) 12 22% 43 80% 23 43% 24 44% 15 28% 8 15%

taBLe iii.12: PayMent CardS SySteMS-generaL inforMation and SettLeMent featUreS

iii.2.� Accessibility of non-cash payment 

instrument and Services for individuals

Table III.13 shows central banks’ opinion on how easy 

or difficult is for individuals to have access to payment 

services offered by commercial banks.

In the questionnaire, central banks were asked to provide 

a rating on the adequacy of the accessibility to payment 

services provided by commercial banks non-banking fi-

nancial institutions, and the postal system. These other 

entities were excluded from Table III.13 as comparison 
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across categories of institutions is deemed of little use 

given that their role and relevance in the payment ser-

vices arena differs substantially from one country to the 

other. Indeed, while commercial banks typically domi-

nate the payment services market in practically every 

country, the role and influence of non-banking financial 

institutions and of the postal system in this market var-

ies widely as result of legal, historical, and competitive 

considerations. Individual country answers to all the 

options included in the questionnaire are nevertheless 

presented in the Appendix.

Most central banks (76%) rate the accessibility of payment 

services at commercial banks as adequate. This percentage is 

higher in high and upper-middle income countries, and it 

decreases as one move downs along the spectrum of income 

levels. In fact, all but one of the 27 members of the European 

Union and all ODCs consider access to payment services 

provided by commercial banks is adequate.

At the other extreme, in the AFR region only 26% cen-

tral banks indicate access is adequate, while 33% indi-

cate it is fairly inadequate and 41% indicate it is inad-

equate. Although on a smaller scale, access problems to 

payment services provided by banks are also present in 

the EAP, LAC and SA regions.

rating of 1 
(“adequate”)

rating of 2
rating of 3 

(inadequate”)

Central Bank opinions # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (128	c.	banks) 108 76% 20 14% 13 9%

By income

High-Income	(41) 39 95% 1 2% 1 2%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 33 97% 1 3% 0 0%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 25 68% 11 30% 1 3%

Low-Income	(23) 11 37% 7 23% 11 37%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 6 60% 2 20% 1 10%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 15 94% 1 6% 0 0%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 25 83% 5 17% 0 0%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 10 83% 1 8% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 5 83% 1 17% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 7 26% 9 33% 11 41%

European	Union-15	(15) 14 93% 1 7% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 0 0% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 14 100% 0 0% 0 0%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 23 70% 7 21% 2 6%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 41 75% 5 9% 9 16%
5	million	or	less	(46) 44 81% 8 15% 2 4%

taBLe iii.13: aCCeSSiBiLity of indiVidUaLS to PayMent SerViCeS froM BankS

note: This question is based on ratings provided by Central Banks. Percentages may not add up to 100% as not all countries answered 
this question.
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F
oreign exchange (FX) markets present risks 

that are relevant from a payment system per-

spective. First, FX settlement risk clearly has a 

credit risk dimension. If, as is usually the case 

under current market practices, a bank cannot make the 

payment of the currency it sold conditional on its final 

receipt of the currency it bought, it faces the possibil-

ity of losing the full principal value of the transaction. 

FX settlement risk also has an important liquidity risk 

dimension. Even temporary delays in settlement can ex-

pose a receiving bank to liquidity pressures if unsettled 

funds are needed to meet obligations to other parties. 

FX settlement risk has other dimensions—for example, 

legal risk. In the case of FX deals, legal risk can be com-

plicated by the fact that settlement normally takes place 

in more the one jurisdiction.

In 1996, the G10 central banks endorsed a strategy to 

reduce the systemic risk arising from the settlement of 

foreign exchange trades. This action called for: i) action 

by individual banks to control the FX settlement expo-

sures; ii) action by industry groups to provide risk-re-

ducing multicurrency services; and, iii) action by cen-

tral banks to induce rapid private sector progress.

As one of the major results of these efforts, the CLS 

Bank International (CLS Bank) started its continu-

ous-linked settlement-CLS service, eliminating cred-

it risk for FX transactions in the 15 currencies that 

are settled in it: Australian dollar, British pound, 

Canadian dollar, Danish krone, Euro, Japanese yen, 

Hong Kong dollar, Korean won, New Zealand dollar, 

Norwegian krone, Swedish krona, Singapore dollar, 

South African rand, Swiss franc, and the U.S. dollar. 

The CLS Bank currently settles on average more than 

$3 trillion each day in FX-related payment obliga-

tions and is subject to the cooperative oversight of 

central banks involved and the direct oversight of the 

U.S. Federal Reserve.

In July 2007 the CPSS issued a new consultative report 

on “Progress in reducing foreign exchange settlement 

risk”. This report analyses the progress that has been 

made over the past ten years and concludes that the 

central bank strategy has achieved significant success. 

However, at the same time, a notable share of FX trans-

actions is settled in ways that still generate significant 

potential risk across the global financial system and so 

further action is needed. 

Table VI.1 below shows statistical information on for-

eign exchange turnover from the BIS Triennial Central 

Bank Survey of Foreign Exchange and Derivatives Mar-

ket Activity in 2007.

Section iV 

foreign exchange 

settlement systems
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taBLe iV.1: StatiStiCS on fx tUrnoVer froM the BiS trienniaL CentraL Bank SUrVey of  
foreign exChange and deriVatiVeS Market aCtiVity in 2007
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taBLe iV.1	(CONTINUED)

source: Bank for International Settlements, “Triennial Central Bank Survey of Foreign Exchange and Derivatives Market Activity in 2007— 
Final Results”, Basel, Switzerland, December 2007.
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iV.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

The survey asked for data on FX turnover for both ex-

change-traded and over-the-counter (OTC) contracts. 

With few exceptions, the information that was received 

is limited and makes cross-country comparisons ex-

tremely difficult. In particular, many central banks did 

not provide information at all. Statistics are presented 

in the Appendix.

Table IV.2 shows that in 54 FX markets, one foreign 

currency accounts for 90% or more of total FX activity. 

This concentration is particularly noticeable in the LAC 

region, where most countries are closely linked to the 

US dollar. 

Also, as World Bank’s PSDG experience shows, while in 

the case of the ECA region this same number is smaller, 

CIS countries within this region usually have a much 

one foreign currency 
accounts for 90 percent 

or more of total fx 
transactions

Central Bank offers  
current account 

services in at least one 
major 

foreign currency

there is an organized 
fx market in place2

there are restrictions 
on fx dealings, and the 
fx market is not very 

active

fx Markets # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(128	markets) 54 42% 56 44% 53 41% 20 16%

By income

High-Income	(41) 14 34% 13 32% 7 17% 1 2%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 14 52% 13 48% 13 48% 4 15%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 13 35% 15 41% 15 41% 8 22%

Low-Income	(23) 13 57% 15 65% 18 78% 7 30%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 1 10% 5 50% 3 30% 6 60%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 7 44% 6 38% 8 50% 2 13%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 18 78% 12 52% 10 43% 6 26%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 5 42% 8 67% 4 33% 0 0%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 2 33% 5 83% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 9 45% 9 45% 15 75% 4 20%

European	Union-15	(15) 1 7% 5 33% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 2 17% 7 58% 3 25% 1 8%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 8 57% 2 14% 5 36% 0 0%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 15 44% 15 44% 16 47% 6 18%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 20 42% 25 52% 20 42% 7 15%
5	million	or	less	(46) 19 41% 16 35% 17 37% 7 15%

taBLe iV.2: foreign exChange MarketS: generaL featUreS1

   1 As this table discusses foreign exchange markets, member countries of the BCEAO and of the ECCB, both of which are monetary unions, are each counted as one for 
the purposes of Table IV.2
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larger concentration of FX trading in one single foreign 

currency (the U.S. dollar). On the other hand, countries 

in the European Union and in the EAP region are, ac-

cording to survey data, more diversified in this particu-

lar matter.

In 56 cases (44% of the total), the central bank offers 

current account/settlement services in at least one major 

foreign currency. As discussed in section II.1, however, 

this does not necessarily mean that the major interbank 

payment systems process transactions in currencies 

other than the national/official currency.44 

The percentage of central banks offering settlement ser-

vices in foreign currencies is higher in the MNA and EU-

NM regions, the latter probably because central banks 

44  Table II.2 shows, for instance, that only 1� out of 91 RTGS systems allow the 

processing of transactions in foreign currencies.

Settlement occurs on a 
PVP basis solely through 

settlement accounts at the 
Central Bank

Settlement occurs on a PVP 
basis through a combination 
Central Bank accounts and 

foreign correspondent banks

no Payment versus 
Payment procedure is 

in place

organized fx markets # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (53	countries) 11 21% 30 57% 12 23%

By income

High-Income	(7) 3 43% 4 57% 2 29%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 2 15% 8 62% 2 15%

Lower-middle-income	(15) 3 20% 9 60% 2 13%

Low-Income	(18) 3 17% 9 50% 6 33%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(3) 0 0% 2 67% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(8) 1 13% 3 38% 2 25%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(10) 2 20% 7 70% 2 20%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(4) 0 0% 3 75% 0 0%

South	Asia	(5) 2 40% 2 40% 1 20%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(15) 3 20% 9 60% 5 33%

European	Union-15	(0) 0 n.a. 0 n.a. 0 n.a.

EU-Newer	members	(3) 1 33% 2 67% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(5) 2 40% 2 40% 2 40%

By population size

>30	million	(16) 2 13% 8 50% 3 19%

>5	million,	<30	million	(20) 2 10% 9 45% 7 35%
5	million	or	less	(17) 7 41% 13 76% 2 12%

taBLe iV.3: SettLeMent featUreS in organiZed fx MarketS
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in newer European Union member countries providing 

services in both the existing local currency and in Euro.

In 16% of all countries, central banks indicate that the FX 

market operates with some type of restriction, and that 

this market is not very active. In this sense, FX markets 

tend to operate more freely in higher income countries 

with only 1 country out of a total of 41 in this category 

indicating such restrictions in the FX market do exist. 

In 53 cases (41% of the total) there is an “organized 

market” for FX trading. Organized FX markets exist 

in 78% of low income countries, and from a regional 

perspective these types of markets are more common 

in the AFR, ECA (with one exception all these are CIS 

countries) and SA regions, and also in 5 smaller ODCs 

(Iceland, Israel, Macao SAR, Norway and Singapore).

otC markets
duration of exposures  

< 2 hours

duration of exposures 
> 2 hours, but  

< 24 hours

duration of exposures 
> 24 hours

Worldwide totals (51 Otc markets) 20 50 9

By income

High-Income 3 20 2

upper-middle-Income 6 13 1

Lower-middle-income 9 7 3

Low-Income 2 10 3

By region

east asia and Pacific 1 3 1

europe and central asia 3 6 1

Latin america & caribbean 6 3 0

middle east & north africa 1 5 2

South asia 2 2 1

Sub-Saharan africa 2 11 1

european union-15 2 9 1

eu-newer members 2 4 1

Other developed countries 1 7 1

By population size

>30 million 9 17 4

>5 million, <30 million 6 15 4
5 million or less 5 18 1

taBLe iV.4: SettLeMent exPoSUreS in otC fx MarketS

note: Due to many countries not providing an answer to this question, columns with percentages were omitted in this Table to avoid 
confusions or improper comparisons within and across the various country categories.
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In most cases (39 out of 53), the existence of an orga-

nized FX market coincides with FX trading being heav-

ily concentrated in one foreign currency. 

Table IV.3 analyzes in more detail some of the features 

specifically related to settlement and settlement risks in 

organized FX markets. 

The majority of countries where an organized FX mar-

ket exists report that settlement is made on a payment 

versus payment (PVP) basis using a combination of ac-

counts in the central bank for the local currency, and 

accounts in foreign correspondent banks for the foreign 

currency leg of the transaction. 

Only 11 countries out of 53 with an organized FX mar-

ket report that PVP is achieved by using settlement 

accounts at the central bank only.45 Seven of these are 

small countries. 

Finally, the last column to the right in Table IV.3 shows 

that in 12 out of the 53 countries with an organized FX 

market there is no procedure in place for trades in this 

market to be settled on a PVP basis. 

With regard to settlement risks in over-the counter 

(OTC) FX markets, 51 countries reported that a mech-

anism is in place in order for trades in this market to 

be settled on a PVP basis. Out of this total, 24 coun-

tries specifically pointed out to CLS Bank (all EU-15, 8 

ODCs and South Africa from the AFR region). 

Out of the remainder, 19 are located in the LAC, MNA 

and AFR regions. Although the survey did not spe-

cifically ask whether PVP for OTC trades is achieved 

through central bank accounts only or through a com-

bination of central bank and commercial bank accounts 

45 This option would, of course, be possible as long as the central bank offers 

current account/settlement services in one or more foreign currencies. In this 

regard, Table IV.2 showed 55 central banks offer such services; �0 of these are 

countries where an organized FX market exists. 

or otherwise, it is interesting to see that in 16 of these 19 

countries (6 in LAC, 5 in MNA and 5 in AFR), the cen-

tral bank does offer settlement services in one or more 

foreign currencies.

The survey also aimed at obtaining information on the 

typical duration of exposures in FX markets when a 

PVP mechanism is not used or does not exist for some 

particular currency being traded.46 In this regard, Table 

IV.4 shows that exposures lasting between 2 and 24 

hours are most common, followed by exposures lasting 

less than 2 hours.

Given the fact that duration of exposures is a function of 

market practices, differences in time zones and in pay-

ment system operating hours,47 together with the lim-

ited information collected through the survey for this 

particular topic, cross-country and cross-region com-

parisons on the basis of the data shown in Table IV.4 are 

not necessarily accurate.48

It is also important to mention that 57 central banks did 

not respond to any of the options in this question, while 

an additional 20 countries expressly indicated they had 

no information on the settlement characteristics and 

risks in the OTC FX market. This seems a clear indica-

tion that central bank awareness of settlement risks in 

foreign exchange markets is, in general, still low. This is 

particularly true for central banks in developing coun-

tries and regions, as seen through World Bank field work 

in such countries.

46 Duration of an exposure is defined as the time period that elapses between a 

payment instruction for the currency sold becoming irrevocable, and the receipt 

of the currency purchased with finality. For additional information refer to the re-

ports of the Committee on Payment and Settlement Systems on foreign exchange 

settlement risk available at www.bis.org.
47 Also, duration of exposures may be measured differently in different coun-

tries. When measuring durations, some countries also include a so-called “un-

certain period”, which is the length of time that a bank takes to identify whether 

of not it has received the currency purchased (e.g. when working through cor-

respondent banks).
48 Some central banks indicated two or even the three options shown in Table 

IV.4, depending on the currency being analyzed and other elements. 

otC markets
duration of exposures  

< 2 hours

duration of exposures 
> 2 hours, but  

< 24 hours

duration of exposures 
> 24 hours

Worldwide totals (51 Otc markets) 20 50 9

By income

High-Income 3 20 2

upper-middle-Income 6 13 1

Lower-middle-income 9 7 3

Low-Income 2 10 3

By region

east asia and Pacific 1 3 1

europe and central asia 3 6 1

Latin america & caribbean 6 3 0

middle east & north africa 1 5 2

South asia 2 2 1

Sub-Saharan africa 2 11 1

european union-15 2 9 1

eu-newer members 2 4 1

Other developed countries 1 7 1

By population size

>30 million 9 17 4

>5 million, <30 million 6 15 4
5 million or less 5 18 1
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V.1 BAckgroUnd

r
etail cross-border payments, notably trade-

related payments and person-to-person 

remittances, are increasingly relevant for 

economies and their societies as a result of 

current global realities—particularly growing economic 

integration and interdependence among countries at all 

levels, and the increasing flow of immigrants through-

out the world. From a policy-making perspective, retail 

cross-border payments share many of the features of 

domestic retail payments.

Remittances can be expensive relative to the often low 

incomes of migrant workers and to the rather small 

amounts sent (typically no more than a few hundred 

dollars or the equivalent at a time). Also, it may not be 

easy for migrants to access remittance services if they do 

not speak the local language or do not have the necessary 

documentation, and the relatively undeveloped finan-

cial infrastructure in some countries may make it dif-

ficult for recipients to collect their remittances. In some 

cases, the services are unreliable, particularly when it 

concerns the time taken for the funds to be transferred. 

In addition, some markets are uncompetitive or have 

regulatory barriers that hamper competition.

The World Bank and the CPSS co-chaired a Task Force 

to establish General Principles (GPs) of universal ap-

plicability that identify the features and functions that 

should be satisfied by remittance systems, providers, 

and financial intermediaries.49 The GPs cover areas such 

as transparency and consumer protection, payment sys-

tem infrastructure, legal and regulatory environment, 

market structure and competition, and governance 

and risk management. The GPs provide the first inter-

nationally recognized payment system framework for 

remittance transfers, and they are expected to facilitate 

international policy coordination in the area of remit-

tance transfers. 

In parallel with the finalization of the GPs report, which 

was published in January 2007, the World Bank devel-

oped, together with other international financial insti-

tutions, a Guidance Report with detailed guidelines and 

actions for the implementation of the GPs.

V.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

Over the last few years the attention paid to remittances 

has increased exponentially, and remittances are being 

analyzed from an increasing number of angles.

49 Committee on Payment and Settlement Systems and The World Bank, “Gen-

eral Principles for International Remittance Services”, Basel, Switzerland, January 

2007.

Section V 

remittances and other 

cross-border Payments
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The Global Survey focuses on those aspects of interna-

tional remittances deemed most relevant for payment 

systems. Indeed, recent literature defines international 

remittances as “cross-border person-to-person payments 

of relatively low value”.50 On this basis, the survey aimed 

at obtaining information on what types of remittance ser-

vice providers operate in various countries, how these are 

regulated, and what the main payment instruments used 

to channel international remittances are. 

Due to the very complex methodological issues involved, 

the survey did not collect statistics on the amounts of re-

mittances that are sent/received by each country, nor on the 

cost of sending remittances from one country to another. 

Data on these issues are nonetheless available from several 

sources, including several World Bank publications.51

The first aspect surveyed is the relative importance of 

the various types of remittance service providers (RSPs). 

Five main institutional RSP types were included in the 

questionnaire: commercial banks, international money 

transfer operators (MTOs), local MTOs, non-banking 

financial institutions, and post offices. Only one central 

50 See CPSS and The World Bank, 2007.
51 World Bank, “Global Economic Prospects 2006” and other editions, Washing-

ton, November 2005. Moreover, the World Bank’s PSDG is setting up a remittance 

price database to be launched in June 2008 and which during the first stage will 

cover a total of 120 bilateral remittance corridors. 

bank expressed that none of these options is the most 

relevant in its country.

The survey requested that central banks rank the impor-

tance of different types of RSPs in their country from 1 

to 6, with “1” being the most relevant to “6” being the 

least relevant. Results are summarized in Table V.1. 

Table V.2 shows how the RSP types that were ranked 

as most relevant by each central bank are distributed 

according to the standard country classifications used 

throughout this chapter.

