
  

 

 

 

 

The Political Origins of Corporate Transparency: 

Limiting Business Power by Locking in Strange Coalitions  

 

 

 

by Elizabeth Meehan 

 

 

 

B.A. in Political Science, June 2017, Northwestern University 

M.A. in Political Science, May 2020, The George Washington University 

 

 

A Dissertation submitted to 

 

 

 

The Faculty of 

The Columbian College of Arts and Sciences 

of The George Washington University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

 

August 31, 2023 

 

 

 

Dissertation directed by 

 

Stephen Kaplan 

Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs 

  



 ii 

The Columbian College of Arts and Sciences of The George Washington University 

certifies that Elizabeth Meehan has passed the Final Examination for the degree of Doctor 

of Philosophy as of July 26, 2023. This is the final and approved form of the dissertation. 

 

 

 

The Political Origins of Corporate Transparency: 

Limiting Business Power by Locking in Strange Coalitions 

 

 

Elizabeth Meehan 

 

 

 

 

Dissertation Research Committee 

  

Stephen B. Kaplan, Associate Professor of Political Science and International 

Affairs, Dissertation Director 

  

Martha Finnemore, Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, 

Committee Member 

 

 David Szakonyi, Associate Professor of Political Science, Committee Member 

  



 iii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2023 by Elizabeth Meehan 

All rights reserved 

  



 iv 

Acknowledgements 

 

 

I first want to acknowledge all of the mentors and colleagues in political science 

who have made this dissertation possible. I thank Stephen Kaplan, Martha Finnemore, and 

David Szakonyi for their unwavering patience and support in guiding me through a 

dissertation project during a global pandemic. I thank Dan Berliner, Ben Worthy, and 

Susan Piotrowski for pointing me toward beneficial ownership transparency as a 

dissertation topic in summer 2018 and changing the course of my doctoral research. I thank 

Nate Jensen, Calvin Thrall, and Lorenzo Crippa for being fellow travelers in researching 

firms, corruption, and transparency. I thank Timm Betz, Krzysztof Pelc, Aida Arfan Hozic, 

participants at the Junior Scholars in IPE workshop at APSA 2022, and three anonymous 

reviewers for the Review of International Political Economy for providing vital feedback 

on the article-length version of this project that greatly improved this dissertation. Most 

importantly, I thank the people interviewed for this project who generously provided their 

time and insights and without whom this dissertation would not have been possible. 

I also want to acknowledge all of the colleagues, friends, and family who have made 

finishing this doctoral program possible. I thank Felipe Balcazar and Oriana Montti for 

working with me to grow Graduate Students in International Political Economy into the 

thriving community it is today. I thank Rebekah Tromble for giving me opportunities to 

connect research with policy and to share my knowledge about transparency with the social 

media and technology policy research community. I thank Amoz Hor, Joe Cerrone, Adam 

Lenton, Eleanor Albert, Emily Schraudenbach, Rosalie Rubio, and Sara Bornstein for 

providing unwavering intellectual and personal support, as well as Matthew Healy and 

Daniel Rocco for providing the soundtrack to this dissertation. I thank Kyle Tebelman for 



 v 

always reminding me there is a light at the end of the tunnel. Last but certainly not least, I 

thank the Meehans: Mike, Susan, Chris, Bug, Chelsea, and Maggie for their never-ending 

moral support and afternoon dog naps. Hereôs to Dr. Meehan, Dr. Meehan, and Mr. 

Meehan. What a long, strange trip itôs been. 

This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation 

Graduate Research Fellowship Program under Grant No. 1746914. Any opinions, findings, 

and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation. 



 vi 

Abstract of Dissertation 

 

 

The Political Origins of Corporate Transparency: 

Limi ting Business Power by Locking in Strange Coalitions 

 

 

Corporate transparency laws, regulations, and standards have proliferated 

worldwide over the last three decades. Politicians, activists, and citizens alike seek access 

to information about labor rights violations, negative environmental impacts, data privacy 

practices, and a myriad of other issues from specific firms and across entire industries. But 

most business interest groups prefer secrecy to openness and oppose corporate 

transparency laws that would expose their activities. Becoming more transparent is often 

materially and/or reputationally costly, and the concentrated costs of collecting and sharing 

information faced by disclosing businesses often generate diffuse societal benefits that are 

difficult  to measure. Yet some business interest groups not only support greater corporate 

transparency, but they also lobby national governments in favor of adopting corporate 

transparency laws contrary to these assumptions. Moreover, some countries have adopted 

corporate transparency laws despite ongoing opposition from structurally powerful 

industry groups. Why do some business interest groups support corporate transparency 

laws, and how do these groups influence the domestic adoption of international corporate 

transparency standards? 

