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The starting point of this research project was a desire to explain the dominant, interesting, and puzzling financial regulatory patterns of the two jurisdictions most responsible for setting global trends in the domain. However, since those patterns were not obvious in either the qualitative literature or the commonly used indexes, a preliminary step was to create data of our own, usable for the purposes of the article, “Financial Regulatory Conundrums in the North Atlantic,” and, we hope, for additional studies.

This part of the project forced us to confront a tension in our ambitions. On the one hand, we strove to preserve the benefits of qualitative research (e.g. high levels of confidence in the findings because of scholars’ detailed and nuanced knowledge of relatively few and carefully selected “thick” as opposed to “thin” cases). On the other hand, to find meaningful empirical patterns across cases and over a long span of years so as to accumulate knowledge,[footnoteRef:1] we decided to include more cases (that is, a medium-n) than is typical in qualitative research on the politics of finance. Thus, we not only had to create new data, but also devise ways to be systematic in our classification and analysis of multiple cases. Moreover, in addition to wanting to resolve this classic tension between confidence and generalizability, we aimed to do so while meeting the discipline’s rising expectations concerning research transparency[footnoteRef:2] as well as our own related commitment to being reflective and explicit about the role of interpretation, judgment and positionality in the making of our data.[footnoteRef:3] To manage these multiple goals, we created a package of protocols and techniques – including the inclusion of this short research appendix[footnoteRef:4] and the publicly accessible storage of our data, replete with explanatory narratives for each coding decision (available here [https://doi.org/10.5064/F6QR17WM] in the Qualitative Data Repository).[footnoteRef:5] [1:  Elman, Gerring & Mahoney, 2020.]  [2:  Jacobs et al., 2021. ]  [3:  MacLean et al., 2019.]  [4:  Shesterinina, Pollak and Arriola, 2019.]  [5:  Posner & Quaglia, 2023.] 


In carrying out this study, our positionality was especially “visible” during the data-creation processes: in the initial decisions about the conceptualization of variables, the decisions about which subsectors to include (and indeed how to parcel, categorize and determine what constitutes a case) and the actual coding.[footnoteRef:6] In preparing the data, our approach was for the authors to code independently, then to compare our assessments, arguing back and forth to come to an agreement. Hence, we did not opt for a division of labour in co-authoring, rather we hashed it out in each instance, harnessing our combined expertise and using argumentation as a “control”. Similarly, in later decisions about what is important, interesting and puzzling, we used a similar technique. As noted, for each coding decision, readers will find  (available here [https://doi.org/10.5064/F6QR17WM] in the Qualitative Data Repository) a short narrative explanation containing our evidence and reasoning.  [6:  Our positionality is important in other parts of the study as well. Despite the use of data analysis techniques (congruence analysis and process tracing) that are usually associated with positivist approaches for inferring empirical patterns and causal relationships, we reject the notion of stark dichotomies between positivist and interpretivist approaches and accept the idea that the researcher’s lens is central at all stages of research. 
] 
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