At a worldwide level, commercial banks and to a lesser 

extent international MTOs are considered by far the 

most relevant RSP types. Jointly, commercial banks and 

international MTOs constituted 89% of the answers to 

this question. Only the LAC region ranks international 

MTOs as slightly more relevant than commercial banks 

(in their role as RSPs); in all other regions commercial 

banks are ranked ahead of international MTOs.

From a country income perspective, commercial banks, 

in their role as RSPs, are deemed most relevant by 59% 

and 63% of central banks of high income countries and 

upper-middle income countries, respectively, and only 

by 48% of central banks of low income countries. The 

opposite trend is true for international MTOs.

taBLe V.1: reLeVanCe of the VarioUS rSPs for internationaL reMittanCeS
(number	of	Central	Banks	that	rated	each	option	with	the	corresponding	ranking)

ranking
Commercial 

Banks
international 

Mtos
Local 
Mtos

non-banking 
financial  

institutions
Post office

1 (highest relevance) 73 35 6 1 6
2 20 37 11 2 17

3 8 14 13 15 16

4 5 3 17 18 16

5 0 3 10 12 15

6 (lowest relevance) 1 6 17 19 14

no rating or no answer 21 30 54 61 44
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The fact that international MTOs play a larger role in 

remittance receiving countries can be explained to some 

extent by the generally inadequate development of the 

banking industry in such countries, particularly with 

regard to the deployment of infrastructure and access 

points. While the World Bank’s PSDG experience con-

firms this overall trend, it has also been noticed that the 

role of commercial banks in remittance receiving coun-

tries is increasing at a fast pace.

The finding that commercial banks are regarded as the 

most relevant RSPs in high income countries may not 

be as straightforward as it seems. On the one hand, 

World Bank experience shows that migrants from low 

income countries that send money home from high in-

come countries generally do not use commercial banks 

for this purpose. Therefore, survey results for this spe-

cific issue could indicate a misperception on the part of 

Commercial 
banks

international Money 
transfer operators

Local Money transfer 
operator

Post Service

Central Banks’ opinions # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (128	c.	banks) 73 57% 35 27% 6 5% 6 5%

By income

High-Income	(41) 24 59% 7 17% 2 5% 0 0%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 17 63% 7 26% 0 0% 1 4%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 21 57% 15 41% 2 5% 3 8%

Low-Income	(23) 11 48% 6 26% 2 9% 2 9%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 8 80% 3 30% 0 0% 1 10%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 8 50% 6 38% 0 0% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 10 43% 11 48% 1 4% 0 0%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 9 75% 2 17% 2 17% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 0 0% 2 33% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 12 60% 6 30% 0 0% 3 15%

European	Union-15	(15) 7 47% 4 27% 0 0% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 8 67% 2 17% 0 0% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 8 57% 1 7% 1 7% 0 0%

By population size
>30	million	(34) 18 53% 9 26% 2 6% 3 9%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 28 58% 10 21% 2 4% 2 4%

5	million	or	less	(46) 27 59% 16 35% 2 4% 1 2%

taBLe V.2: rSPs regarded aS the MoSt reLeVant1

   1  This table reflects the number of central banks that rated each RSP type with a “1” i.e. “the most relevant”. For further details refer to the 
questionnaire in Annex 1.
note: Percentages do not add up to 100% as not all countries responded this question, while others selected more than one option as equally 
important. 
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central banks in high income countries with regard to 

the remittance industry in their countries.52

A possible counterargument, however, is the fact that 

international remittances do not necessarily flow from 

52 One reason for this discrepancy is that in many cases MTOs use banks as 

distribution agents in remittance receiving countries. It may be that Central Banks 

are misinterpreting the importance and role of this agent relationship and ascrib-

ing greater importance to banks than is appropriate. 

high income countries to low income countries, but 

also among high income countries (and other possi-

bilities such as among developing nations or so-called 

“south-south” remittance corridors), and, in this case, 

the large role of commercial banks in remittances 

would seem more natural.

Another aspect in Table V.1 worth mentioning is that 

only one central bank rated non-bank financial institu-

tions (e.g. cooperatives) as the most relevant RSP type. 

all rSPs must 
be registered 

with a competent 
authority

all rSPs must be 
licensed by a  

competent  
authority

rSP services are 
subject to specific 

safety and  
efficiency  

requirements

rSPs need only to 
comply with aML 

regulations

rSPs need only 
to comply law/
regulations of 

general  
applicability

Countries # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (142	countries) 68 48% 86 61% 67 47% 67 47% 26 18%

By income

High-Income	(41) 20 49% 25 61% 17 41% 21 51% 7 17%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 13 38% 21 62% 17 50% 10 29% 8 24%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 16 43% 22 59% 13 35% 18 49% 6 16%

Low-Income	(30) 19 63% 18 60% 20 67% 18 60% 5 17%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 8 80% 7 70% 7 70% 5 50% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 2 13% 8 50% 4 25% 8 50% 4 25%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 15 50% 18 60% 14 47% 10 33% 7 23%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 7 58% 11 92% 8 67% 9 75% 0 0%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 3 50% 2 33% 1 17% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 17 63% 18 67% 18 67% 16 59% 3 11%

European	Union-15	(15) 9 60% 12 80% 6 40% 8 53% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 1 8% 3 25% 4 33% 4 33% 2 17%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 6 43% 6 43% 4 29% 6 43% 5 36%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 14 42% 24 73% 15 45% 19 58% 3 9%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 27 49% 29 53% 25 45% 24 44% 12 22%
5	million	or	less	(54) 27 50% 33 61% 27 50% 24 44% 11 20%

taBLe V.3: LiCenSing and regULation of reMittanCe SerViCe ProViderS
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Additional survey information shows that only two cen-

tral banks rated non-bank financial institutions with a 

“2”, and fifteen other central banks with a “3”.

The role of the Post Office in the area of remittances 

is also limited: the Post Office was rated as the most 

important, i.e. ranked as “1”, by only six central banks 

(three of which in the AFR region). Seventeen central 

banks rated the Post Office as “2” and sixteen as “3”.

Table V.3 discusses licensing and regulatory require-

ments for RSPs. The survey explicitly stated wheth-

er each feature in this question was applicable to  

“all” RSPs. 

The first two such features were whether all RSPs were 

required to be registered or licensed with a competent 

authority. Sixty-eight (48%) of all countries require 

registration, while 86 (61%) require all RSPs to be  

licensed. Registration and/or licensing requirements  

are less common in the ECA, and especially in the  

EU-NM regions.

It should be noted, however, that 59 countries indicated 

both options in Table V.3.53 This means that out of the 

total of 142 countries in the survey, in 47 there are no 

registration or licensing requirements for “all” RSPs.

The last three columns to the right in Table V.3 expand 

upon the type of requirements that apply to all RSPs. 

The purpose of this is to try to determine whether RSPs 

are subject to specific safety and efficiency requirements 

as understood in the context of payment systems, or if 

RSPs are only subject to compliance with AML regula-

tions and other laws of general applicability (i.e. just like 

any other company).

5� Including the answers of BCEAO and the ECCB.

Little less than half (47%) of respondents indicate all 

RSPs must observe specific safety and efficiency re-

quirements, while another 47% mention that RSPs are 

obliged to comply only with AML regulations.54 

Safety and efficiency requirements appear to be more 

common in low income countries, many of which are 

heavy remittance recipients. The picture is however not 

as clear when viewing results form a regional perspec-

tive: while percentages in wealthier regions are slightly 

lower than the worldwide average, these same numbers 

vary widely in developing regions, from 70% in the EAP 

region to only 25% in the ECA region. 

Moving to payment instruments and their use in in-

ternational remittances, the survey included questions 

similar to those applied for RSPs. In this area, therefore, 

the first question aimed at getting an understanding of 

the relative importance of the various payment instru-

ments as these are used for international remittances. 

The survey requested central banks once again to rank 

each payment instrument from 1 to 6, with “1” being the 

most relevant to “6” being the least relevant. 

Five different payment instruments were included: cash, 

current account transfers, payment cards linked to a 

current account, prepaid cards, and mobile payments. 

Respondents were also given an opportunity to indicate 

“other” in case none of the above could fit their ranking. 

Results summarized in Table V.4 show very clearly that 

cash and current account transfers are regarded as the 

most relevant payment instruments use for remittances; 

payment cards and other instruments are still at a very 

distant second place.

54 Assuming the question was interpreted as intended, these two numbers 

should be independent of each other. However, some countries answered both op-

tions. The same is true for the last column to the right in Table V.� which asked if 

RSPs need only to comply with general laws that apply to any type of business.
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As for prepaid cards and mobile payments, only China 

rated any of these options as the most important instru-

ment used in remittances. Four central banks (Bhutan, 

Bulgaria, Egypt and Kuwait) did rate prepaid cards as the 

second most relevant, and there is also one case (South 

Africa) which rated mobile payments as the second most 

relevant. Further details on these ratings are presented 

in the Appendix of individual country answers.

Table V.5 analyzes in further detail the answers for the 

top three payment instruments. 

While cash and current account transfers seem similarly 

important from a global perspective, cash is clearly less 

relevant in the opinion of the central banks of the Euro-

pean Union (both original and new members) and es-

pecially those of ODCs.  Cash is more relevant for low-

income countries and also for some middle and upper 

income countries in the ECA region. 

This characterization is almost completely different 

when it comes to current account transfers. Current 

account transfers were ranked as the most important 

instrument by 56% of central banks of high income 

countries, and only 35% of central banks of low income 

countries. Current account transfers are rated highest by 

EU-15 central banks and slightly less so by ODCs. It is 

also worth noting that in all regions except for AFR and 

ECA, more central banks rated current account trans-

fers with a “1” than they did for cash.

Table V.5 also shows that in most cases in which cash 

was rated “1”, current account transfers were rated “2” 

and vice versa. In only 16 cases the “2” ranking belonged 

to payment cards linked to current accounts. Of this 

number, 9 are high income countries, and none is a low 

income country.

The final question in this section was related to the use 

of the international SWIFT network. 

In Table V.6, the second and third columns to the left 

indicate whether 90% or more of commercial banks in 

each country are connected to SWIFT, or if SWIFT is 

only used between 50% and 90% of banks. According 

to survey data, only 10 countries do not fall in either 

category.

Most central banks (78%) indicate that the use of 

SWIFT throughout the banking community exceeds 

90%, but numbers are particularly low in ODCs and in 

the LAC region, which in turn depresses the statistic for 

taBLe V.4: reLeVanCe of the VarioUS PayMent inStrUMentS in  
their USe for internationaL reMittanCeS

(number	of	Central	Banks	that	rated	each	option	with	the	corresponding	ranking)

ranking Cash
Current account 

transfers

Payment cards 
linked to a 

current account
Prepaid cards

Mobile  
payments

other

1 (highest relevance) 48 56 5 1 1 2
2 28 33 16 4 1 1

3 14 5 21 11 2 5

4 2 2 10 15 9 5

5 1 4 11 10 10 7

6 (lowest relevance) 5 3 19 19 33 15
no rating or no answer 30 25 46 68 72 92
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high-income countries and, partially, for lower-middle 

income countries. 

According to World Bank experience, banks and other 

users connecting to SWIFT via the central bank’s own 

connection to this network was a common practice less 

than a decade ago. Survey information shows that only 

9% of central banks do this at the moment. 

On the other hand, SWIFT Service Bureaus are an in-

creasingly popular way for smaller banks and other 

types of financial institutions (many for which direct 

access to SWIFT is difficult to obtain) to access the net-

work. Indeed, 46 central banks, the majority of which in 

low income countries, reported this practice is common 

in their countries. 

Cash Current account transfers
Payment cards linked to  

current accounts

ranking of 1 ranking of 2 ranking of 1 ranking of 2 ranking of 1 ranking of 2

Central Banks’ opinions # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (128	c.	banks) 48 38% 28 22% 56 44% 33 26% 5 4% 16 13%

By income

High-Income	(41) 7 17% 10 24% 23 56% 8 20% 2 5% 9 22%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 13 48% 4 15% 10 37% 9 33% 1 4% 4 15%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 18 49% 8 22% 15 41% 10 27% 2 5% 3 8%

Low-Income	(23) 10 43% 6 26% 8 35% 6 26% 0 0% 0 0%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 4 40% 4 40% 5 50% 3 30% 1 10% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 11 69% 2 13% 4 25% 6 38% 0 0% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 9 39% 5 22% 9 39% 6 26% 1 4% 2 9%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 4 33% 5 42% 6 50% 3 25% 0 0% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 1 17% 3 50% 1 17% 0 0% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 10 50% 4 20% 9 45% 4 20% 1 5% 1 5%

European	Union-15	(15) 3 20% 2 13% 8 53% 3 20% 0 0% 4 27%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 3 25% 2 17% 5 42% 4 33% 1 8% 4 33%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 2 14% 3 21% 7 50% 3 21% 1 7% 2 14%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 14 41% 10 29% 14 41% 9 26% 1 3% 1 3%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 13 27% 9 19% 20 42% 11 23% 1 2% 9 19%
5	million	or	less	(46) 21 46% 9 20% 22 48% 13 28% 3 7% 6 13%

taBLe V.5: CaSh, CUrrent aCCoUnt tranSferS and PayMent CardS in reMittanCeS

note: Percentages do not add up to 100% as not all countries responded this question, while other countries gave the same ranking to two or even more options. 
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90% or more of 
commercial banks are 

connected to SWift

Less than 90 % but more 
than 50 % of commercial 

banks are connected  
to SWift

Banks or others can use 
SWift through the  
Central Bank’s own  

connection 
to SWift

Banks and others  
can use a SWift  
Service Bureau  

operated by the Central 
Bank or another  

institution

Countries # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(142	countries) 111 78% 21 15% 13 9% 46 32%

By income

High-Income	(41) 32 78% 7 17% 3 7% 11 27%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 28 82% 4 12% 2 6% 10 29%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 25 68% 9 24% 4 11% 8 22%

Low-Income	(30) 26 87% 1 3% 4 13% 17 57%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 6 60% 3 30% 0 0% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 13 81% 1 6% 3 19% 4 25%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 17 57% 11 37% 4 13% 5 17%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 12 100% 0 0% 1 8% 4 33%

South	Asia	(6) 5 83% 0 0% 1 17% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 26 96% 0 0% 2 7% 15 56%

European	Union-15	(15) 13 87% 1 7% 1 7% 8 53%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 11 92% 0 0% 0 0% 2 17%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 8 57% 5 36% 1 7% 2 14%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 21 64% 7 21% 3 9% 11 33%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 47 85% 5 9% 5 9% 22 40%
5	million	or	less	(54) 43 80% 9 17% 5 9% 13 24%

taBLe V.6: USe of the internationaL SWift netWork
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Vi.1 BAckgroUnd

S
ecurities markets are of high importance for 

a country’s financial sector. Indeed, securi-

ties, and above all government securities, 

are extensively used to carry out monetary 

policy through open market operations. Also, securities 

settlement systems are essential for the timely delivery 

of collateral for payments and other purposes. Sound 

and efficient procedures for the settlement of securities 

are, therefore, an essential element for the development 

of the financial markets. 

A securities settlement system provides securities clear-

ing and settlement services to its members. Settlement 

members may include the central bank, commercial 

and custody banks, brokers, investment dealers and 

managers. The settlement members hold securities ac-

counts and, possibly, a cash/collateral account with a 

securities depository, typically operated by the institu-

tion operating the securities settlement system or by 

its settlement agent. 

Securities systems and large-value payment systems are 

mutually dependent. To achieve delivery versus pay-

ment (DVP), settlement of the securities leg in the secu-

rities settlement system is conditional on settlement of 

the cash leg, normally in a large-value payment system. 

In parallel, credit extensions in large-value payment sys-

tems are often dependent on the provision of collateral 

through a securities system. Therefore, the interaction 

between these infrastructures needs to be cost-efficient, 

reliable and secure. 

Vi.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

This section first analyzes several legal, regulatory and 

oversight issues related to securities settlement systems 

and securities markets more generally. Further on, some 

of the most relevant survey results related to securities 

depositories and settlement systems are discussed. 

Because the Global Survey was conducted with central 

banks only, and due its global nature, the survey was 

not overly ambitious in the area of securities settlement 

systems. While securities settlement systems are in-

creasingly considered an integral part of the payments 

system, many central banks still do not have any op-

erational, regulatory or oversight responsibilities over 

securities settlement systems, especially when these 

systems serve securities that are traded at stock ex-

changes and/or issued by the private sector. Moreover, 

securities markets are still at a nascent stage in many 

Section Vi  

securities  

settlement systems
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countries. These elements are reflected in the answers 

provided, which for some countries are not as complete 

as those of other sections

Vi.2.1 regulatory and oversight issues

Securities markets in 110 countries are regulated by a 

specific public sector agency. In countries where this 

is not the case, it is usually because either a regulatory 

function does not exist at all, or because the existing 

functions, typically of a registration rather than a regu-

latory nature, lie in a department of the Ministry of Fi-

nance or the Central Bank. 

Table VI.1 shows that having a specific public sector 

agency is more common in higher income countries 

and regions. The same indicator for the ECA and LAC 

a specific public sector 
agency regulates 

securities markets

Securities market law 
applies to all securities 
traded in the country

Securities market law applies 
to securities issued by private 

firms only

Countries # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(142	countries) 110 77% 73 51% 48 34%

By	Income

High-Income	(41) 36 88% 26 63% 8 20%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 29 85% 19 56% 15 44%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 28 76% 19 51% 11 30%

Low-Income	(30) 17 57% 9 30% 14 47%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 7 70% 6 60% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 15 94% 8 50% 6 38%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 27 90% 13 43% 14 47%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 6 50% 5 42% 3 25%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 2 33% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 16 59% 8 30% 11 41%

European	Union-15	(15) 14 93% 12 80% 2 13%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 10 83% 11 92% 2 17%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 8 57% 4 29%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 28 85% 23 70% 9 27%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 41 75% 28 51% 20 36%

5	million	or	less	(54) 41 76% 22 41% 19 35%

taBLe Vi.1: LegaL, regULatory and oVerSight iSSUeS in SeCUritieS MarketS
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regions is also high, despite the fact that in many of these 

countries securities markets are not very active.55 

Table VI.1 also shows information on the types of se-

curities that are covered by the principles embedded in 

securities markets laws (SML). In 73 countries the SML 

applies to all securities that are traded in the country. In 

48 countries, the SML applies only to securities issued 

55 In the LAC case, this is partly due to methodological reasons since one securi-

ties regulatory agency (i.e. that of the ECCU), covers eight countries. 

by the private sector while, typically, securities issued by 

the government and/or the central bank are regulated 

by special laws or government decrees. 