Drawing from historical institutionalism and theories of economic regulation, this 

dissertation theorizes a causal pathway of corporate transparency lock-in centered on 

policy feedback mechanisms and strange coalitions. Past policy decisions mandating 

information collection by certain industries produce inter-industry divergence in their 

corporate transparency preferences. Civil society groups can then engage in policy 
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entrepreneurship to integrate aligned industries into a new pro-transparency advocacy 

coalition. Increasing coalition size and organizational diversity intensifies political 

pressure on politicians and undermines opposition business lobbying, leading to the 

adoption of corporate transparency laws.  

I conduct a structured, focused comparison of policymaking around beneficial 

ownership transparency (BOT) laws in the United States, United Kingdom, Canada, and 

Australia as parallel demonstrations of this causal pathway, complemented by a 

quantitative analysis of interest group collaboration and influence through evaluating 

public consultation comments submitted in the US rulemaking process for its BOT law. I 

find support for corporate transparency lock-in, contrary to conventional wisdom that 

exogenous shocks like financial crises and pressure from international organizations cause 

the adoption of tax transparency and financial regulation. This dissertation highlights the 

distributional impacts of corporate transparency laws, provides further evidence of when 

business prefers stronger regulation, underscores the importance of political actors 

engaging in policy entrepreneurship activities to obtain policy change, and highlights the 

limits of business power over financial and economic regulation. 
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ñThe Treasury Department's Financial Crimes Enforcement Network is finally taking steps 

to fix this regulatory gap by proposing new federal rules that would compel financial 

institutions to collect beneficial ownership information for all new customerséYet the 

American Bankers Association has strenuously objected to the modest oversight proposal 

that Treasury has put forth, arguing that such rules will impose an undue burden and 

expense on banks.ò American Banker, February 23, 2015. 

 

ñBanks have raised concerns about implementing the rule, saying it is far better for the 

government to track beneficial owner information since businesses are challenging banks' 

requests for more detailed information upon opening accounts.ò American Banker, July 13, 

2018. 

 

ñWith a reliable database of business owners, banks will be able to be more active and 

effective partners in the fight against money laundering. They will be able to target their 

resources to the most material risks rather than doing rote screening of names and 

companies. To ensure verified data is most useful, banks should also be able to use the 

information for all their financial crime mitigation programs and share the information with 

all those who work at the bank to screen for criminal and corrupt actors.ò American Banker, 

March 1, 2023. 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Corporate transparency laws have proliferated worldwide over the last three 

decades. Politicians, activists, and citizens alike seek access to information about labor 

rights violations, negative environmental impacts, data privacy practices, and a myriad of 

other issues within specific firms and across entire industries. Transparency initiatives have 

multiplied at the international level as well, providing states with model laws, rules, and 

standards to translate into national legislation. But like government transparency laws 

targeting politicians and bureaucrats before them, most business interest groups prefer 

secrecy to openness and oppose corporate transparency laws that would expose their 

activities. Becoming more transparent is often materially and/or reputationally costly, and 

the concentrated costs of collecting and sharing information faced by disclosing businesses 

often generate diffuse societal benefits that are difficult to measure. Yet some industry 

groups not only support greater corporate transparency, but they also lobby national 
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governments in favor of adopting corporate transparency laws contrary to these 

assumptions. Moreover, some countries have adopted corporate transparency laws despite 

ongoing opposition from structurally powerful industry groups. Why do some industry 

groups support corporate transparency laws, and how do these groups influence the 

domestic adoption of international corporate transparency standards? 

Most comparative politics and international relations research emphasizes the role 

of crises in raising public issue salience and opening windows of opportunity for policy 

entrepreneurs to successfully pressure policymakers into adopting stronger regulations like 

corporate transparency laws (Fung, Graham, and Weil 2007; Hakelberg 2020; Perlman 

2023). But many of these laws are adopted with little public awareness of the underlying 

issues and over the opposition of powerful domestic business interest groups. Other 

accounts emphasize the role of international organizations as well as transnational NGOs 

and expert networks in facilitating opportunities for policy learning, coercive diffusion, 

and transnational network building that increases global pressure on national governments 

into adopting corporate transparency laws (Seabrooke and Wigan 2016; Morse 2022). Yet 

these accounts primarily focus on explaining policy change in developing countries rather 

than developed democracies that are often accused of hypocrisy when creating and 

promoting international standards that they themselves do not adopt. 