The second case is particularly relevant. As the World 

Bank’s PSDG has witnessed in several countries, legal 

and regulatory aspects might not be evenly covered by 

the SML and by other laws and decrees that apply to 

public sector securities. For example, the legal under-

pinning for securities dematerialization or for securities 

ownership being transferred by means of book entries is 

Securities regulator 
is empowered 
to license and 

supervise all stock 
exchanges

Securities regulator 
is empowered 
to license and 
supervise all  
private CSds

Securities regulator 
shares  

responsibility with 
the Central Bank for 

SSS oversight

exchanges have 
the status of 

self-regulatory 
organization

Private CSds 
have the status 

of self-regulatory 
organization

Countries # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(142	countries)

109 77% 88 62% 64 45% 43 30% 30 21%

By income

High-Income	(41) 36 88% 30 73% 23 56% 13 32% 6 15%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 31 91% 26 76% 14 41% 14 41% 15 44%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 25 68% 19 51% 13 35% 10 27% 7 19%

Low-Income	(30) 17 57% 13 43% 14 47% 6 20% 2 7%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 8 80% 6 60% 5 50% 4 40% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 14 88% 12 75% 8 50% 3 19% 3 19%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 25 83% 20 67% 7 23% 16 53% 15 50%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 7 58% 4 33% 4 33% 2 17% 0 0%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 2 33% 1 17% 4 67% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 15 56% 12 44% 14 52% 3 11% 1 4%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 13 87% 12 80% 3 20% 2 13%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 11 92% 9 75% 6 50% 2 17% 2 17%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 11 79% 10 71% 7 50% 6 43% 3 21%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 29 88% 22 67% 20 61% 14 42% 9 27%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 39 71% 34 62% 29 53% 11 20% 7 13%
5	million	or	less	(54) 41 76% 32 59% 15 28% 18 33% 14 26%

taBLe Vi.2: regULation and oVerSight of StoCk exChangeS and CSdS
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sometimes duly covered by the SML, but not in the de-

crees or other legal pieces that govern securities issued 

by the public sector. 

Table VI.1 clearly shows that in higher income countries 

and regions, and also in larger countries, it is more com-

mon for the SML to have a broad application in terms of 

the various types of securities existing in the marketplace.

Further, Table VI.2 shows survey outcomes in relation 

to the basic regulatory and oversight powers of the se-

curities regulator over stock exchanges and securities 

depositories. Of the 110 countries where securities mar-

kets are regulated by a specific public sector agency, that 

agency has the power to license and supervise stock ex-

changes in 109 of them. In the case of private securities 

depositories, such powers exist in 88 countries. 

dematerialization 
or immobilization of 

securities in depositories 
largely accomplished

there is a single 
securities depository for 

all types of securities

two or more depositories, 
each handling specific 

types of securities

two or more depositories, 
each handling all types 

of securities

Countries # % # % # % # %

Worldwide	totals	(142	countries) 94 66% 50 35% 56 39% 9 6%

By income

High-Income	(41) 34 83% 19 46% 17 41% 3 7%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 23 68% 18 53% 9 26% 1 3%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 20 54% 10 27% 17 46% 3 8%

Low-Income	(30) 17 57% 3 10% 13 43% 2 7%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 4 40% 2 20% 3 30% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 14 88% 5 31% 9 56% 1 6%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 11 37% 14 47% 7 23% 1 3%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 8 67% 1 8% 9 75% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 1 17% 3 50% 1 17%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 17 63% 5 19% 10 37% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 9 60% 5 33% 2 13%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 11 92% 7 58% 5 42% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 11 79% 6 43% 5 36% 0 0%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 25 76% 10 30% 14 42% 3 9%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 39 71% 17 31% 26 47% 3 5%
5	million	or	less	(54) 30 56% 23 43% 16 30% 3 6%

taBLe Vi.3: SeCUritieS dePoSitorieS – SoMe generaL iSSUeS

note: 42 countries reported the securities market in their country is inexistent or is currently in a nascent stage. Most of these countries answered only a few or none of the 
questions depicted in this table. 
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The third to last column to the right in Table VI.2 shows 

that in 64 countries (45% of the total) the securities regu-

lator shares responsibility with the central bank for the 

oversight of SSSs. EU-15 countries show the highest rela-

tive percentage (80%), while the lowest percentages are 

observed in the LAC, MNA and SA regions. The topic of 

central bank oversight over SSSs and cooperation between 

authorities is discussed in further detail in this study in 

Section 7 “Payment System Oversight and Cooperation”. 

At a worldwide level, self-regulatory powers for stock 

exchanges and securities depositories are not very com-

mon. The LAC region accounts for 16 of all 43 cases in 

which stock exchanges have self-regulatory powers, and 

half of the 30 cases of securities depositories having self-

regulatory powers. 

Vi.2.2 Securities depositories and 

Settlement Systems

Securities immobilization or dematerialization at secu-

rities depositories has been largely accomplished in 94 

countries (66% of the total). As shown in Table VI.3, this 

has been accomplished in all but one of the 27 member 

countries of the European Union. The percentage is also 

higher in countries in the ECA region, where in many 

cases all securities (so-called “vouchers”) stemming 

from the privatization of previously state-owned en-

terprises were immobilized in depositories or securities 

registrars at their inception. The EAP and LAC regions 

show, on the other hand, the slowest progress in the area 

of securities dematerialization.

As to the types of securities depositories that exist in the 

various countries, in 50 cases (35%) there is a single de-

pository handling all types of securities that are traded 

in the country, while in 56 other cases there are two or 

more “specialized” depositories, i.e. each handling spe-

cific types of securities with the most common division 

of the market being private securities on the one hand, 

and securities issued by the government and central 

bank on the other. In yet 9 other cases there are two or 

more depositories handling all types of securities.

One observation stemming from these results is that 

there seem to be very few cases where there is direct 

competition between depositories within the same 

country/market.56

Furthermore, it is worth noticing that a single deposi-

tory is least common in lower-middle-income coun-

tries and especially in low income countries, and from 

a regional perspective in the AFR, EAP, MNA and SA 

regions. MNA is also the region where the highest per-

centage of countries indicates they have two or more se-

curities depositories in operation. 

VI.2.2.1 Central Bank-operated Securities Registries 

and Depositories

This sub-section, including tables VI.4 through VI.6, 

analyzes information for the 61 central banks that, ac-

cording to survey data, operate a securities registry or a 

securities depository. Percentages presented in the text 

and tables throughout this sub-section are related to the 

number of central banks operating such systems (shown 

in parenthesis in the first column) and not to the total 

number of countries participating in the survey. 

Cross-country and cross-region comparisons are diffi-

cult to make in this set of tables. Central bank operation 

of a securities registry or depository is not a common 

feature in all regions and country types, and as a result 

some country sub-categories have few observations. 

Moreover, percentages shown in tables VI.4 through 

VI.6 might, for the reasons mentioned above, be dispro-

56 In the case of market infrastructure, competition may not lead to an optimal 

solution. As a matter fact, direct competition between infrastructures usually leads 

to duplication of investments and other sunk costs.



72 pAYmEnt SYStEmS WorldWidE

portionate for some sub-categories and should there-

fore be interpreted with caution. 

In general, it should be noted that the 61 central bank-

operated securities registries or depositories are more 

or less evenly distributed between the various country 

income categories, meaning that such systems are not 

characteristic of a particular stage in economic devel-

opment. Moreover, it should be noted that of the cen-

tral banks in this group, a total of 54 also operate an 

RTGS system. 

Table VI.4 analyzes some of the main features related to 

the settlement of securities transactions in registries and 

depositories operated by central banks.

A rolling settlement cycle of T+3 or shorter is used for 

all trades in 36 out of the 61 central bank-operated sys-

tems. In 37 cases, the securities depository has a real-

taBLe Vi.4: CentraL Bank-oPerated SeCUritieS regiStrieS, dePoSitorieS and SSSS—
Main SettLeMent featUreS

rolling 
settlement 

cycle of t+3 or 
shorter is used 

for all securities 
trades

CSd has a 
real-time 

interface with  
the rtgS

Model 1 dVP is 
used

Model 2 dVP is 
used

Model 3 dVP is 
used

guarantee 
fund or other 
mechanism 

ensures 
settlement in 

case of default

Central Bank-operated CSds  
and SSSs # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(61	systems)

36 59% 37 61% 37 61% 5 8% 7 11% 8 13%

By income

High-Income	(16) 12 75% 11 69% 12 75% 1 6% 3 19% 2 13%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 7 54% 10 77% 9 69% 1 8% 1 8% 2 15%

Lower-middle-income	(19) 10 53% 11 58% 12 63% 2 11% 2 11% 2 11%

Low-Income	(13) 7 54% 5 38% 4 31% 1 8% 1 8% 2 15%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(4) 2 50% 3 75% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 4 40% 7 70% 6 60% 1 10% 2 20% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(11) 7 64% 8 73% 7 64% 1 9% 1 9% 1 9%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(7) 4 57% 2 29% 2 29% 2 29% 0 0% 1 14%

South	Asia	(4) 3 75% 2 50% 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 6 55% 3 27% 5 45% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(3) 2 67% 3 100% 3 100% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(5) 3 60% 4 80% 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20%

Other	Developed	Countries	(6) 5 83% 5 83% 6 100% 0 0% 2 33% 1 17%

By population size

>30	million	(15) 12 80% 9 60% 11 73% 1 7% 1 7% 1 7%

>5	million,	<30	million	(25) 12 48% 17 68% 15 60% 4 16% 3 12% 4 16%

5	million	or	less	(21) 12 57% 11 52% 11 52% 0 0% 3 14% 3 14%
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time interface with the RTGS system. On the basis of 

the latter, model 1 DVP (delivery versus payment) set-

tlement mode is used by 37 systems of this kind.57 Both 

57 According to the classification of the CPSS-BIS (Vid. “Delivery versus Pay-

ment in Securities Settlement Systems”, 1992, CPSS, BIS), in Model 1 DVP both 

legs of a securities settlement transaction, this is the transfer of funds and the 

transfer of the securities are settled on a gross basis under DVP conditions. In 

Model 2 DVP, the securities transfer is executed on a gross basis while the funds 

transfer is made on a net basis. Finally, in Model � DVP both legs of a transaction 

are made on a net basis.

features are less common among central bank-operated 

securities systems in low income countries.

Model 2 DVP and model 3 DVP are used in a much 

smaller number of central bank-operated systems. The 

fact that 10 central bank-operated securities systems did 

not indicate any of the three DVP alternatives could im-

plicitly mean that securities transfers in those systems 

are not made under a delivery-versus-payment environ-

ment, or that the system, in most cases a basic Registry, 

rolling 
settlement 

cycle of t+3 or 
shorter is used 

for all securities 
trades

CSd has a 
real-time 

interface with  
the rtgS

Model 1 dVP is 
used

Model 2 dVP is 
used

Model 3 dVP is 
used

guarantee 
fund or other 
mechanism 

ensures 
settlement in 

case of default

Central Bank-operated CSds  
and SSSs # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(61	systems)

36 59% 37 61% 37 61% 5 8% 7 11% 8 13%

By income

High-Income	(16) 12 75% 11 69% 12 75% 1 6% 3 19% 2 13%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 7 54% 10 77% 9 69% 1 8% 1 8% 2 15%

Lower-middle-income	(19) 10 53% 11 58% 12 63% 2 11% 2 11% 2 11%

Low-Income	(13) 7 54% 5 38% 4 31% 1 8% 1 8% 2 15%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(4) 2 50% 3 75% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 4 40% 7 70% 6 60% 1 10% 2 20% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(11) 7 64% 8 73% 7 64% 1 9% 1 9% 1 9%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(7) 4 57% 2 29% 2 29% 2 29% 0 0% 1 14%

South	Asia	(4) 3 75% 2 50% 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 6 55% 3 27% 5 45% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

European	Union-15	(3) 2 67% 3 100% 3 100% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(5) 3 60% 4 80% 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20%

Other	Developed	Countries	(6) 5 83% 5 83% 6 100% 0 0% 2 33% 1 17%

By population size

>30	million	(15) 12 80% 9 60% 11 73% 1 7% 1 7% 1 7%

>5	million,	<30	million	(25) 12 48% 17 68% 15 60% 4 16% 3 12% 4 16%

5	million	or	less	(21) 12 57% 11 52% 11 52% 0 0% 3 14% 3 14%

taBLe Vi.5: CentraL Bank-oPerated SeCUritieS regiStrieS, dePoSitorieS and SSSS —
PartiCiPantS and CUStody arrangeMentS 

only commercial banks 
are direct participants in 

the CSd

Beneficial owners are 
identified at the individual 

level in the CSd

all beneficial owners not identified 
individually, but direct partic. 

must segregate own from nominal 
holdings in the CSd

Central Bank-operated CSds and 
SSSs # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (61	systems) 25 41% 22 36% 32 52%

By income

High-Income	(16) 6 38% 3 19% 10 63%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 4 31% 4 31% 8 62%

Lower-middle-income	(19) 10 53% 7 37% 10 53%

Low-Income	(13) 5 38% 8 62% 4 31%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(4) 1 25% 2 50% 2 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 7 70% 0 0% 5 50%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(11) 3 27% 5 45% 4 36%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(7) 5 71% 1 14% 5 71%

South	Asia	(4) 0 0% 2 50% 2 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 5 45% 10 91% 3 27%

European	Union-15	(3) 0 0% 0 0% 3 100%

EU-Newer	members	(5) 1 20% 2 40% 3 60%

Other	Developed	Countries	(6) 3 50% 0 0% 5 83%

By	population	size

>30	million	(15) 5 33% 3 20% 11 73%

>5	million,	<30	million	(25) 10 40% 10 40% 13 52%

5	million	or	less	(21) 10 48% 9 43% 8 38%
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is used only as a basic ownership registry for primary 

market transactions.

Furthermore, for 8 out of the 12 cases of DVP mod-

els 2 and 3, central banks indicate there is a guarantee 

fund or other risk management mechanism to ensure 

settlement will take place, for instance in the event the 

participant with the largest debit obligation is unable to 

settle its position.

Table VI.5 analyzes some basic issues related to par-

ticipation in the central bank-operated securities reg-

routine 
procedures 
are in place 

for periodical 
data back-ups

data storage 
media kept 

in sites other 
than main 
processing 

site

Back-up 
servers have 

been deployed 
at the main 
processing 

site

a fully 
equipped 
alternate 

processing 
site exists 

operator has 
documented 
a formal BCP 
-  Business 
Continuity 

Plan

BCP includes 
procedures for 

information 
dissemination 
and for crisis 
management

Business 
continuity 

arrangements 
are regularly 

tested

Central Bank-operated  
CSds and SSSs # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals 
(61	systems)

56 92% 51 84% 43 70% 36 59% 42 69% 41 67% 40 66%

By income

High-Income	(16) 23 144% 15 94% 10 63% 13 81% 14 88% 13 81% 13 81%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 12 92% 11 85% 9 69% 8 62% 8 62% 10 77% 10 77%

Lower-middle-income	(19) 16 84% 15 79% 12 63% 7 37% 11 58% 9 47% 8 42%

Low-Income	(13) 13 100% 10 77% 12 92% 8 62% 9 69% 9 69% 9 69%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(4) 4 100% 4 100% 4 100% 2 50% 3 75% 3 75% 2 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 8 80% 6 60% 5 50% 3 30% 3 30% 3 30% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(11) 9 82% 8 73% 6 55% 3 27% 6 55% 4 36% 6 55%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(7) 7 100% 7 100% 3 43% 5 71% 5 71% 6 86% 4 57%

South	Asia	(4) 4 100% 3 75% 4 100% 3 75% 4 100% 3 75% 4 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 10 91% 9 82% 10 91% 7 64% 8 73% 9 82% 7 64%

European	Union-15	(3) 3 100% 3 100% 2 67% 3 100% 3 100% 3 100% 3 100%

EU-Newer	members	(5) 5 100% 5 100% 3 60% 4 80% 4 80% 5 100% 5 100%

Other	Developed	Countries	(6) 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 5 83% 6 100%

By population size

>30	million	(15) 13 87% 14 93% 10 67% 12 80% 13 87% 12 80% 12 80%

>5	million,	<30	million	(25) 25 100% 21 84% 20 80% 15 60% 19 76% 19 76% 19 76%

5	million	or	less	(21) 18 86% 16 76% 13 62% 9 43% 10 48% 10 48% 9 43%

Comparative features of  
rtgS Systems % % % % % % %

Worldwide	totals
	(98	systems)

95% 82% 74% 80% 90% 80% 78%

taBLe Vi.6: CentraL Bank-oPerated SeCUritieS regiStrieS, dePoSitorieS and SSSS—
reSiLienCe and BUSineSS ContinUity
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istries and depositories and custody arrangements in 

such systems.

According to survey data, only in 25 cases (41%) cen-

tral bank-operated systems are exclusive for commercial 

banks. Several central banks commented in this regard 

that the non-bank entities that have direct access to the 

system are typically brokerage houses and other public 

sector institutions.

With regard to the identification of beneficial owners 

in the securities registry or depository, in 22 cases all 

beneficial owners can be individually identified directly 

in the system. In 32 other cases the central bank system 

can identify the securities for which a direct participant 

is itself the beneficial owner and those for which it is a 

nominal holder; beneficial owners of the latter can then 

be identified only in the internal accounts of the partici-

pant acting as custodian. 

Although further information is not available for all of 

the remaining 7 central bank-operated systems (those 

for which an answer was not provided to neither one of 

the last two columns to the right in Table VI.5), some 

central banks did indicate that the direct participants 

are the sole beneficial owners as far as the securities 

registry or securities depository is concerned; members 

must themselves keep records on whose behalf they 

hold securities.

Table VI.6 discusses resilience and business continuity 

features in central bank-operated securities registries 

and depositories. For analytical purposes, an addition-

al line was added at the bottom of this table showing 

worldwide numbers on the resilience and business con-

tinuity features of RTGS systems, described in Section 

II of this Chapter.

When compared with RTGS systems, resilience and 

business continuity practices for central bank securi-

ties registries and depositories look weaker, although, in 

general, number and percentages for the various prac-

tices depicted in this table are still relatively high if com-

pared to World Bank experience. 

Moreover, recent PSDG field work has shown an in-

creasing trend wherein central banks are adopting a 

single set of modern resilience and business continuity 

policies and procedures for all the critical systems they 

operate. This, eventually, should lead to the convergence 

of the numbers shown in Table VI.6 for central bank-

operated securities systems and RTGS systems.

VI.2.2.2 Securities Depositories and Securities 

Settlement Systems operated by Exchanges/

Private Sector

This sub-section, including Tables VI.7 through VI.9, ana-

lyzes information for 83 securities depositories and settle-

ment systems for which information was provided by re-

sponding central banks.58 Percentages presented in the text 

and tables throughout this sub-section are related to the 

number of securities depositories and settlement systems 

operated by exchanges or other private sector entities (the 

number shown in parenthesis in the first column) and not 

to the total number of countries participating in the survey.