Drawing from historical institutionalism and theories of economic regulation, this 

dissertation theorizes an alternative causal pathway of corporate transparency lock-in 

centered on policy feedback mechanisms and the political influence of strange coalitions 

at the domestic level. Past policy decisions mandating information collection by certain 

industries produce inter-industry divergence in their corporate transparency preferences. 
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Civil society groups can then engage in policy entrepreneurship activities to integrate 

aligned industries into a new pro-transparency advocacy coalition. Increasing coalition size 

and organizational diversity intensifies political pressure on politicians and undermines 

opposition business lobbying, leading to the adoption of corporate transparency laws.  

To test this alternate causal pathway, this dissertation examines a specific corporate 

transparency law: beneficial ownership transparency (BOT) laws (Beckett 2019). BOT 

laws require the disclosure of the real person who owns or controls a corporate entity. 

These laws are an ideal case to test corporate transparency lock-in because BOT has low 

public salience, and the existing literature expects business interest groups to oppose them 

and to prevent new laws from passing. Moreover, existing research would expect the 

mechanisms associated with exogenous shocks and policy diffusion to be the primary 

causal pathways through which civil society groups can overcome business opposition. I 

conduct a structured, focused comparison of policymaking around BOT in the United 

States, United Kingdom, Canada, and Australia over the last two decades as parallel 

demonstrations of the process of corporate transparency lock-in, complemented by a 

quantitative analysis of interest group coordination and influence over BOT rules in the 

US. The next section of this chapter situates the background and significance of beneficial 

ownership transparency worldwide. I then discuss the three main goals of this dissertation 

and preview the following chapters. 

Beneficial Ownership Transparency: Background and Significance 

 

Normally confined to niche legal, accounting, and finance circles, BOT laws have 

received increasing media and policymaker attention over the last few years (Piotrowski, 

Berliner, and Ingrams 2022). A beneficial owner ñis a person who ultimately has the right 
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to some share of a legal entityôs income or assets, or the ability to control its activities. 

Beneficial ownership transparency reveals how companies and other legal entities or 

arrangements, such as trusts, are owned and controlled by their beneficial ownersò 

(OpenOwnership 2022). In other words, BOT is the public disclosure of the real person(s) 

who owns a corporate entity. Advocates argue that the adoption of BOT laws worldwide 

are crucial to addressing a range of transnational policy problems from tax evasion, money 

laundering, and terrorist financing to human trafficking, bribery payments, and fraudulent 

goods. Illicit actors often use anonymous shell companies spread across multiple 

jurisdictions to make their activities more difficult, if not impossible, to trace ï reinforced 

by the lack of transparency around beneficial owners in these jurisdictions. 

BOT laws are one of three international tax and corporate transparency initiatives 

being advanced worldwide alongside automatic exchange of information (AEOI) and 

country-by-country reporting (CBCR). AEOI requires financial institutions to 

automatically share certain account information with national tax authorities, which is then 

shared with other countriesô tax authorities participating in the transnational information 

exchange. CBCR requires countries to collect information on the distribution activities of 

multinational corporations broken down by jurisdiction to allocate their tax burden 

appropriately. Together advocates argue these ñABCò tax transparency policies reduce 

illicit financial flows from corrupt actors and increase domestic tax revenues from 

multinational firms and wealthy individuals alike for spending on public services. 

Corporate and tax transparency laws like the ABCs thus exemplify a potentially 

radical shift away from the status quo in how firms and industries conduct their business 

globally. On the other hand, the coalition of firms, industry groups, and wealthy individuals 
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who benefit from the existence of anonymous corporate entities are powerful actors in both 

domestic and international politics. To paraphrase economist Thomas Piketty (2022), there 

has been no progress on an international financial registry because wealthy Westerners do 

not want one. The ñJohn Doeò who provided the information behind the Panama and 

Paradise Papers leaks highlighted the lack of political will from domestic politicians 

worldwide to pass and implement publicly accessible beneficial ownership registries in a 

recent interview (Obermaier and Obermayer 2022). Without sustained political will, both 

comparative politics and international relations scholars theoretically expect a corporate 

transparency law like BOT to be adopted shortly after an exogenous shock like the Panama 

Papers. In the brief post-shock window where the status quo can be challenged, the power 

of an anti-transparency coalition led by business groups would be substantially weakened 

and allow civil society groups to successfully press governments for policy change. 