It cannot be determined a priori whether the non-avail-

ability of this information in some countries is because 

a securities depository of this kind does not exist in such 

countries, or simply because the responding central 

bank did not have access to this information. In partic-

ular, only 10 central banks from low income countries 

answered this set of questions. As in the previous sub-

section on central bank-operated securities systems, 

percentages shown in tables VI.7 through VI.9 might be 

disproportionate for some sub-categories and should 

therefore be interpreted with caution. 

58 The Reserve Bank of Australia provided information for two separate sys-

tems, one handling equities and another one handling debt securities. The char-

acteristics of both systems are included in Tables VI.7 through VI.9.

routine 
procedures 
are in place 

for periodical 
data back-ups

data storage 
media kept 

in sites other 
than main 
processing 

site

Back-up 
servers have 

been deployed 
at the main 
processing 

site

a fully 
equipped 
alternate 

processing 
site exists 

operator has 
documented 
a formal BCP 
-  Business 
Continuity 

Plan

BCP includes 
procedures for 

information 
dissemination 
and for crisis 
management

Business 
continuity 

arrangements 
are regularly 

tested

Central Bank-operated  
CSds and SSSs # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals 
(61	systems)

56 92% 51 84% 43 70% 36 59% 42 69% 41 67% 40 66%

By income

High-Income	(16) 23 144% 15 94% 10 63% 13 81% 14 88% 13 81% 13 81%

Upper-middle-Income	(13) 12 92% 11 85% 9 69% 8 62% 8 62% 10 77% 10 77%

Lower-middle-income	(19) 16 84% 15 79% 12 63% 7 37% 11 58% 9 47% 8 42%

Low-Income	(13) 13 100% 10 77% 12 92% 8 62% 9 69% 9 69% 9 69%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(4) 4 100% 4 100% 4 100% 2 50% 3 75% 3 75% 2 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 8 80% 6 60% 5 50% 3 30% 3 30% 3 30% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(11) 9 82% 8 73% 6 55% 3 27% 6 55% 4 36% 6 55%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(7) 7 100% 7 100% 3 43% 5 71% 5 71% 6 86% 4 57%

South	Asia	(4) 4 100% 3 75% 4 100% 3 75% 4 100% 3 75% 4 100%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(11) 10 91% 9 82% 10 91% 7 64% 8 73% 9 82% 7 64%

European	Union-15	(3) 3 100% 3 100% 2 67% 3 100% 3 100% 3 100% 3 100%

EU-Newer	members	(5) 5 100% 5 100% 3 60% 4 80% 4 80% 5 100% 5 100%

Other	Developed	Countries	(6) 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 6 100% 5 83% 6 100%

By population size

>30	million	(15) 13 87% 14 93% 10 67% 12 80% 13 87% 12 80% 12 80%

>5	million,	<30	million	(25) 25 100% 21 84% 20 80% 15 60% 19 76% 19 76% 19 76%

5	million	or	less	(21) 18 86% 16 76% 13 62% 9 43% 10 48% 10 48% 9 43%

Comparative features of  
rtgS Systems % % % % % % %

Worldwide	totals
	(98	systems)

95% 82% 74% 80% 90% 80% 78%
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Table VI.7 and VI.8 analyze a total of nine features re-

lated to the settlement of securities transactions in ex-

change/private-operated systems.

A rolling settlement cycle of T+3 or shorter is used in 

89% of all securities systems operated by exchanges 

and private sector entities. This practice, considered an 

international standard, is evident in almost all high in-

come countries and regions but less so in lower income 

countries and regions.

The use of the various DVP models is more diverse in 

the case of exchange/private sector operated systems 

than it is in central bank-operated ones. Moreover, sev-

eral respondents indicated that more than one DVP 

model is used depending on the types of securities be-

rolling settlement 
cycle of t+3 or 
shorter is used 

for all securities 
trades

Model 1 dVP  
is used

Model 2 dVP is 
used

Model 3 dVP is 
used

guarantee fund or 
other mechanism 

ensures settlement 
in case of default

Private CSds/SSSs # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (87	systems) 77 89% 47 54% 30 34% 27 31% 41 47%

By income

High-Income	(35) 34 97% 24 69% 15 43% 10 29% 19 54%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 18 90% 13 65% 7 35% 9 45% 10 50%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 18 82% 7 32% 7 32% 7 32% 9 41%

Low-Income	(10) 7 70% 3 30% 1 10% 1 10% 3 30%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 5 83% 3 50% 3 50% 3 50% 4 67%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 8 80% 5 50% 1 10% 4 40% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(12) 11 92% 6 50% 3 25% 4 33% 3 25%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(8) 7 88% 1 13% 4 50% 2 25% 4 50%

South	Asia	(4) 2 50% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(8) 6 75% 2 25% 1 13% 2 25% 3 38%

European	Union-15	(14) 14 100% 13 93% 5 36% 4 29% 7 50%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 10 83% 8 67% 4 33% 9 75%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 12 92% 6 46% 5 38% 4 31% 6 46%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 26 93% 15 54% 10 36% 10 36% 16 57%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 28 82% 19 56% 13 38% 6 18% 13 38%

5	million	or	less	(25) 23 92% 13 52% 7 28% 11 44% 12 48%

taBLe Vi.7: PriVate SeCtor/exChange-oPerated SeCUritieS dePoSitorieS and SSSS–  
Main SettLeMent featUreS
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ing traded (e.g. equities or debt securities), the specific 

trade type, and other variables. In any case, DVP model 

1 is, according to survey data, more popular than other 

DVP models.

A guarantee fund or other risk management mechanism 

to ensure settlement is in place for 41 out of the 57 cases 

of DVP models 2 and 3. Comparing these numbers with 

those shown in sub-section VI.2.1 for central bank-op-

erated systems, the proportion of exchange/private-op-

erated securities systems that ensure settlement of net-

ting schemes through some form of guarantee is slightly 

higher (72% vs. 66% respectively). 

Table VI.8 shows that a total of 67 systems use central 

bank money for the final settlement of the cash leg in 

rolling settlement 
cycle of t+3 or 
shorter is used 

for all securities 
trades

Model 1 dVP  
is used

Model 2 dVP is 
used

Model 3 dVP is 
used

guarantee fund or 
other mechanism 

ensures settlement 
in case of default

Private CSds/SSSs # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (87	systems) 77 89% 47 54% 30 34% 27 31% 41 47%

By income

High-Income	(35) 34 97% 24 69% 15 43% 10 29% 19 54%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 18 90% 13 65% 7 35% 9 45% 10 50%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 18 82% 7 32% 7 32% 7 32% 9 41%

Low-Income	(10) 7 70% 3 30% 1 10% 1 10% 3 30%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 5 83% 3 50% 3 50% 3 50% 4 67%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 8 80% 5 50% 1 10% 4 40% 3 30%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(12) 11 92% 6 50% 3 25% 4 33% 3 25%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(8) 7 88% 1 13% 4 50% 2 25% 4 50%

South	Asia	(4) 2 50% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(8) 6 75% 2 25% 1 13% 2 25% 3 38%

European	Union-15	(14) 14 100% 13 93% 5 36% 4 29% 7 50%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 10 83% 8 67% 4 33% 9 75%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 12 92% 6 46% 5 38% 4 31% 6 46%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 26 93% 15 54% 10 36% 10 36% 16 57%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 28 82% 19 56% 13 38% 6 18% 13 38%

5	million	or	less	(25) 23 92% 13 52% 7 28% 11 44% 12 48%

CSd has a real-time 
interface with the rtgS

no interface with rtgS, 
but central bank money 
is used for settlement

a securities lending 
mechanism has been 

implemented

the Stock exchange acts 
as central counterparty

Private CSds/SSSs # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(87	systems) 43 49% 24 28% 34 39% 22 25%

By income

High-Income	(35) 24 69% 9 26% 18 51% 7 20%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 11 55% 5 25% 6 30% 4 20%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 7 32% 7 32% 6 27% 7 32%

Low-Income	(10) 1 10% 3 30% 4 40% 4 40%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 3 50% 1 17% 3 50% 5 83%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 4 40% 3 30% 4 40% 2 20%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(12) 4 33% 5 42% 1 8% 4 33%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(8) 1 13% 3 38% 2 25% 1 13%

South	Asia	(4) 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 2 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(8) 2 25% 3 38% 1 13% 1 13%

European	Union-15	(14) 11 79% 4 29% 8 57% 2 14%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 8 67% 1 8% 4 33% 2 17%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 10 77% 4 31% 8 62% 3 23%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 16 57% 7 25% 14 50% 9 32%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 16 47% 9 26% 14 41% 8 24%

5	million	or	less	(25) 11 44% 8 32% 6 24% 5 20%

taBLe Vi.8: PriVate SeCtor/exChange-oPerated SeCUritieS dePoSitorieS and SSSS– 
Main SettLeMent featUreS 
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securities transactions. Especially in high income coun-

tries, exchange/private-operated settlement systems 

have a real-time interface with the RTGS system. On 

the other hand, securities systems that do not settle in 

central bank money are more common in lower income 

countries and regions.

The stock exchange acts as central counterparty in 22 cas-

es, half of these in high and upper-middle income coun-

tries, and half in lower-middle and low income countries. 

In relative terms, however, central counterparties appear 

to be more common in lower income countries.59

Table VI.9 contains information on participation and 

custody arrangements in securities depositories op-

59 A central counterparty (CCP) becomes the legal counterparty for all settle-

ment members in some types of system trades. The CCP typically holds a cash 

settlement account at the settlement agent- the system’s settlement bank, often the 

central bank. It receives funds from settlement members delivering cash and pays 

out funds to those delivering securities on settlement day.

only brokers-dealers are 
direct participants in the 

CSd

other financial institutions 
(i.e. banks) can also be 

direct participants in CSd

Beneficial owners are 
identified at the  
individual level  

in the CSd

Beneficial owners not 
identified at the individual 

level in CSd, but direct 
partic. must segregate 

own holdings from those 
of customers

Private CSds/SSSs # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (87	systems) 20 23% 66 76% 50 57% 32 37%

By income

High-Income	(35) 3 9% 30 86% 19 54% 13 37%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 5 25% 16 80% 10 50% 12 60%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 8 36% 13 59% 13 59% 5 23%

Low-Income	(10) 4 40% 7 70% 8 80% 2 20%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 2 33% 4 67% 4 67% 2 33%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 4 40% 7 70% 7 70% 2 20%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(12) 5 42% 6 50% 8 67% 3 25%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(8) 4 50% 3 38% 5 63% 2 25%

South	Asia	(4) 2 50% 3 75% 4 100% 1 25%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(8) 2 25% 6 75% 4 50% 3 38%

European	Union-15	(14) 0 0% 14 100% 5 36% 7 50%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 1 8% 11 92% 7 58% 6 50%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 0 0% 12 92% 6 46% 6 46%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 4 14% 24 86% 11 39% 19 68%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 9 26% 26 76% 24 71% 8 24%

5	million	or	less	(25) 7 28% 16 64% 15 60% 5 20%

taBLe Vi.9: PriVate SeCtor/exChange-oPerated SeCUritieS dePoSitorieS and SSSS–
PartiCiPation and CUStody arrangeMentS 
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routine 
procedures 
are in place 

for periodical 
data back-ups

data storage 
media kept 

in sites other 
than main 
processing 

site

Back-up 
servers have 

been deployed 
at the main 
processing 

site

a fully 
equipped 
alternate 

processing 
site exists 

operator has 
documented 
a formal BCP 
-  Business 
Continuity 

Plan

BCP includes 
procedures for 

information 
dissemination 
and for crisis 
management

Business 
continuity 

arrangements 
are regularly 

tested

Private CSds/SSSs # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(87	systems)

79 91% 69 79% 59 68% 59 68% 64 74% 56 64% 58 67%

By income

High-Income	(35) 32 91% 32 91% 24 69% 29 83% 30 86% 28 80% 28 80%

Upper-middle-Income	(20) 19 95% 15 75% 11 55% 13 65% 14 70% 11 55% 12 60%

Lower-middle-income	(22) 19 86% 16 73% 17 77% 13 59% 14 64% 13 59% 14 64%

Low-Income	(10) 9 90% 6 60% 7 70% 4 40% 6 60% 4 40% 4 40%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(6) 6 100% 6 100% 5 83% 5 83% 4 67% 4 67% 6 100%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(10) 9 90% 6 60% 7 70% 4 40% 7 70% 5 50% 6 60%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(12) 10 83% 9 75% 8 67% 6 50% 6 50% 4 33% 4 33%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(8) 7 88% 6 75% 7 88% 4 50% 5 63% 4 50% 5 63%

South	Asia	(4) 4 100% 2 50% 3 75% 2 50% 3 75% 2 50% 2 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(8) 7 88% 5 63% 5 63% 5 63% 5 63% 5 63% 4 50%

European	Union-15	(14) 13 93% 13 93% 9 64% 13 93% 14 100% 13 93% 13 93%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 12 100% 11 92% 6 50% 9 75% 9 75% 8 67% 8 67%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 11 85% 11 85% 9 69% 11 85% 11 85% 11 85% 10 77%

By population size

>30	million	(28) 27 96% 23 82% 20 71% 23 82% 22 79% 19 68% 21 75%

>5	million,	<30	million	(34) 30 88% 25 74% 22 65% 22 65% 28 82% 25 74% 24 71%

5	million	or	less	(25) 22 88% 21 84% 17 68% 14 56% 14 56% 12 48% 13 52%

Comparative features of 
Central Bank-operated  
CSd/SSSs

% % % % % % %

Worldwide totals		
(61	systems)

92% 84% 70% 59% 69% 67% 66%

Comparative features  
of rtgS Systems % % % % % % %

Worldwide totals		
(98	systems)

95% 82% 74% 80% 90% 80% 78%

taBLe Vi.10: PriVate SeCtor/exChange-oPerated SeCUritieS dePoSitorieS and SSSS– 
reSiLienCe and BUSineSS ContinUity
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erated by exchanges and other private sector entities. 

In 77% of the securities depositories operated by ex-

changes or other private sector organizations, entities 

other than securities brokers-dealers can be direct par-

ticipants, with membership being broader in European 

Union countries and ODCs. 

Identification of all beneficial owners directly in the se-

curities depository is possible in 50 cases or 57% of the 

total. This percentage is significantly higher than that of 

central bank-operated securities registries and deposi-

tories (36%), a natural explanation for this being that 

the latter systems are, in general, designed almost exclu-

sively for wholesale transactions.

In yet other 32 cases, there is a single tier of accounts 

but direct participants acting as custodians are required 

to segregate their own holdings from those of their cus-

tomers and for which they appear as nominal holders. 

The final table of this section, Table VI.10, discusses 

once again the issue of resilience and business conti-

nuity. Just as in Table VI.6, for comparison purposes 

lines were added to the bottom of Table VI.10 to in-

clude equivalent worldwide data for RTGS systems 

and central bank-operated securities systems. In gen-

eral, practices in securities depositories and settlement 

systems operated by exchanges and other private sec-

tor entities are comparable to those of central bank-

operated counterparts.
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Vii.1  BAckgroUnd

t
he oversight role of the central bank is cur-

rently at the heart of the international de-

bate, and this function is emerging as key in 

central bank activity to ensure proper moni-

toring of the reliability and efficiency of domestic pay-

ment systems on an on-going basis.

The deployment of an effective payment system over-

sight function calls for a careful consideration of at least 

three key issues.  First, it is necessary to evaluate the 

adequacy of legal enforcement for central bank action 

in the payments system. Second, the internal organiza-

tion of the central bank with respect to payment system 

activities may also be worth evaluating. Third, effective 

cooperation must be in place between the overseer and 

market players and among domestic regulators and 

among international oversight agencies. 

With regard to the scope of the oversight function, there 

is consensus at the international level on the fact that 

systems posing systemic risks should fall under the di-

rect control of the overseer. Increasing attention is be-

ing given to securities clearance and settlement systems 

as well as to foreign exchange settlement systems as 

relevant components of the overall payments system. 

The oversight of these systems might well be a coopera-

tive effort of two or more regulatory agencies.  In some 

countries, retail (low value) systems also fall under con-

trol of the oversight agency because of their importance 

in the overall efficiency of the payments system, their 

potential impact on the public trust of money, and for 

their relevance to sustain the ultimate objective of eco-

nomic growth.

Vii.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

This section first explores some general aspects of pay-

ment system oversight with regard to the formality with 

which this function is performed. Further on, more de-

tailed aspects such as the objectives, scope and instru-

ments of payment system oversight are discussed, as 

well as elements related to cooperation of the overseer 

with other authorities and other stakeholders.

Since payment system oversight is basically an activity 

performed by one institution (i.e. the central bank), the 

discussion below shifts the basis of the analysis from 

countries to central banks. In other words, each indi-

vidual central bank, regardless of how many countries 

or financial systems it serves, is counted as one for com-

parison purposes. All percentages presented throughout 

Section Vii 

Payment system 

oversight and 

cooPeration
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this section, including tables VII.1 through VII.7 are re-

lated to the number of central banks participating in the 

survey (shown in parenthesis in the first column).

In Table VII.1, survey results show that 92 central banks 

have already established the payment system oversight 

function, and this function is performed on an on-going 

basis. A slightly larger number report that there is a specific 

unit at the central bank responsible for oversight duties.

Interestingly, 17 central banks report a specific unit being 

responsible for these duties, despite the payment system 

oversight function not having been established formally 

in their countries. Also, out of the 92 central banks that 

have already established the oversight function, 8 indicate 

that the related responsibilities and tasks have not been al-

located to a specific central bank unit or department.

A higher percentage of central banks in both high in-

come and upper-middle income countries have formal-

ly established their payment system oversight function 

and a unit charged with responsibilities for such a func-

tion. Both characteristics are less common in central 

banks of the EU-NM, LAC and MNA regions. 

the payment system oversight 
function has been established 

and is performed on an  
on-going basis

there is a specific unit or 
department within the Central 
Bank responsible for payment 

system oversight

the payment system oversight 
function is segregated  
from payment system  

operational tasks

Central Banks # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(128	c.	banks) 92 72% 100 78% 84 66%

By income

High-Income	(41) 36 88% 36 88% 34 83%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 22 81% 23 85% 18 67%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 19 51% 24 65% 21 57%

Low-Income	(23) 15 65% 17 74% 11 48%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 8 80% 8 80% 5 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 12 75% 11 69% 11 69%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 10 43% 13 57% 10 43%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 6 50% 9 75% 7 58%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 5 83% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 14 70% 16 80% 13 65%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 15 100% 15 100%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 8 67% 8 67% 5 42%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 11 79% 10 71%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 29 85% 27 79% 23 68%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 32 67% 37 77% 33 69%

5	million	or	less	(46) 31 67% 36 78% 28 61%

taBLe Vii.1: PayMent SySteM oVerSight generaL iSSUeS
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the Central Bank has set down 
its objectives in a regulation or 

policy document

objectives only include the 
safety and efficiency of relevant 

payment systems

objectives also include higher 
competition, avoiding collusive 

practices, consumer  
protection, and others

Central Banks # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(128	c.	banks) 89 70% 81 63% 40 31%

By income

High-Income	(41) 36 88% 27 66% 8 20%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 18 67% 16 59% 8 30%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 22 59% 25 68% 13 35%

Low-Income	(23) 13 57% 13 57% 11 48%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 7 70% 5 50% 5 50%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 9 56% 13 81% 5 31%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 10 43% 11 48% 7 30%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 7 58% 8 67% 4 33%

South	Asia	(6) 5 83% 3 50% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 14 70% 12 60% 10 50%

European	Union-15	(15) 15 100% 10 67% 2 13%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 7 58% 5 42% 5 42%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 11 79% 10 71% 3 21%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 26 76% 25 74% 14 41%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 31 65% 28 58% 15 31%

5	million	or	less	(46) 32 70% 28 61% 11 24%

Two thirds (66%) of all central banks report that the 

oversight function is separated from operational re-

sponsibilities. This separation is more evident in high 

income countries, in particular in the EU-15 where 

all countries in that sub-category state that the men-

tioned separation of tasks exists.  This is much less 

evident in middle income countries in the EU-NM, 

LAC, and SA regions. 

In terms of country population, a higher percentage 

of large countries (85%) have established the payment 

system oversight function when compared to medium-

sized and smaller countries (67% in each case). For the 

other variables in this table, country size does not ap-

pear to indicate any significant differences.

Table VII.2 shows survey results with regard to the ob-

jectives of the payment system oversight function.

A total of 89 central banks (70% of the total) indicate 

that the objectives they pursue by carrying out the pay-

ment system oversight function have already been spec-

ified in a central bank regulation or policy document. As 

in previous cases, central banks of higher income coun-

taBLe Vii.2: oBJeCtiVeS of PayMent SySteMS oVerSight
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tries, in particular those of the EU-15, show a higher 

percentage with regard to this issue.

Central banks were also asked whether their payment 

system oversight objectives include the safety and effi-

ciency of overseen payment systems, or whether these 

objectives also include broader goals such as promoting 

higher levels of competition in the market for payment 

services, consumer protection, and others.

Table VII.2 shows that the number of central banks fo-

cusing solely on safety and efficiency is twice the number 

of central banks with broader objectives. Interestingly, 

according to survey data, the lower a country’s income 

is, the broader the objectives of payment system over-

sight. This appears to be a response from central banks 

to the inefficiencies and many other problems encoun-

tered in retail payment systems in most developing na-

tions, as evidenced in Section III in this Chapter. 

From a regional perspective, objectives other than the 

safety and efficiency of payment systems subject to 

oversight are less common in EU-15 and ODCs. Finally, 

a higher percentage of central banks of larger countries 

also have broader objectives for their payment system 

oversight function.

With regard to the scope of the payment system oversight 

function, survey data show, in Table VII.3, that the most 

common case is that payment system oversight is per-

formed over all relevant payment systems in a country 

regardless of who the operator of such payment systems 

is. Higher income countries tend to oversee all payment 

systems, while a larger percentage of lower-middle and 

especially low income countries have a more limited 

scope, focusing more on payment systems operated by 

the central bank and banks. 

By combining the results of Tables VII.2 and VII.3 (the 

objectives and scope of the oversight function) it is pos-

sible to get further insights on the potential effectiveness 

of the oversight function: while a larger number of lower 

income countries and regions have embraced broader 

objectives for their payment system oversight function, 

the scope of the oversight function is also more limited 

in these countries. The opposite is true for higher in-

come countries.

While the survey did not ask for further details on why 

the scope is wider or narrower, according to World 

Bank experience what usually limits the choices of cen-

tral banks in this area is a very practical element: the 

availability of resources. In this last regard, although not 

conclusive, Table VII.3 does show that a higher percent-

age of larger countries have adopted a broader scope for 

the oversight function, while this same percentage for 

small countries is the lowest.

In the survey, some countries define a “broad” scope 

of payment system oversight as including systems 

other than funds transfer systems i.e. basically securi-

ties settlement systems (SSS) and in some cases also FX 

settlement systems. From this perspective, a “broad” ap-

proach would typically mean overseeing all systemically 

important systems (but not retail payment systems).60 

At a worldwide level, 39% of central banks report they 

have adopted this approach, with lower percentages in 

the case of central banks in the ECA, LAC, MNA and 

SA regions.

Moving to the instruments that are used as part of the 

payment system oversight function, central banks were 

asked to rank from 1 to 3, with “1” being the most rel-

evant and “3” being the least relevant, the various op-

tions given. Five common oversight instruments were 

included in this question, ordered from “soft” instru-

ments to tougher/more formal ones: monitoring, dia-

60 In the perspective of the World Bank’s PSDG a comprehensive payment 

system oversight function would cover all the elements of the national payments 

system, which include all relevant funds transfer systems (both large-value and 

small-value retail systems), SSSs, FX settlement mechanisms, and cross-border 

payments (including remittances).
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logue and moral suasion, publication of statistics and 

other payment systems reports, issue of regulations and 

sanctions, and on-site inspections. Results are summa-

rized in Table VII.4. 

Results in Table VII.4 show that, in general, central banks 

prefer “soft” instruments to carry out their oversight. In 

several cases, central banks gave an identical rating, in 

the majority of these cases a “1”, to monitoring and to 

dialogue and moral suasion, and in a few cases also to 

the production and publication of statistics and other 

related reports. Tougher or more “formal” oversight in-

struments such as the overseer issuing regulations and 

sanctions, and/or on-site inspections are used by only 

1/3 or less of central banks. At the same time, it is worth 

noting that more central banks rated these two instru-

ments as less relevant.

Answers rating the most relevant instruments of over-

sight are further disaggregated in Table VII.5. Several 

countries rated more than one instrument as equally 

important, while others rated only some instruments 

and not others, hence making it difficult to make cross-

country or cross-region comparisons.

Performed over 
central 

 bank-operated 
systems only

Performed over 
all systemically 
important funds 
transfer systems

Performed over all 
SiPS, including SSS 
and settlement of 
fx transactions

Performed over all 
relevant payment 
systems operated 

by banks

Performed over all 
relevant payment 

systems regardless 
of who operates 

them

Central Banks # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(128	c.	banks) 22 17% 70 55% 50 39% 21 16% 73 57%

By income

High-Income	(41) 5 12% 23 56% 18 44% 1 2% 30 73%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 4 15% 19 70% 12 44% 4 15% 17 63%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 7 19% 16 43% 9 24% 8 22% 17 46%

Low-Income	(23) 6 26% 12 52% 11 48% 8 35% 9 39%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 5 50% 5 50% 5 50% 4 40% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 1 6% 8 50% 2 13% 5 31% 7 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 4 17% 11 48% 5 22% 0 0% 8 35%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 4 33% 7 58% 3 25% 4 33% 7 58%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 3 50% 2 33% 2 33% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 3 15% 13 65% 11 55% 5 25% 12 60%

European	Union-15	(15) 1 7% 8 53% 7 47% 0 0% 14 93%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 5 42% 5 42% 5 42% 4 33% 4 33%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 2 14% 8 57% 9 64% 0 0% 9 64%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 6 18% 22 65% 14 41% 7 21% 24 71%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 4 8% 25 52% 23 48% 6 13% 30 63%

5	million	or	less	(46) 12 26% 23 50% 13 28% 8 17% 19 41%

taBLe Vii.3: SCoPe of the PayMent SySteMS oVerSight fUnCtion
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Reading Table VII.5 horizontally, for each of the vari-

ous country categories the worldwide trend identified 

in Table VII.4 is confirmed: central banks in every coun-

try category prefer to use so-called “soft” instruments in 

discharging their oversight duties. 

Tables VII.6 and VII.7 discuss, respectively, the over-

seer’s cooperation with other authorities and with other 

stakeholders.

With regard to cooperation with other authorities, only 

12 central banks or 10% of the total indicate there is no 

significant cooperation with other authorities. While 

the overall number is small, the LAC region concen-

trates half of the central banks indicating this situation. 

Table VII.6 also shows that the number of central banks 

that indicate cooperation occurs almost exclusively on 

an informal or ad-hoc basis is similar (slightly less) to 

the number of central banks indicating cooperation 

being based on formal arrangements, such as memo-

randum of understanding. According to survey data, 

formal cooperation is more common in high income 

countries and regions, although the EAP and SA regions 

are noteworthy exceptions. At the other extreme, only 1 

out of the 12 central banks of the MNA region indicates 

carrying out cooperation with other authorities on a 

formal basis.

The last two columns to the right in Table VII.6 shed 

some additional light on the specific practices and ac-

tions associated with cooperation between the overseer 

and other authorities. Fifty-six central banks indicate 

that this cooperation involves, for the most part, less-

structured actions such as exchanges of opinions and 

views as part of regular meetings. A similar number (53) 

express that cooperative efforts also involve regular in-

formation exchanges, prior notice of regulatory action, 

or even joint inspections, among others.61 In relative 

terms the latter is slightly more common among low 

income countries. 

Moving to cooperation between the overseer and other 

stakeholders, Table VII.7 shows that 52 formal National 

Payments Councils (NPC) have been created in order 

to promote a structured cooperation. The AFR region 

shows the highest percentage of NPCs in place.62 While, 

indeed, NPCs appear to be slightly more common in 

lower income countries than in higher income coun-

tries, within the latter group there are important dif-

ferences: 60% of EU-15 national central banks indicate 

there is a NPC in place, while this percentage is only 

14% for ODCs. 

Table VII.7 also shows that the number of central banks 

that engage in intensive cooperation with stakeholders 

outside of a formal NPC is almost three times the num-

61 Several countries gave a positive answer to the two options depicted in the 

two last columns to the right in Table VII.6.
62 To an important extent this is due to the emphasis that the payment system 

project of Southern Africa Development Community (SADC) countries – sup-

ported by the World Bank – put on cooperation in payment systems.

ranking Monitoring
dialogue and moral 

suasion

Publication of 
statistics and other 

reports

regulations 
and 

Sanctions

on-site 
inspections

1 (highest relevance) 83 55 48 43 26
2 12 31 35 27 21

3 (lowest relevance) 6 8 12 24 36
no answer 27 35 33 34 45

taBLe Vii.4: inStrUMentS of PayMent SySteMS oVerSight
(nUMBer of CentraL BankS that rated eaCh oPtion With the CorreSPonding ranking)
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ber of central banks that rely only on sporadic bilateral 

consultations. Indeed, only 21% of central banks report 

they rely on bilateral consultations with banks, and 25% 

almost exclusively on bilateral consultations with the 

bankers’ association.63

6� Several of the countries included in these totals indicated both options. 

Monitoring
dialogue and 
moral suasion

Publication of 
statistics and 
other reports

regulations and 
Sanctions

on-site 
inspections

Central Banks rating each 
instrument as the most relevant # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals (128	c.	banks) 83 65% 54 42% 48 38% 43 34% 26 20%

By income

High-Income	(41) 33 80% 28 68% 15 37% 10 24% 8 20%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 14 52% 7 26% 8 30% 10 37% 5 19%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 23 62% 10 27% 16 43% 15 41% 7 19%

Low-Income	(23) 13 57% 9 39% 9 39% 8 35% 6 26%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 9 90% 1 10% 2 20% 7 70% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 10 63% 3 19% 6 38% 3 19% 2 13%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 12 52% 8 35% 7 30% 7 30% 3 13%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 3 25% 3 25% 1 8% 3 25% 2 17%

South	Asia	(6) 3 50% 2 33% 3 50% 4 67% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 12 60% 9 45% 11 55% 8 40% 7 35%

European	Union-15	(15) 13 87% 13 87% 10 67% 2 13% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 9 75% 5 42% 6 50% 4 33% 3 25%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 12 86% 10 71% 2 14% 5 36% 3 21%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 24 71% 13 38% 14 41% 11 32% 5 15%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 29 60% 22 46% 18 38% 19 40% 8 17%

5	million	or	less	(46) 30 65% 19 41% 16 35% 13 28% 13 28%

taBLe Vii.5: oVerSight inStrUMentS rated MoSt reLeVant1

   1 This table reflects the number of countries that rated each RSP type with a “1” i.e. “the most relevant”. For further information refer to the questionnaire in Annex 1.
note: Some countries rated two or more options as equally important, while few others did not rate the various options at all.
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no significant 
cooperation with 

other relevant 
authorities

Cooperation occurs 
mostly in an 

informal and ad-hoc 
basis

is done formally 
(e.g. through a 

MoU) or is required 
by law

involves mostly 
regular meetings 
and exchange of 

opinions and views

also involves 
regular information 

exchange, prior 
notice of regulatory 

action, joint 
inspections

Central Banks # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	
(128	c.	banks)

12 9% 51 40% 57 45% 56 44% 53 41%

By income

High-Income	(41) 1 2% 16 39% 26 63% 22 54% 17 41%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 4 15% 15 56% 9 33% 12 44% 11 41%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 5 14% 15 41% 12 32% 13 35% 14 38%

Low-Income	(23) 2 9% 5 22% 10 43% 9 39% 11 48%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 1 10% 5 50% 6 60% 5 50% 6 60%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 1 6% 6 38% 4 25% 8 50% 7 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 6 26% 12 52% 5 22% 6 26% 5 22%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 2 17% 5 42% 1 8% 4 33% 1 8%

South	Asia	(6) 0 0% 1 17% 4 67% 3 50% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 2 10% 6 30% 9 45% 10 50% 13 65%

European	Union-15	(15) 0 0% 5 33% 13 87% 9 60% 6 40%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 1 8% 5 42% 6 50% 5 42% 6 50%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 0 0% 6 43% 8 57% 7 50% 8 57%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 3 9% 14 41% 16 47% 17 50% 18 53%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 5 10% 15 31% 22 46% 18 38% 20 42%

5	million	or	less	(46) 4 9% 22 48% 19 41% 21 46% 15 33%

taBLe Vii.6: CooPeration With other reLeVant aUthoritieS
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a formal national 
Payments Council  

is in place

though not 
formalized, Central 
Bank holds regular 
strategic meetings 
with senior staff 
from banks, etc.

Central Bank 
consults 

stakeholders 
regularly on 

operational issues; 
may lead to 

creating ad-hoc 
task forces

Central Bank 
consults 

stakeholders 
sporadically, mostly 

bilaterally

Central Bank 
consults almost 
exclusively with 

the bankers’ 
association

Central Banks # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals  
(128	c.	banks)

52 41% 71 55% 95 74% 27 21% 32 25%

By income

High-Income	(41) 16 39% 25 61% 30 73% 11 27% 10 24%

Upper-middle-Income	(27) 8 30% 17 63% 22 81% 6 22% 7 26%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 18 49% 15 41% 27 73% 5 14% 8 22%

Low-Income	(23) 10 43% 14 61% 16 70% 5 22% 7 30%

By region
East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 1 10% 5 50% 8 80% 3 30% 4 40%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 7 44% 7 44% 11 69% 4 25% 3 19%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(23) 8 35% 9 39% 16 70% 3 13% 7 30%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 3 25% 9 75% 8 67% 4 33% 3 25%

South	Asia	(6) 2 33% 3 50% 4 67% 2 33% 2 33%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(20) 14 70% 11 55% 9 45% 2 10% 5 25%

European	Union-15	(15) 9 60% 11 73% 13 87% 3 20% 4 27%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 6 8% 5 42% 8 67% 3 25% 4 33%

Other	Developed	Countries	(14) 2 14% 10 71% 8 57% 5 36% 2 14%

By population size

>30	million	(34) 16 47% 22 65% 30 88% 9 26% 10 29%

>5	million,	<30	million	(48) 19 40% 26 54% 33 69% 10 21% 9 19%

5	million	or	less	(46) 17 37% 23 50% 32 70% 8 17% 13 28%

taBLe Vii.7: CooPeration With other StakehoLderS

note: Some countries selected two or more of the options included as part of this question in the survey.
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Viii.1 BAckgroUnd

t
he implementation of reform of any of the 

components of the national payments sys-

tem is an important undertaking that will 

require an effort from all stakeholders over a 

number of years. Thus, it will constitute a medium-term 

process normally led by public authorities, but with an 

important involvement of the private sector. 

Planned reforms should take into account the level of 

development in the financial sector and the actual needs 

of the various stakeholders. The first task should always 

be to prepare and agree upon a Strategic Document (Vi-

sion) for the overall payment system architecture in the 

country, including securities settlement systems. The 

document will represent an agreed set of initiatives that 

will be co-operatively implemented by all stakeholders 

and it is therefore important that it be subscribed by all 

relevant stakeholders. 

For over 12 years, the World Bank’s PSDG has been in-

volved in the reform of payment systems in more than 

100 countries, and it has gained substantial experience 

and understanding of the elements that determine the 

success of a reform initiative. PSDG staff members 

have also participated in the Task Force Group that 

developed the CPSS “General Guidance for National 

Payment System Development”.64 Many of the experi-

ences of the World Bank in reforming payment systems 

worldwide were included and codified in the final Task 

Force document.

Viii.2 SUrVEY oUtcomES

The last section of the survey discusses the reforms to 

payment and securities settlement systems being under-

taken around the world. 

All but 17 countries reported that they are reforming 

one or more components of their national payments 

system. As shown in Table VIII.1, payment systems re-

forms are present in all regions regardless of income lev-

els or population size.

Table VIII.2 identifies some of the main areas of the na-

tional payments system where reforms are being made. 

Survey information shows that the legal and regulatory 

framework is the area being reformed by most countries 

(93 or 65% of the total), most of them located in develop-

64 CPSS, “General Guidance for National Payment System Development”, Bank 

for International Settlements, January 2006.

Section Viii 

reforming the national 

Payments system
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ing regions, particularly in AFR, LAC and SA. These same 

regions are also those with the larger percentage of coun-

tries that are reforming their securities settlement system.

With regard to large-value payment systems, low income 

countries, particularly those in the AFR and SA regions, 

show the lowest percentage of reforms in this area. In the 

case of the AFR region, one possible explanation, con-

sistent with World Bank operational work, is that mod-

ern large-value systems, in particular RTGS systems, 

were implemented recently in many of the countries in 

this region. On the other hand, a relatively high number 

of high income countries report reforms in the area of 

large-value payment systems. While no further details 

are available from the survey, it could be inferred that 

many of the central banks in high income countries that 

gave a positive answer to this item are European Union 

countries referencing projects being undertaken at the 

European level i.e. TARGET 2.65 

Reforms to retail payment systems are being made in 

87 countries. In this case, percentages across country 

income levels and regions are more uniform, meaning 

that a similar percentage of countries in each region 

are reforming retail systems. Percentages are however 

slightly lower in the EU-NM region and ODCs.

65 Answers from EU-15 were not even, however, as only 12 countries mentioned 

the large-value payment systems being reformed.

Finally, only 38 countries responded that they are re-

forming mechanisms related to FX settlement, with 

slightly more than half of these being in the AFR and 

LAC regions. 