There have been three significant shocks in this policy area over the last fifteen 

years. The 2007-09 global financial crisis produced major international debates about how 

to better regulate financial institutions and the need for multinational firms to pay their fair 

share of taxes. Global information leaks from the International Consortium of Investigative 

Journalists beginning with the 2013 Offshore Leaks through the 2022 Suisse Secrets ï but 

most notably with the 2016 Panama Papers ï centered on the harms perpetuated by 

anonymous companies enabled by legal and financial institutions worldwide. The 2022 

Russo-Ukrainian War has led to further questioning of the role of Western countries in 

facilitating illicit financial flows for Russian oligarchs and corrupt politicians worldwide. 

These exogenous shocks had the potential to become critical junctures in which the 



 6 

unsettling of existing structures enabled actors to push for BOT laws including free, central, 

and public beneficial ownership registers collecting information on all corporate entities.  

Yet like many major financial and transparency regulations, BOT laws in 

developed democracies often were adopted well before or after these international scandals 

and over the opposition of powerful industry groups. The United Kingdom passed its BOT 

law in March 2015, over a year before the Panama Papers disclosures and over five years 

after the peak of the global financial crisis. The United States passed its BOT law in January 

2021, nearly six years after the Papers and almost thirteen years after the first draft bill was 

proposed in Congress. Canadaôs BOT law is headed to the Senate and likely to be adopted 

in September 2023. Yet Australia, which usually seeks to be a leader on transparency and 

open government initiatives, has not adopted a BOT law. This dissertation explains the 

unlikely success of BOT laws in the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada and 

its current failure in Australia as a result of corporate transparency lock-in rather than 

exogenous shocks or international policy diffusion. 

Dissertation Goals and Roadmap 

This dissertation has three primary goals. The first is to explain the empirical patterns 

of industry group support for corporate transparency laws, and the empirical patterns of the 

adoption of corporate transparency laws in developed democracies. For the former, I build 

on recent research drawing from Stiglerôs (1971) theory of economic regulation. However, 

no political science research to my knowledge has examined when and why firms support 

greater transparency specifically as a form of regulation (Kennard 2020; Perlman 2020; 

Moehlecke 2021; Meckling and Trachtman 2022). For the latter, while both comparative 

politics and international relations scholars point to international and transnational 
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pressures as key factors in the global spread of transparency laws, I highlight the continued 

importance of domestic politics in shaping the outcomes of international standards-setting 

and regulatory processes (Farrell and Newman 2014, 2015).  

The second goal is to contribute empirical research on a critical but understudied 

instance of corporate and tax transparency laws. Aside from Findley, Nielson, and 

Sharmanôs (2014, 2017) ongoing global field experiments of intermediariesô propensity to 

form anonymous shell companies and Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyiôs (2022, 2023) 

studies of the effects of BOT registries on illicit financial flows through real estate markets, 

no political science study to my knowledge has examined the causes of BOT adoption. 

Other tax transparency research in international relations has examined the causes of AEOI 

(Eccleston and Gray 2014; Hakelberg 2015; Lips 2019; Hakelberg 2020) and CBCR 

adoption (Rixen 2013; Seabrooke and Wigan 2016; Emmenegger 2017; Christensen and 

Seabrooke 2022). Most comparative politics research on government transparency laws 

has focused on freedom of information (Berliner 2014), campaign finance (Wood and 

Grose 2021), and whistleblower laws (Kosak and Fung 2014). By testing a new theory on 

an understudied case, I seek to challenge and expand upon the conventional wisdom about 

the causes of transparency across the political science literature. 

The third goal of this dissertation is to use BOT laws as a case to test broader arguments 

within international relations and comparative politics. These questions include: 

¶ Why do some business interest groups prefer stronger regulation? 

¶ Why do some financial interest groups lose policy battles? 

¶ When and how do policy entrepreneurs influence policy outcomes? 

¶ How do domestic institutions shape international standards setting? 

 

Taken together, the empirical chapters of this dissertation seek to explain empirical 

variation relating to corporate transparency business preferences and law adoption, and to 
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test these broader arguments using BOT laws as a specific case. Methodologically, I rely 

primarily on process tracing through the evaluation of primary and secondary source 

evidence across four case studies: the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and 

Australia. I also conduct a quantitative text and regression analysis of interest group 

consultation comments in the United States to illustrate part of the causal argument related 

to interest group coordination and influence over corporate transparency laws. 

 Chapter 2 reviews and defines the key concepts of corporate transparency, interest 

groups, and coalitions. I then evaluate the three main literatures I draw from across 

comparative politics and international relations ï government and tax transparency, 

business power, and business preferences ï to develop the argument. Chapter 3 lays out 

the theory of corporate transparency lock-in across two stages. In the first stage, 

governments adopt industry-wide information collection rules in response to a policy 

problem. Regulated industries absorb the high costs of information collection, so they 

prefer greater corporate transparency to lower their regulatory compliance costs. In the 

second stage, civil society groups engage in policy entrepreneurship activities ï 

particularly coalition-building with regulated industry groups ï to build a cross-sectoral 

ñstrange coalitionò that convinces policymakers to adopt corporate transparency laws. 

Chapter 4 describes the methodological approach: the case selection, scope conditions, 

variables, hypotheses, the data collected to test the hypotheses, the interview data, and the 

process tracing approach.  

Chapter 5 asks why some industry groups support increasing corporate 

transparency and tests the first stage of the theory explaining variation in business 

preferences. I demonstrate that information collection rules did change industry group 
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preferences from opposing to supporting corporate transparency laws, primarily seeking to 

lower high compliance costs and to level the playing field. Chapter 6 asks how and when 

do supportive industry groups have influence over corporate transparency adoption and 

tests the second stage of the theory explaining variation in the adoption of BOT laws. I find 

support for the necessity of policy entrepreneurship by civil society groups to build 

coalitions with supportive industry groups to create a large, cross-sectoral coalition 

advocating in favor of corporate transparency laws. 

Chapter 7 focuses on the United States and tests whether pro-transparency coalition 

members were more likely to coordinate with one another and to have greater influence 

over regulatory outcomes through analyzing public consultation submissions on US BOT 

regulations. I find that members of the pro-transparency coalition did have greater 

influence over the first BOT rulemaking. However, there is no evidence of systematic 

coordination across interest groups members of the coalition through reused text across 

comments. Chapter 8 addresses the three main alternative explanations of exogenous 

shocks, international pressures, and federalism for the adoption and spread of corporate 

transparency laws worldwide and why they fail to explain variation in the adoption of BOT 

laws. Chapter 9 concludes with the theoretical, methodological, empirical, and policy 

contributions of this dissertation and suggests directions for future research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This chapter reviews the existing social science literature on transparency, 

regulatory preferences, and business power relevant to this dissertationôs key questions: 

why do some industry groups support corporate transparency laws, and how are they able 

to overcome opposition from other powerful firms and industry groups? First, I define the 

key concepts referenced in both the literature review and the theory and discuss how they 

relate to the existing literature. I then outline the existing explanations from transparency 

research in political science to suggest that the exogenously-driven causal sequences 

advanced in many existing studies neglect endogenous causes that better explain variation 

across cases. Next, I review existing explanations from the business politics literature about 

the conditions under which businesses achieve their policy preferences and about the 

conditions under which businesses prefer stronger regulation. I suggest that inter-industry 

divisions in business support for greater corporate transparency can undermine the 

opposition of more structurally powerful business actors. Taken together, the literature 

review in this chapter forms the basis for theorizing corporate transparency lock-in 

developed in Chapter 3. 

Concepts: Transparency, Interest Groups, and Coalitions 

Defining Transparency 

Definitions of transparency cluster around access to information and openness as 

the two fundamental attributes of transparency, with monitoring and accountability as the 

intended uses for transparency (Ball 2009; Meijer 2014; Michener 2015; Cucciniello et al. 