Tables VIII.3, VIII.4 and VIII.5 provide further in-

formation on several aspects of the reforms being 

undertaken. 

Table VIII.3 identifies the stage in which those reforms 

were at when central banks sent their answers to this 

survey.66 The first column to the left describes the num-

ber of countries reforming each individual aspect of the 

national payments system. These numbers may not co-

incide with those of Table VIII.1 above because some 

central banks did not answer the more detailed ques-

tions on the status of the reform process.

Some of the most noteworthy elements that can be 

drawn from Table VIII.3 are as follows:

•	 Reforms to large-value payment systems are at 

an advanced stage, with about half of new sys-

tems already in the implementation phase.

66 Reforms to the legal and regulatory framework are not included in Table VIII.� 

as this area does not fit in the various stages defined for other components 

total By Country income Levels By region
By Country Population 

Size

125 countries High:	34	of	41

Upper-middle:	30	of	34

Lower-middle:	36	of	37

Low:	25	of	30

EAP:	8	of	10
ECA:	15	of	16
LAC:	30	of	30
MNA:	10	of	12

SA:	5	of	6
AFR:	25	of	27

EU-15:	14	of	15
EU-NM:	6	of	12
ODCs:	12	of	14

Larger:	27	of	33

Medium:52	of	55

Smaller:46	of	54

taBLe Viii.1: CoUntrieS reforMing at LeaSt one CoMPonent of their nationaL PayMentS SySteM
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•	 About half of reforms to the various types of 

retail payment systems are still in the concep-

tual stage or in the requirements/functionalities-

definition stage. The situation is also similar 

for securities settlement systems, although the 

number of systems already in the implementa-

tion stage is slightly lower.

•	 Most retail payment systems undergoing reform, 

either ACHs, cheque systems or payment cards 

systems, show similar progress. 

•	 In the case of foreign exchange settlement sys-

tems, 44% of the �� countries that report they 

are reforming this area indicate the intended 

reforms are only at the conceptual stage. At the 

other extreme, ��% indicate that reforms to FX 

settlement systems are already in the implemen-

tation stage.

Tables VIII.4 and VIII.5 show information solely for 

the 125 countries that report they have embarked into 

reforms.

Legal and 
regulatory 
framework

Large-value 
funds transfer 

systems

retail payment 
systems

Securities 
settlement 
systems

fx settlement 
mechanisms

other

Countries # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals		
(142	countries)

93 65% 76 54% 87 61% 75 53% 38 27% 63 44%

By income

High-Income	(41) 18 44% 24 59% 24 59% 16 39% 4 10% 7 17%

Upper-middle-Income	(34) 24 71% 19 56% 23 68% 19 56% 8 24% 19 56%

Lower-middle-income	(37) 28 76% 22 59% 24 65% 19 51% 16 43% 18 49%

Low-Income	(30) 23 77% 11 37% 16 53% 21 70% 10 33% 19 63%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(10) 5 50% 5 50% 5 50% 3 30% 5 50% 3 30%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(16) 11 69% 7 44% 10 63% 6 38% 3 19% 7 44%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	
(30)

25 83% 22 73% 19 63% 20 67% 11 37% 19 63%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(12) 6 50% 8 67% 9 75% 6 50% 5 42% 4 33%

South	Asia	(6) 5 83% 2 33% 4 67% 3 50% 3 50% 3 50%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(27) 23 85% 10 37% 17 63% 20 74% 9 33% 22 81%

European	Union-15	(15) 7 47% 12 80% 11 73% 7 47% 0 0% 1 7%

EU-Newer	members	(12) 5 42% 5 42% 5 42% 4 33% 1 8% 1 8%

Other	Developed	Countries	
(14)

6 43% 5 36% 7 50% 6 43% 1 7% 3 21%

By population size

>30	million	(33) 19 58% 17 52% 21 64% 13 39% 13 39% 15 45%

>5	million,	<30	million	(55) 36 65% 26 47% 30 55% 30 55% 11 20% 22 40%

5	million	or	less	(54) 38 70% 33 61% 36 67% 32 59% 14 26% 26 48%

taBLe Viii.2: areaS of the nationaL PayMent SySteMS Being reforMed
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Table VIII.4 discusses the causes underlying reform ef-

forts. Six typical causes or factors were given in the sur-

vey questionnaire, ranging from the need to reduce risks 

and/or improve efficiency to demands from the various 

sectors for improved payment services to accommodat-

ing technological innovations.

In this regard, the World Bank’s PSDG experience shows 

that, in most cases, the factors underlying a reform ef-

fort are multiple rather than unique. Survey results are 

consistent with such experiences, as most countries se-

lected two or more of the options that were given. 

While all factors seem relevant, improving the efficiency 

of the national payments system was highlighted as a 

relevant factor by 90% of all countries.

This number is consistent with the results in Sections II 

and III of this study. In particular, once the majority of cen-

tral banks have implemented modern systems (e.g. RTGS 

Conceptual 
Stage

requirements/ 
functionalities have 

been defined

development (for 
systems being 
developed in-

house)

Procurement 
(systems being 
purchased from 

vendors)

implementation

# # # # #

Large VaLUe  – rtgS SySteM

76 countries worldwide 
reforming this area 10 11 11 6 38

retaiL SySteMS – aCh

63 countries worldwide 
reforming this area 17 17 7 3 19

retaiL SySteMS – CheQUe CLearinghoUSe

57 countries worldwide 
reforming this area 13 16 5 3 20

retaiL SySteMS – PayMent Card SySteMS

55 countries worldwide 
reforming this area 12 14 12 0 17

SeCUritieS SettLeMent SySteMS

70 countries worldwide 
reforming this area 18 17 10 7 18

foreign exChange SettLeMent MeChaniSMS

33 countries worldwide 
reforming this area

14 3 4 1 11

taBLe Viii.3: Stage of the reforMS Being Undertaken

note: Some central banks indicated more than one stage for the same area being reformed. The results in this table show only the latest stage reported. 
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systems and/or modern securities depositories) which en-

abled them to reduce systemic risks in the payments system 

and, more generally, in financial markets, more reformers 

appear to be targeting efficiency improvements.

The percentage of countries where reforms aim at im-

proving efficiency levels is slightly higher in lower-mid-

dle and low income countries. From a regional perspec-

tive, the percentage is similar across regions, with the 

exception of countries in the EU-NM region. 

Nonetheless, the need to reduce systemic risk is still an 

important factor behind reform efforts, as indicated 

by more than two thirds of all countries undergoing 

reforms. Currently, reducing systemic risk is less of a 

concern for higher income countries, but it is relevant 

in low income countries, in the AFR, EPA, LAC and SA 

regions, and small countries.

Table VIII.4 also shows that many reformers are re-

sponding to demands from market participants for im-

the need 
to reduce 

systemic risk

need to 
improve 

the overall 
efficiency of 
the payment 

system

demands from 
the market 
for better 
payment 

/settlement 
services

demands from 
end-users 
for better 

payment and 
settlement 
services

demands from 
government 
institutions 
for better 
payment 
services

response to 
technological 
innovations

other

Countries reforming their  
national payments system # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals		
(125	countries)

86 69% 113 90% 81 65% 56 45% 42 34% 69 55% 20 16%

By income

High-Income	(34) 17 50% 28 82% 21 62% 8 24% 9 26% 20 59% 10 29%

Upper-middle-Income	(30) 22 73% 26 87% 20 67% 15 50% 4 13% 20 67% 3 10%

Lower-middle-income	(36) 25 69% 35 97% 20 56% 16 44% 12 33% 19 53% 4 11%

Low-Income	(25) 22 88% 24 96% 20 80% 17 68% 17 68% 10 40% 1 4%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(8) 6 75% 8 100% 7 88% 4 50% 1 13% 4 50% 0 0%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(15) 7 47% 14 93% 9 60% 9 60% 6 40% 11 73% 3 20%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 28 93% 29 97% 20 67% 14 47% 9 30% 19 63% 2 7%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(10) 7 70% 10 100% 8 80% 4 40% 2 20% 6 60% 1 10%

South	Asia	(5) 4 80% 5 100% 4 80% 3 60% 3 60% 3 60% 1 20%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(25) 23 92% 24 96% 17 68% 16 64% 15 60% 10 40% 2 8%

European	Union-15	(13) 2 15% 10 77% 9 69% 5 38% 4 31% 8 62% 4 31%

EU-Newer	members	(6) 0 0% 2 33% 1 17% 1 17% 0 0% 1 17% 3 50%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 9 69% 11 85% 6 46% 0 0% 2 15% 7 54% 4 31%

By population size

>30	million	(27) 14 52% 24 89% 20 74% 15 56% 10 37% 18 67% 6 22%

>5	million,	<30	million	(51) 34 67% 48 94% 31 61% 24 47% 20 39% 22 43% 5 10%

5	million	or	less	(47) 38 81% 41 87% 30 64% 17 36% 12 26% 29 62% 9 19%

taBLe Viii.4: faCtorS that triggered the reforMS Being Undertaken
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proved payment and settlement services, and a smaller 

proportion to similar demands from end-users or from 

government institutions. According to survey informa-

tion, responsiveness to demands from all these groups 

is, as a whole, greater in low income countries.

Reforming/upgrading one or more elements of the na-

tional payments system in response to technological inno-

vations is also an important element underlying reforms 

in slightly more than half of all countries. In this case, EU-

NM ad low income countries show the lowest percentage.

Further, table VIII.5 discusses the approach payment 

systems reformers have been following in their latest 

reform effort. Three elements underlying a reform ef-

fort were specified in the survey: scope, pace of change, 

and broadness of objectives. Central banks were asked 

to indicate one of the two extreme approaches for each 

of these elements (i.e. holistic vs. system-specific for the 

scope, “big bang” vs. gradualist for the pace of change, 

and strategic vs. operational-based for broadness of ob-

jectives). Though not possible to infer from survey data, 

it is possible that some respondents may have felt more 

taBLe Viii.5: aPProaCh foLLoWed in the LateSt reforM effort

Broad/holistic
System-
specific

“Big bang” 
approach

gradualist
Strategic

(goal-based)

Starting from 
the operational  
particularities 
in the country

Countries reforming their national 
payments system # % # % # % # % # % # %

Worldwide totals	(125	countries) 53 42% 40 32% 25 20% 62 50% 81 65% 18 14%

By income

High-Income	(34) 11 31% 16 46% 8 23% 12 34% 21 60% 4 11%

Upper-middle-Income	(30) 14 48% 8 28% 3 10% 19 66% 20 69% 2 7%

Lower-middle-income	(36) 13 36% 11 31% 4 11% 18 50% 20 56% 8 22%

Low-Income	(25) 15 60% 5 20% 10 40% 13 52% 20 80% 4 16%

By region

East	Asia	and	Pacific	(8) 0 0% 3 38% 2 25% 4 50% 4 50% 2 25%

Europe	and	Central	Asia	(15) 5 33% 6 40% 1 7% 8 53% 9 60% 3 20%

Latin	America	&	Caribbean	(30) 18 60% 7 23% 0 0% 22 73% 22 73% 3 10%

Middle	East	&	North	Africa	(10) 2 20% 5 50% 1 10% 4 40% 5 50% 3 30%

South	Asia	(5) 3 60% 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 5 100% 0 0%

Sub-Saharan	Africa	(25) 16 64% 5 20% 11 44% 12 48% 14 56% 5 20%

European	Union-15	(13) 2 15% 8 62% 3 23% 7 54% 11 85% 0 0%

EU-Newer	members	(6) 3 50% 1 17% 3 50% 1 17% 5 83% 0 0%

Other	Developed	Countries	(13) 4 31% 5 38% 3 23% 3 23% 7 54% 2 15%

By population size

>30	million	(27) 7 26% 15 56% 4 15% 17 63% 20 74% 4 15%

>5	million,	<30	million	(51) 23 46% 15 30% 14 28% 24 48% 32 64% 5 10%

5	million	or	less	(47) 23 48% 10 21% 7 15% 21 44% 29 60% 9 19%

note: Not all of the countries undertaking reforms answered this question. Hence, percentages may not add up to 100%.
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comfortable by indicating some mid-point rather than 

one of the two extremes.67

Survey data show the following overall results:

•	 More countries prefer a broad or holistic ap-

proach when it comes to setting out the scope of 

the reform.

•	 More countries (62 vs. 25) prefer change occur-

ring not so rapidly, thereby adopting a gradualist 

approach rather than a so-called “big-bang” ap-

proach.

•	 Preference for one of the two approaches is even 

stronger when it comes to setting out the over-

all objectives of the reform effort: 81 countries 

indicate they are following a strategic approach, 

in comparison to only 18 which reported the re-

form is trying to solve specific operational prob-

lems.

67 Not all of the 125 countries reforming their payment system answered this 

question. One potential cause may have been the absence of a mid-point option 

in the questionnaire for each of these elements. 
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t
he Global Survey results show that in recent 

years many countries, regardless of income 

level, have made important progress in areas 

such as legal framework, large-value pay-

ment systems, and central bank-operated securities 

depositories/SSSs. All these are areas of a national pay-

ments system where the central bank acts is able to exert 

an important degree of intervention either as a central 

agent ensuring proper coordination and cooperation, as 

a regulator and overseer, or when due to risk manage-

ment, efficiency and neutrality considerations, among 

others, the central bank tends to be the best alternative 

to act as a system operator.

There is still significant room for improvements, in par-

ticular with regard to retail payment systems and instru-

ments. In this sector, market forces alone have not been 

able to achieve the objectives of efficiency and reliabil-

ity of the payments system. Indeed, survey results show 

that the level of development in retail payment systems 

is strongly correlated to a country’s overall level of de-

velopment in the financial sector. In order to accelerate 

progress in this area, the payments system overseer (i.e. 

the Central Bank) must be entrusted with, and have suf-

ficient powers and resources to make up for a specific 

type of failure in the market for payment services, i.e. 

the coordination failures. 

As many countries worldwide have embarked on,  or are 

embarking on,  projects to reform and modernize their 

payment systems, domestic policymakers are faced with 

the formidable task of how best to design, or influence 

the design by the private sector, of payment system in-

frastructures in fast-changing technological and insti-

tutional environments. These tasks become increasingly 

complex as competition and innovation constantly 

push to the limit the search for better combinations of 

efficiency, reliability, safety, and system stability in the 

provision of payment services to larger numbers of in-

dividual users and institutions.

The reform of payments and securities settlement sys-

tems is an important undertaking. The output will affect 

the majority of the people in a country and, in particu-

lar, the major stakeholders such as the Central Bank, the 

Treasury, other regulators, banks and financial institu-

tions, corporations and final customers. It also involves 

relatively large investment costs. 

A collaborative and cooperative approach is the only 

way in which risks can be managed and desired payment 

system objectives met. A well-structured collaborative 

approach, through the creation of National Payments 

Councils or similar bodies, will create synergy, stimu-

late learning and provide a basis for optimizing benefits 

through cooperation and consensus building. 

iX

concluding 

remarks 
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Appropriately reforming each national payments system 

will also create the conditions for increased harmoniza-

tion, which will serve as a basis for an eventual integra-

tion among different payment systems, both domesti-

cally and internationally.

In this last regard, it is important to stress that any in-

tegration of payment systems should be based on the 

existence of common features in all relevant areas (legal, 

technical standards, risk control mechanisms, liquidity 

provision, access policies, governance, organizational 

arrangements, operational aspects, reliability and busi-

ness continuity, etc.). Based on international experi-

ence, and that of the World Bank’s PSDG, in regional 

and sub-regional payment system integration projects, 

individual countries working first on building their own 

payment systems on the basis of international standards 

and best practices is the best way to making an eventual 

integration across countries feasible and for it to pro-

ceed smoothly.
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annex i: the Questionnaire

i. lEgAl And rEgUlAtorY FrAmEWork

i.1 What pieces of legislation have direct/explicit references to payment systems in the country?  
these include, for example, laws defining the powers and obligations of the central Bank, main public 
policies in the area of payment and settlement systems, rights and obligations of other payment services 
providers, etc.  (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Central Bank Law ______

b.  Banking Lawc. Payment Systems Law  ______

d.  Securities Markets Law ______

e.  Civil Code and/or Commerce Code ______

f.  Central Bank Regulations having the  power of Law ______

g.  Other ______

i.2 Do legal provisions cover the following specific issues? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Clarity of timing of final settlement especially when there is an insolvency  ______

b.  Legal recognition of (bilateral and multilateral) netting arrangements  ______

c.  Recognition of electronic processing of payments (for example, can electronic 

 signatures/documents be used as evidence in the court of law)  ______ 

d.  Non-existence of any zero hour or similar rules ______

e.  Enforceability of security interests provided under collateral arrangements and 

 of any relevant repo agreements.  ______

f.  Protection from third-party claims of securities and other collateral pledged in 

 a payment system  ______  

  

i.3 Do the provisions in the previous questions: (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Apply only to payment systems operated by the Central Bank  ______ 

b.  Apply to all systemically important payment systems  ______ 

c.  Apply to all payment systems in the country  ______  

Annex i
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i.4 Do legal provisions cover the following specific issues related to securities settlement?  
(mark with an X all that apply) 

a.  Dematerialization of securities  ______

b.  Securities ownership transfers through book entries  ______

c.  Finality of settlement (securities and funds transfers)  ______

d.  Protection of custody arrangements from third-party claims in the event of the 

 bankruptcy of the custodian (e.g. securities deposit accounts in the CSDs)  ______

e.  Securities lending arrangements  ______

i.5 central Bank empowerment to oversee payment systems in the country (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The Central Bank has no formal powers to perform payment system oversight  ______

b.  Oversight powers are to be found in the Central Bank Law  ______

c.  Oversight powers are to be found in the Payment System Law  ______

d.  Oversight powers are to be found in other laws  ______

e.  Empowerment is general, in the context of “ensuring the adequate and safe functioning

 of payments in the country”  ______

f.  Empowerment is explicit, granting it powers to operate, regulate, and oversee 

 payment systems  ______

i.6  if you wish to provide additional comments to your answer(s) for question i.5, please do so in the 
 space below

i.7 are non bank payment services providers required to obtain a specific license from the central Bank 
 or any other relevant authority to provide payment services (please indicate YES or NO)

a. Non-banking financial institutions  ______

b. Clearinghouses  ______

c. Central Counterparties ______

d. Central Securities Depositories  ______

e. Money Transfer Operators (e.g. Western Union, Money Gram)  ______

f. Payment card processing companies  ______

g. Other (please specify)  ______  
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ii. lArgE VAlUE pAYmEnt SYStEmS

ii.1 What is the main system used in the country for large-value funds transfers? (mark with an X):
  if more than one system could be considered as systemically important,68 please also indicate an 
 approximate share of large-value payments that are channeled through each system in terms of value.

a.  Real-Time Gross Settlement (RTGS) system  ______

b.  Cheque Clearinghouse  ______

c.  Other  ______

tHe folloWinG Questions refer to rtGs sYsteMs. 
if an rtGs system is not in place in the country, please proceed to section iii.

also, if an rtGs is being planned or is currently under implementation, please complete section viii.

ii.2 Please indicate who is the operator of the rtGs (i.e. central Bank or other), who acts as settlement 
agent, and the year in which the rtGs system began operations on a full scale. if there is more than 
one rtGs, please provide the information for each of them.

    operator   settlement agent   Year

a.  RTGS 1 

b.  RTGS 2 

c.  RTGS 3 

ii.3 Please provide the following statistical data for 2006, and, if applicable for 2004 and 2002.  
if there is more than one rtGs, please make a separate table for each of them.

68 Following the CPSS Core Principles Report, it is likely that a system is of systemic importance if at least once of the following is true: i) it is the only payment system 

in a country, or the principal system in terms of the aggregate value of payments; ii) it handles mainly payments of high individual value; iii) it is used for the settlement 

of financial market transactions or for the settlement of other relevant payment systems.

2006 2004 2002

total number of transactions/settled payments

In	local	currency

In	foreign	currency	(if	applicable)

total value settled

In	local	currency

In	foreign	currency	(if	applicable)
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ii.4 Please indicate the primary means through which direct rtGs participants send their payment 
 orders for processing (mark with an X)

a.  SWIFT International Network  ______

b.  SWIFT closed users’ group  ______

c.  Proprietary telecommunications network  ______

d.  Other electronic means (e-mail, etc.)  ______

e.  Other paper means  ______

ii.5 Pricing and charges (mark with an X)

a.  The RTGS operator makes no charges for the processing/settlement of payment orders  ______

b.  Charges are applied with no particular relation to cost recovery  ______

c.  The pricing policy aims at partial recovery of the operational cost of the system ______

d.  The pricing policy aims at full recovery of the operational cost of the system  ______

e.  The pricing policy aims at full recovery of the operational cost of the system plus ______

 partial recovery of the investment costs  ______

f.  The pricing policy aims at recovering all costs (operational+investment) in full ______

g.  The pricing policy aims at recovering all costs in full plus profits/opportunity cost  ______

ii.6 in case of a positive answer to any of the items e), f), or g) in question ii.5, please indicate how 

 many years were considered for:

a.  the recovery of investment costs ______

b.  to start generating a profit  ______

ii.7 What are the main sources of liquidity during the day? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Opening balances and funds received from other participants during the day  ______

b.  Participants can use a part of their reserve requirements during the day ______

c.  Participants can use all their reserve requirements balance during the day ______

d.  Lines of credit between banks  ______

e.  The RTGS operator allows current account overdrafts  ______

f.  The RTGS operator grants credit, either in the form of a loan or a repo  ______

g.  Other  ______
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ii.8 How does the rtGs operator manage the credit risk that may arise as a result of applying some of  
the mechanisms discussed in the previous question? (mark with an X)

a.  High quality collateral69 is required in all cases  ______

b.  Collateral is required in all cases, but collateral does not always have suitable quality  ______

c.  Current account overdrafts/credit is limited, but no collateralization is required  ______

d.  There are no limits or collateralization requirements for account overdrafts/ credit  ______

ii.9 How does the rtGs operator deal with intraday liquidity that is not repaid by the end of the 
 system’s operating day? (mark with an X):

a.  The RTGS operator seizes the collateral immediately thereafter ______

b.  The RTGS operator transforms the intraday credit into overnight at market rates ______

c. The RTGS operator transforms the intraday credit into overnight at penalty rates ______

d. Other (please specify                                                                          )  ______

ii.10 if a participant does not have enough balance (and/or credit) in its current account with the rtGs  
operator to process new payments, what mechanism becomes applicable? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The payment order is rejected immediately  ______

b.  The payment order goes into a queue for later processing (see question II.11) ______

c.  Other  ______

ii.11 Queuing arrangements and prioritization: (mark with an X all that apply)

 if your rtGs system does not have a queuing mechanism, please proceed to question ii.12.

a.  A centralized queuing mechanism is used  ______

b.  A FIFO resolution algorithm is used  ______

c.  Bilateral offsetting is used as resolution algorithm ______

d.  Multilateral offsetting is used as resolution algorithm  ______

e.  Both bilateral and multilateral offsetting is used  ______

f.  The offsetting mechanism is triggered automatically every certain period of time  ______

g.  The offsetting mechanism is triggered automatically by non-time-related parameters  ______

h.  The offsetting mechanism can be triggered manually by the RTGS operator  ______

i.  Participants can set priorities to their payment orders  ______

j.  Participants can change the priorities to their payment orders once these orders are

 in a queue waiting to be settled  ______

69 In this context, “suitable quality” should be interpreted as the collateral being fully acceptable and liquid, should a default occur,  and that the value of such collateral is 

assessed on daily marks-to-market and haircuts.
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ii.12 is the pricing policy used to incentivate the smooth flow of payments through the system during the day e.g. 
with differentiated charges based on the time of the day in which payment orders are processed, to promote 
participants begin sending their orders early in the operational day? (indicate YES or NO)   ______ 

ii.13 resilience and Business continuity (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Routine procedures are in place for periodical data back-ups  ______

b.  Tapes and other storage media are kept in sites other than the main processing site  ______

c.  Back-up servers have been deployed at the main processing site ______

d.  A fully equipped alternate processing site exists  ______ 

e.  The RTGS operator has documented a formal business continuity plan  ______

f.  Business continuity arrangements include procedures for crisis management

 and information dissemination  ______

g.  Business continuity arrangements are regularly tested  ______

ii.14 if applicable, what is the targeted performance level for full system recovery

               (indicate in MINUTES. Otherwise, indicate “Not Applicable” or N.A.)       ______

ii.15 rtGs access rules and policies. (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  There is an explicit access/exclusion policy for the RTGS system  ______

b.  Access to the RTGS is granted on the basis of institutional standing (i.e. whether

 the applicant is a bank, or some other specific type of financial institution ______

c.  Access to the RTGS is granted on the basis of the fulfillment of a set of objective

 criteria to ensure a safe and sound operation of the system (e.g. capital requirements,

 technological capacity, internal risk controls, appropriate management, etc)  ______

d.  Formal rules or arrangements are in place to allow the RTGS operator to exclude

 a system participant in a timely fashion ______

II.16 RTGS participants (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Participants other than commercial banks have direct access to the RTGS  ______

b.  Participants other than commercial banks can only hold settlement-only accounts

 with no access to Central Bank credit  ______

c.  Some or all of the non-commercial bank participants in the RTGS have access

 to Central Bank credit  ______ 

II.17 Is there a specific RTGS Users’ Group in place for the RTGS operator to better address participants’ needs?   

 (indicate YES or NO)             ______ 
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iii. rEtAil pAYmEnt SYStEmS

iii.1 Please provide the following statistical data.

2006 2004 2002

total number of atMs in the country

total number of PoS terminals in the country

total number of debit cards

total number of credit cards

for the following table, please include information on both intrabank and interbank transactions.  
if only intebank transaction information is available, please indicate so at the bottom of the table.

2006 2004 2002

total number of transactions

Cheques

Direct	credits

Direct	debits

Payments	by	debit	card

Payments	by	credit	card

Prepaid,	e-money,	stored-value	cards

total value settled (please indicate currency)

Cheques

Direct	credits

Direct	debits

Payments	by	debit	card

Payments	by	credit	card

Prepaid,	e-money,	stored-value	cards



108 pAYmEnt SYStEmS WorldWidE

iii.2 cheque clearinghouse main features (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Cheque clearinghouse is operated by the Central Bank ______

b.  Cheques are standardized  ______

c.  Processing of cheques is automated, but physical exchange is required ______

d.  Processing of cheques is automated, and cheque truncation is used ______

e.  Net balances are calculated and settled once a day ______

f.  Net balances are calculated two or more times each day ______

g.  Multilateral net balances are calculated  ______

h.  Final settlement of net positions takes place through an RTGS system ______

i.  Final settlement takes place in Central Bank money, but not through an RTGS  ______

j.  Customer accounts are credited no later than T+2  ______

iii.3 if a special procedure for large-value cheques has been implemented, please answer the following. 
 otherwise, proceed to question iii.4 (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  As part of this procedure, large-value cheques can be settled with same-day value ______

b.  As part of this procedure, large-value cheques are processed on a gross-basis  ______

c.  As part of this procedure, net balances are calculated and settled more than once a day ______

d.  There is a settlement guarantee fund for large-value cheques processed under the

 special procedure (on a net basis) ______

iii.4 cheque clearinghouse risk controls (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  No specific risk management mechanism is in place

b.  In the event a participant is unable to settle its debit position, an unwinding procedure

 would be initiated  ______

c.  Participants have access to information on their preliminary position in the 

 clearinghouse during the day ______

d.  There are limits in place to protect netting systems from significant exposures  ______

e.  There is a specific guarantee fund in place for the system ______

f.  Risk management mechanisms in place ensure completion of the operating day in

 case of the inability to settle by the largest settlement obligations  ______

g.  The central bank or the operator provides ultimately liquidity to the system ______
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iii.5 acH for direct credits and/or direct debits main features (mark with an X all that apply):
 Note: If there is more than one ACH in the country, please provide separate answers for each  of them f

 or questions III.5 and III.6

a.  An ACH for direct credits and/or direct debits is not available in the country (i.e. direct 

 credits and direct debits are only available at the intrabank level)  ______

b.  The ACH is operated by the Central Bank  ______

c.  The ACH allows the processing of both direct credits and direct debits ______

d.  Non-bank institutions (e.g. National Treasury) can be direct participants in the ACH ______

e. Net balances are calculated and settled at least once a dayf. Final settlement of net positions 

 takes place through an RTGS system ______

g.  Final settlement takes place in Central Bank money, but not through an RTGS

iii.6 acH risk controls (mark with an X all that apply):

a.  No specific risk management mechanism is in place. In the event a participant is unable to settle 

 its debit position, an unwinding procedure would be initiated  ______

b.  Participants have access to information on their preliminary position in the 

 clearinghouse during the day  ______

c.  There are limits in place to protect netting systems from excessive exposures  ______

d.  There is a specific guarantee fund in place for the system ______

e.  Risk management mechanisms in place ensure completion of the operating day in

 case of the inability to settle by the largest settlement obligations  ______

f.  The central bank or the operator provides ultimately liquidity to the system ______

iii.7 Payment card systems main features (mark with an X all that apply):
 Note: If there is more than one card processing centre, please provide separate answers for items e) and f) 

 of this question.

a.  Local brands dominate the marketplace for payment cards  ______ 

b.  International brands (Visa, Mastercard, etc.) dominate the marketplace  ______

c.  There is more than one payment card switch ______

d.  There is more than one payment card processing centre/clearinghouse ______

e.  Final settlement of net positions takes place through an RTGS system ______

f.  Final settlement takes place in Central Bank money, but not through an RTGS  ______
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iii.8 Payment card systems: atMs and Pos (please rank from 1 to 3, being 1 the highest grade and 3 the lowest):

a.  Interoperability70 of ATM systems in the country  ______

b.  Interoperability71 of POS terminals in the country  ______

c.  Payment cards are actually used extensively as payment instruments (and not only

 for cash withdrawals at ATMs ) ______

iii.9 if you wish to provide comments or clarifications in relation to any of the items on question III.8, please 
do so in the space below.

iii.10 Please provide you opinion on the accessibility of non-cash payment instruments and services for indi-
viduals through the following institutions 

 (please rank from 1 to 3, being 1 “adequate accessibility” and  3 “low accessibility”):

a. Commercial banks (private and/or state-owned)  ______

b. Non-bank financial institutions (i.e. cooperatives, savings & loans, consumer credit)  ______

c. Postal system  ______

d. Other (please specify:                                                                                    )  ______

iii.11 if you wish to provide comments or clarifications in relation to any of the items on question iii.10, 
 please do so in the space below.

70 In the context of this survey, “full interoperability of ATMs” means that all payment and cash withdrawal cards can be used seamlessly (though probably at a cost) in all 

ATMs in the country 
71 In the context of this survey, “full interoperability of POS terminals” means that all payment cards can be used seamlessly in any POS terminal in the country.
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iV. ForEign EXchAngE SEttlEmEnt SYStEmS

iV.1 General (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  One foreign currency accounts for 90 percent or more of total FX transactions  ______

b.  The Central Bank offers current account services to banks and/or other institutions

 in at least one major foreign currency  ______

c.  There are restrictions on FX dealings, and the FX market is not very active  ______

iV.2 Please provide the following statistical data for the main foreign currency that is traded in the 
 interbank/wholesale market in your country.

2006 2004 2002

total traded amounts (please indicate currency)

OTC	market

Exchange-traded

iV.3 if an organized foreign currency market exists in the country, please answer the questions below. 
 otherwise, please proceed to question iV.4 (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  One foreign currency accounts for 90 percent or more of total transactions  ______

b.  Settlement of foreign currency deals at the exchange are settled by the exchange  ______

c.  Settlement of FX deals occurs on a Payment versus Payment basis solely through

 settlement accounts at the Central Bank  ______

d.  Settlement of FX deals occurs on a Payment versus Payment basis through a

 combination Central Bank (domestic leg) and foreign correspondent banks  ______

e.  Settlement of FX deals occurs on a Payment versus Payment solely through

 foreign correspondent banks  ______

f.  There is no Payment versus Payment procedure in place  ______

iV.4 otc markets (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  There is an organized mechanism or procedure for FX traded to be settled on a

 Payment versus Payment basis (e.g. a common foreign correspondent bank)  ______

b.  The time lag between the confirmation of settlement of the foreign currency leg and of

 the domestic currency leg, and this lag does not exceed 2 hours  ______
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c.  The time lag between the confirmation of settlement of the foreign currency leg and the 

 domestic currency leg, and this lag exceeds 2 hours but less than 24 hours  ______

d.  The time lag between the confirmation of settlement of the foreign currency leg and the 

 domestic currency leg, and this lag exceeds 24 hours  ______

e.  No significant information is available on the risks in the foreign currency market  ______
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V. croSS-BordEr pAYmEntS And rEmittAncES

V.1 Please provide the following statistical data. if either outflows or inflows of remittances are not very 
relevant, please indicate so with “neg”.

2006 2004 2002

net inflows or outflows or remittances

					Total	remittance	outflows	(sent)

					Total	remittance	inflows	(received)

V.2 Please rank from 1 to 6, with being 1 the “most relevant” and 6 the “least relevant”, the various 
 remittance service providers (rsPs) in your country

a.  Commercial banks  ______

b.  International money transfer operators (e.g. Western Union, Money Gram)  ______

c.  Local money transfer operators  ______

d.  Non-bank financial institutions (e.g. credit cooperatives)  ______

e.  Postal service  ______

f.  Other  ______

V.3 Please rank from 1 to 6, with being 1 the “most relevant” and 6 the “least relevant”, the various
 payment instruments used for sending/receiving remittances in your country

a.  Cash  ______

b.  Current account transfers from sender to RSP / from RSP to recipient  ______

c.  International payment cards linked to a current account in the sending country

 enabling the recipient to withdraw cash locally from ATMs  ______

d.  International prepaid cards (not linked to a current account) that enable the recipient

 to withdraw cash locally from ATMs  ______

e.  Mobile phones (e.g. SMS messages) ______

f.  Other  ______

V.4 regulation of rsPs (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  All RSPs have to be registered with a competent authority  ______

b.  All RSPs have to be licensed by a competent authority  ______
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c.  All RSPs are subject to specific safety and efficiency requirements related to the

 services they provide  ______

d.  All RSPs need only to comply with anti-money laundering (AML) regulations  ______

e.  RSPs are not required to comply with any particular law or regulation other than 

 those of general applicability to other types of businesses  ______

V.5 use of the international sWift network (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  90 % or more of commercial banks in your country are connected to SWIFT  ______

b.  Less than 90 % but more than 50 % of commercial banks are connected to SWIFT  ______

c.  Some banks or other financial institutions can use SWIFT through the Central

 Bank’s own connection to SWIFT  ______

d.  Some banks or other financial institutions can use SWIFT through a SWIFT Service

 Bureau operated by the Central Bank or another institution  ______
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Vi. SEcUritiES SEttlEmEnt SYStEmS

Vi.1 General (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The securities market (including equities and fixed income) is at a nascent stage, characterized 

 by only a few or none primary issuances, and few or none secondary market trades  ______

b.  One or more stock exchanges are currently operating in the country ______

c.  The great majority of negotiable securities in the country are immobilized or 

 dematerialized in one or more securities depositories (CSD)  ______

d.  There is a single CSD for all types of securities in the country ______

e.  There are two or more CSDs, each handling only certain types of securities (e.g. one CSD ______

 for securities issued by the private sector, another CSD for government securities, etc)

f.  There are two or more CSDs, each handling all types of securities  ______

Questions Vi.2 to Vi.4 refer to central BanK-oPerateD csD.
 if this is not applicable to your country, please proceed to question Vi.5

Vi.2 central Bank-operated securities registry or csD – General (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The CSD is used regularly to facilitate ownership transfers stemming from secondary market 

 transactions ______

d.  A rolling settlement cycle of T+3 or shorter is used for all securities trades  ______

c.  The CSD has a real-time interface with the RTGS (if applicable) ______

d.  Model 1 DVP is used  ______

e.  Model 2 DVP is used ______

f.  Model 3 DVP is used  ______

g.  For either model 2 or model 3, a guarantee fund or other risk management mechanism

 is in place to ensure settlement will take in the event the participant with the largest

 debit obligation is unable to settle its position  ______

Vi.3 central Bank-operated csD – Participation and custody arrangements (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Only commercial banks are direct participants in the CSD ______

b.  Beneficial owners are identified at the individual level in the CSD (i.e. there are 

 sub-accounts for each individual holding securities operated 

 by the CSD) ______ 

c.  Beneficial owners cannot be identified at the individual level in the CSD, but direct

 participants are required to segregate their own holdings from those of their customers  ______
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Vi.4 central Bank-operated csD - resilience and Business continuity (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Routine procedures are in place for periodical data back-ups ______

b.  Tapes and other storage media are kept in sites other than the main processing site ______

c.  Back-up servers have been deployed at the main processing site ______

d.  A fully equipped alternate processing site exists  ______

e.  The CSD operator has documented a formal business continuity plan  ______

f.  Business continuity arrangements include procedures for crisis management

 and information dissemination  ______

g.  Business continuity arrangements regularly tested ______

Vi.5 csD and sss operated by the stock exchange or other private sector entity (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The CSD is used regularly to facilitate ownership transfers stemming from 

 secondary market transactions  ______

b.  A rolling settlement cycle of T+3 or shorter is used for all securities trades  ______

c.  Model 1 DVP is used  ______

d.  Model 2 DVP is used ______

e.  Model 3 DVP is used ______

f.  The CSD has a real-time interface with the RTGS (if applicable)  ______

g.  There is no interface with the RTGS, but central bank money is used for settlement ______

h.  For either model 2 or model 3, a guarantee fund or other risk management mechanism

 is in place to ensure settlement will take in the event the participant with the largest

 debit obligation is unable to settle its position  ______

i.  A securities lending mechanism has been implemented  ______

j.  The Stock exchange acts as central counterparty  ______

Vi.6 csD and sss operated by the stock exchange or other private sector entity – Participation and custody 
arrangements (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Only brokers-dealers are direct participants in the CSD  ______

b.  Other financial institutions (i.e. commercial banks) can be direct participants ______

c.  Beneficial owners are identified at the individual level in the CSD (i.e. there are 

 sub-accounts for each individual holding securities operated by the CSD) ______

d.  Beneficial owners cannot be identified at the individual level in the CSD, but direct

 participants are required to segregate their own holdings from those of their customers  ______
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Vi.7 csD and sss operated by the stock exchange or other private sector entity—
 resilience and Business continuity (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Routine procedures are in place for periodical data back-ups  ______

b.  Tapes and other storage media are kept in sites other than the main processing site  ______

c.  Back-up servers have been deployed at the main processing site  ______

d.  A fully equipped alternate processing site exists  ______

e.  The CSD operator has documented a formal business continuity plan  ______

f.  Business continuity arrangements include procedures for crisis management  ______

 and information dissemination  ______

g.  Business continuity arrangements regularly tested  ______

Vi.8 regulatory and oversight

a.  There is a specific public sector agency in charge of regulating securities markets  ______

b.  The securities market law applies to all securities negotiated in the country  ______

c.  The securities market law applies only to securities issued by the private sector; securities  ______

 issued by the government and/or the central bank are regulated by special laws/decrees  ______

d.  The securities regulator is empowered to license and supervise all stock exchanges  ______

e.  The securities regulator is empowered to license and supervise all private CSDs  ______

f. The securities regulator shares oversight responsibility with the Central Bank for 

 the oversight of securities settlement systems  ______

g.  The stock exchange has been granted the status of self-regulatory organization (SRO)  ______

h.  Private CSDs have been granted the status of self-regulatory organization (SRO)  ______
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Vii. pAYmEnt SYStEm oVErSight And coopErAtion

Vii.1 General (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The Central Bank’s payment system oversight function has been established and 

 this is performed regularly and in an on-going basis  ______

b.  There is a specific unit or department within the Central Bank responsible for 

 payment system oversight  ______

c.  The payment system oversight function is segregated from payment system 

 operational tasks either through organizational means or via independent reporting lines ______

Vii.2 objectives of Payment system oversight (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The Central Bank has set down its objectives in carrying out the payment system

 oversight function in a regulation or policy document ______

b.  Objectives only include the safety and efficiency of relevant payment systems  ______

c.  Objectives also include the pursuit of a higher level of competitiveness among system participants, 

 avoid collusive practices, consumer protection, and other specific issues  ______

Vii.3 scope of Payment system oversight (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Payment system oversight is performed over central bank-operated systems only  ______

b.  Payment system oversight is performed over all systemically important funds

 transfer systems  ______

c.  Payment system oversight is performed over all systemically important payment

 systems, including securities settlement systems and settlement of FX transactions ______

d.  Payment system oversight is performed over all relevant payment systems in the

 country as long as such systems are operated by commercial banks  ______

e.  Payment system oversight is performed over all relevant payment systems in the

 country regardless of who the operator of such systems is  ______

Vii.4 instruments of Payment system oversight. 
 Please rank the relevance of instruments from 1 to 3, 1 being “highly relevant” and 3 “less relevant”.

a.  Monitoring  ______

b.  Dialogue and moral suasion  ______

c.  Production and publication of statistics and other payment system reports  ______

d.  Issue of regulations and application of sanctions  ______

e.  On-site inspections  ______
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Vii.5 cooperation with other relevant authorities (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  There is no significant cooperation with other relevant authorities (e.g. bank supervisors,

 securities regulators) in the context of payment system oversight activities ______

b.  Cooperation with other relevant authorities occurs mostly in an informal/ad-hoc basis  ______

c.  Cooperation with other relevant authorities is ensured through a formal mechanism, 

 such as a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or is required by law  ______

d.  Cooperation involves mostly regular meetings and exchange of opinions and views  ______

e.  Besides regular meetings and exchange of opinions and views, cooperation also involves  ______

 regular information exchanges, prior notice of regulatory action, joint inspections ______

Vii.6 cooperation with other stakeholders (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  A formal National Payments Council is in place ______

b.  Although not formalized, the Central Bank holds regular meetings with stakeholders 

 senior levels to discuss strategic issues for the payment system ______

c.  The Central Bank consults stakeholders on particular operational issues. Sometimes

 this includes the creation of an ad-hoc task force or working group.  ______

d.  The Central Bank consults stakeholders sporadically and/or mostly on a bilateral basis ______

e.  The Central Bank consults almost exclusively with the bankers’ association  ______

Viii.  Planned and on-Going reforms to the national Payments system

 The purpose of this section is to address those cases in which new payment and securities settlement systems 

are being designed or implemented. If your Central Bank is planning to, or is already involved in, reforming 

any of the components of the national payments system in a major way (i.e. other than “regular” or “normal” 

adjustments and improvements to the existing systems), please answer the following questions. Otherwise, 

please proceed to question VIII.5 and finish.

Viii.1 What elements of the national payments system are being reformed? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Legal and Regulatory Framework  ______

b.  Large-value funds transfer systems  ______

c.  Retail payment systems  ______

d.  Securities settlement systems ______

e.  Foreign exchange settlement systems  ______

f.  Other (e.g. cross-border payments and remittances, payment system oversight)  ______
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Viii.2 in your experience, what elements triggered the planned or on-going reform to the     
above-mentioned elements of the national payments system? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  The need to reduce systemic risk  ______

b.  The need to increase the overall efficiency of the payment system  ______

c.  Response to demands from market participants for better payment/settlement services ______

d.  Response to demands from end-users (e.g. individuals, small and medium enterprises)

 for better payment and settlement services  ______

e.  Response to demands from government institutions for better payment services  ______

f.  Response to technological innovations (i.e. upgrading of outdated equipment/systems  ______

g.  Other (please specify:                                                                               )  ______

Viii.3 What is the approach followed in the latest reform effort? (mark with an X all that apply)

a.  Broad/holistic approach  _____ or system-specific  _____

b.  “Big bang” approach  _____  or  gradualist  _____

c.  Strategic (goal-based)  _____  or starting from the operational particularities in the country _____

Viii.4 What is the current status of the reform process (please indicate with an X as appropriate)

Conceptual 
Stage

requirements/ 
functionalities have 

been defined

actual 
development (for 

new systems 
being developed 

in-house)

Procurement (for 
new systems 

being purchased 
from vendors)

implementation

Legal and regulatory 
framework

Large-value funds 
transfer systems

			RTGS

			Other

retail payment 
systems

			ACH

		Cheque	Clearing

			Payment	Card	Systems

			Other	

Securities settlement 
systems

foreign exchange 
settlement systems
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Viii.5 in your experience, how relevant are/have been each of the following elements as an enabling  
factor or an obstacle (or both) Rank from 1 to 3 with 1 being “high” and 3 being “low”

Potential factors of influence
as 

enabler
as 

obstacle

1. for establishing payment system development objectives (awareness and Cooperation)

1.a.	Central	bank	awareness	of	risk	and	efficiency	issues

1.b.	Other	financial	authorities’	awareness	of	risk	and	efficiency	issues

1.c.	Private-sector	awareness	of	risk	and	efficiency	issues

1.d.	Clarity	of	central	bank	PS	development	objectives	

1.e.	Transparency	of	central	bank	PS	development	objectives

1.f.		Commitment	on	objectives	by	other	authorities

1.g.	Commitment	on	objectives	by	private	sector

2. for developing efficient payment and settlement arrangements

2.a.	State	of	physical	infrastructure/	demography/	geography/	culture/	industrial	structure	

2.b.	Impact	of	macroeconomic/political	environment	

2.c.	Support	of	legal/regulatory	regime	

2.d.	Alignment	with	financial/market	structure	

2.e	Degree	of	access	of	population	to	financial	services	

2.f.	State	of	existing	payment	and	settlement	arrangements	and	instruments

2.g.	Roles	of	the	central	bank	in	the	payment	system	

2.h.	Roles	of	other	authorities

3. for promoting safe payment and settlement arrangements

3.a.	State	of	physical	infrastructure/	demography/	geography/	culture/	industrial	structure

3.b.	Impact	of	macroeconomic/political	environment	

3.c.	Support	of	legal/regulatory	regime	

3.d.	Alignment	with	financial/market	structure	

3.e.	State	of	existing	payment	and	settlement	arrangements	and	instruments

3.f.	Roles	of	the	central	bank	in	the	payment	system

3.g.	Roles	of	other	authorities	

3.h.	Applicability	of	international	standards	(e.g.	CPSS	Core	Principles)

4. for ensuring appropriate governance/supervision/oversight

4.a.	Roles	of	the	central	bank	

4.b.	Roles	of	other	authorities	

4.c.	Roles	of	private-sector	groups/SROs/individual	institutions/other	“stakeholders”
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AnnEX ii: clASSiFicAtion oF coUntriES According  
to lEVEl oF pEr cApitA incomE

1. high inCoMe 

Australia
Austria
Bahamas
Belgium
Canada
Cyprus
Czech	Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France

Germany
Greece
Hong	Kong
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Kuwait
Luxembourg
Macao

Malta
Netherlands
Netherlands	Antilles
New	Zealand	
Norway
Portugal
Qatar
San	Marino
Saudi	Arabia
Singapore
Slovenia

Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Trinidad	and	Tobago
United	Arab	Emirates
United	Kingdom
United	States	of	America

2. UPPer MiddLe inCoMe 

Anguilla	(ECCB)
Antigua	&	Barbuda	(ECCB)1

Argentina
Belize
Botswana
Brazil
Bulgaria
Chile
Costa	Rica

Croatia
Dominica	(ECCB)
Grenada	(ECCB)
Hungary
Kazakhstan
Latvia
Lebanon
Lithuania
Malaysia

Mauritius	
Mexico
Montserrat	(ECCB)
Oman
Poland
Romania
Russia
Serbia
Slovak	Republic

South	Africa
St	Kitts	and	Nevis	(ECCB)
St	Lucie	(ECCB)
St	Vincent	&	The	Grenadines	(ECCB)
Turkey
Uruguay
Venezuela

3. LoWer MiddLe inCoMe 

Albania
Algeria
Angola
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Bhutan
Bolivia
Bosnia	&	Herzegovina
Cape	Verde

China
Colombia
Dominican	Republic
Egypt
El	Salvador
Fiji
Georgia
Guatemala
Guyana
Honduras

Indonesia
Iran
Jamaica
Jordan
Lesotho
Macedonia
Moldova
Morocco
Namibia
Nicaragua

Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Sri	Lanka
Swaziland
Thailand
Ukraine

4. LoW inCoMe 

Afghanistan
Benin	(BCEAO)
Burkina	Faso	(BCEAO)
Cambodia
Dem.	Republic	of	Congo
Ghana
Guinea	Bissau	(BCEAO)
India

Ivory	Coast	(BCEAO)
Kenya
Kyrgyz	Republic
Madagascar
Mali	(BCEAO)
Mongolia	
Mozambique
Myanmar

Nepal
Niger	(BCEAO)
Pakistan	
Rwanda
Senegal	(BCEAO)
Solomon	Islands
Sudan
Tajikistan

Tanzania
Togo	(BCEAO)
Uganda
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe

1The World Bank data and statistics classify Antigua & Barbuda as “high-income”. However, throughout the survey for analytical purposes Antigua & Barbuda is 
classified as an upper-middle income country, just like the other members of the ECCU.
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AnnEX iii: clASSiFicAtion oF coUntriES According  
to gEogrAphicAl rEgion

1. eaSt aSia and PaCifiC (eaP)

Cambodia
China
Fiji
Indonesia
Malaysia

Mongolia
Myanmar
Philippines
Solomon	Islands
Thailand

2. eUroPe and CentraL aSia (eCa)

Albania
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Bosnia	and	Herzegovina
Croatia
Georgia
Kazakhstan

Kyrgyz	Republic
Macedonia
Moldova
Russia
Serbia
Tajikistan
Turkey
Ukraine

3. Latin aMeriCa and CariBBean (LaC)

Anguilla	(ECCB)
Antigua	and	Barbuda	(ECCB)
Argentina
Bahamas
Belize
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa	Rica
Dominica	(ECCB)
Dominican	Republic
El	Salvador	
Grenada	(ECCB)
Guatemala

Guyana
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Montserrat	(ECCB)
Netherlands	Antilles
Nicaragua
Paraguay
Peru
St	Kitts	and	Nevis	(ECCB)
St	Lucia	(ECCB)
St	Vincent	&	The	Grenadines	(ECCB)
Trinidad	and	Tobago
Uruguay
Venezuela

4. MiddLe eaSt and north afriCa (Mna)

Algeria
Egypt
Iran
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon

Morocco
Oman
Qatar
Saudi	Arabia
United	Arab	Emirates
Yemen

Annex iii
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5. SoUth aSia (Sa)

Afghanistan
Bhutan
India

Nepal
Pakistan	
Sri	Lanka

6. SUB-Saharan afriCa (afr)

Angola
Benin	(BCEAO)
Botswana
Burkina	Faso	(BCEAO)
Cape	Verde
Democratic	Republic	of	Congo
Ghana
Guinea	Bissau	(BCEAO)
Ivory	Coast	(BCEAO)
Kenya
Lesotho
Madagascar
Mali	(BCEAO)
Mauritius

Mozambique
Namibia
Niger	(BCEAO)
Rwanda
Senegal	(BCEAO)
South	Africa
Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo	(BCEAO)
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

7. eUroPe Union-15 (eU15)

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland

Italy
Luxemburg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United	Kingdom

8. eUroPean Union neW MeMBerS (eU-nM)

Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech	Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia

Lithuania
Malta
Poland
Romania
Slovak	Republic
Slovenia	
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9. other deVeLoPed CoUntrieS (odC)

Australia
Canada
Hong	Kong
Iceland
Israel
Japan
Macao

New	Zealand
Norway
San	Marino
Singapore
Switzerland
Taiwan
United	States	of	America

Annex iii
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AnnEX iV: clASSiFicAtion oF coUntriES According  
to popUlAtion SizE

More than 30 MiLLion inhaBitantS

Afghanistan
Algeria
Argentina
Brazil
Canada
China
Colombia
Dem.	Republic	of	Congo
Egypt

France
Germany
India
Indonesia
Iran
Italy
Japan
Kenya
Mexico

Morocco
Myanmar
Pakistan
Philippines
Poland
Russia
South	Africa
Spain
Sudan

Tanzania
Thailand
Turkey
Ukraine
United	Kingdom
United	States	of	America

BetWeen 5 MiLLion and 30 MiLLion inhaBitantS

Angola
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Belgium
Benin	(BCEAO)
Bolivia
Bulgaria
Burkina	Faso	(BCEAO)
Cambodia
Chile
Czech	Republic
Denmark

Dominican	Republic
El	Salvador
Finland
Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Honduras
Hong	Kong
Hungary
Israel
Ivory	Coast	(BCEAO)
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyz	Republic

Madagascar
Malaysia
Mali	(BCEAO)
Mozambique
Nepal
Netherlands
Nicaragua
Niger	(BCEAO)
Paraguay
Peru
Portugal
Romania
Rwanda
Saudi	Arabia

Senegal	(BCEAO)
Serbia
Slovak	Republic
Sri	Lanka
Sweden
Switzerland
Tajikistan
Togo	(BCEAO)
Uganda
Venezuela
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe

LeSS than 5 MiLLion inhaBitantS

Albania
Anguilla	(ECCB)
Antigua	&	Barbuda	(ECCB)
Armenia
Bahamas
Belize
Bhutan
Bosnia	&	Herzegovina
Botswana
Cape	Verde
Costa	Rica
Croatia
Cyprus
Dominica	(ECCB)

Estonia
Fiji
Georgia
Grenada	(ECCB)	
Guinea	Bissau	(BCEAO)
Guyana
Ireland
Iceland
Jamaica
Kuwait
Latvia
Lebanon
Lesotho
Lithuania

Luxembourg
Macao
Macedonia
Malta
Mauritius
Moldova
Mongolia
Montserrat	(ECCB)
Namibia
Netherlands	Antilles
New	Zealand
Norway
Oman
Qatar
San	Marino

Singapore
Slovenia
Solomon	Islands
St	Kitts	&	Nevis	(ECCB)
St	Lucia	(ECCB)
St	Vincent	&	The	Grenadines	(ECCB)
Swaziland
Taiwan
Trinidad	and	Tobago
United	Arab	Emirates
Uruguay
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AnnEX V:  chronologicAl liSt oF coUntrY rESponSES to thE 
gloBAl pAYmEnt SYStEmS SUrVEY

May 2007

Albania
Angola
Armenia
Australia
Azerbaijan	(update	Feb.	2008)
BCEAO	(update	Feb.	2008)
Belize
Bolivia
Brazil
Bulgaria
Cape	Verde
Colombia
Costa	Rica
Croatia
Dem.	Rep.	of	Congo

Dominican	Republic
El	Salvador
Fiji
Finland
France
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala
Honduras
Hungary
Italy
Jamaica
Kazakhstan
Kuwait

Lebanon
Malaysia
Malta
Mexico
Myanmar
New	Zealand
Nicaragua
Norway
Peru
Philippines
Poland	
Portugal
San	Marino
Saudi	Arabia

Singapore
Slovenia
South	Africa
Spain
Sri	Lanka
Sudan
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Trinidad	and	Tobago
Turkey
Uganda
Ukraine
Yemen

JUne 2007

Cyprus
Denmark
Estonia
Hong	Kong	SAR
Israel	(updated	March	2008)

Jordan
Lesotho
Macao
Macedonia
Pakistan

Qatar
Romania
Russia	(update	Feb	2008)
Serbia
Slovak	Republic

United	Arab	Emirates
Venezuela
Zimbabwe

JULy 2007

Argentina
Bhutan

Czech	Republic
Guyana

Iran	(updated	Feb	2008)
Mauritius

Solomon	Islands
Tajikistan

SePteMBer 2007

Egypt Oman Tanzania Zambia

Annex V
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oCtoBer 2007

Algeria
Austria
Belarus
Bosnia	&	Herzegovina
Cambodia

Chile
Germany
Greece
Kenya
Kyrgyz	Republic

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Moldova
Morocco

Mozambique
Netherlands
Thailand
United	Kingdom

noVeMBer 2007

Bahamas
ECCB

Iceland
Ireland

Madagascar
Netherlands	Antilles

Swaziland

deCeMBer 2007

Afghanistan
Botswana

India
Indonesia

Japan Rwanda

JanUary 2008

Belgium Nepal

feBrUary 2008

Mongolia Namibia United	States Uruguay

MarCh 2008

Canada China
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