2017). Some definitional variation relates to the specific questions that researchers 

examine. Those who examine budget transparency, for instance, generally focus on 
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whether the public has access to information about government budgetary procedures, 

projections, and outcomes (Alt, Lassen, and Wehner 2014). Most transparency definitions 

across the social sciences include access to information as a core attribute (Finel and Lord 

1999; Grigorescu 2003; Kono 2006; Florini 2007; Lindstedt and Naurin 2010; Fung 2013; 

Bauhr and Grimes 2014; Berliner and Erlich 2015). Some researchers go beyond access 

and include whether the information is accurate, relevant, and complete (Michener and 

Bersch 2013). Ultimately, one actor produces and/or has information that another actor 

seeks access to: citizens seeking information about government, the public seeking 

information about firms, or individuals seeking information about one another. 

Openness (Birchall 2011, 2021), on the other hand, invokes the idea of an actor 

being an open book or having nothing to hide as being transparent. Making the behavior 

and motives of an actor knowable to interested parties (Hale 2008) suggests this 

understanding of transparency does not necessarily rely on the production and 

dissemination of information at regular intervals but rather on access to individuals and 

spaces where one can evaluate actors firsthand (Lord 2007; Roelofs 2019). Therefore, 

openness can encompass institutional processes as well as an actorôs promises and 

intentions (Wehner and De Renzio 2013). This understanding of transparency is more 

relational where transparency is generated through interactions among actors over time. In 

this dissertation, I focus on access to information rather than openness as the key attribute 

in defining transparency. 

Monitoring and accountability are the two most-cited intended uses of 

transparency. For instance, providing adequately reasoned explanations of public action 

and making government processes accessible and comprehensible to the public 



 12 

(Birkinshaw 2006) prioritizes the publicôs ability to monitor legislators as part of a 

principal-agent relationship (Broz 2002; Prat 2005; Meijer 2014). Accountability is an 

intended consequence arising from the ability to monitor. Being able to attribute the 

outcomes of actions to particular politicians (Hood, Fraser, and McGarvey 2006; Alt and 

Lassen 2006) implies a causal mechanism of monitoring leading to attribution of 

consequences leading to accountability. One can extend this monitoring function to a wide 

variety of other actors, such as consumers monitoring corporations or donors monitoring 

nonprofits via access to information. But the connection between transparency and 

accountability is tenuous at best based on existing empirical evidence even when these 

monitoring mechanisms are in place (Fox 2007; Honig, Lall, and Parks 2022; Kirkland and 

Harden 2022). Therefore, I focus on transparency enabling one set of actors to monitor 

another as the key use of interest. 

Combining these attributes together, I define transparency as the collection and the 

dissemination of information about an organization that allows external actors to monitor 

the internal workings or performance of that organization (Grimmelikhuijsen and Meijer 

2014). Government transparency includes information availability about legislative, 

executive, and judicial organizations, along with sub-national or local government 

organizations. Corporate transparency, then, includes information availability about 

individual firms, corporate groups, and industry-level organizations (e.g. professional or 

industry associations and standards-setting bodies). The transparency provided by these 

organizations may be voluntary or involuntary, such as mandatory annual reports versus 

information leaks. Transparency can also be proactive, such as publishing data on a website 

at regular prescribed intervals, or reactive, such as providing information on request to 
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actors outside of the organization (e.g. freedom of information laws). All supply increased 

access to information. 

Defining Interest Groups 

Assessing the transparency preferences of different actors, how they come to have 

those preferences, and how they try to achieve them through the policymaking process 

requires a definition of interest groups. Discussion of interest group formation, activity, 

and influence both within political science and in related fields such as public policy has 

produced an array of definitions for organized interests. One common approach to 

partitioning organized interests that attempt to influence policy separates them into those 

primarily driven by economic interests (e.g. specific companies and industry associations) 

and those primarily driven by public interests (e.g. civil society organization or advocacy 

groups), only calling the former interest groups. Research using this definition implicitly 

assumes that interest type matters, with economic interests having greater policy influence 

than non-economic interests. Yet other studies define interest groups more broadly, 

highlighting how business and NGO networks have similar strategies and activities and 

can functionally be understood as competing interest groups (Sell and Prakash 2004) or 

taking as given that many different types of groups organize and have influence (Dür 2008).  

I draw from research using the latter definition of interest groups. I define an 

interest group as a political actor that has a defined organization, pursues influence over 

political decision-making and policy outcomes, and does not seek public office (Beyers, 

Eising, and Maloney 2008, 1106-1109; Klüver 2013, 5-6). This definition encompasses 

individual companies, industry and professional associations, unions, civil society groups, 

and organizations representing the collective interests of different types of government 
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officials (e.g. state attorney generals) while excluding political parties and social 

movements. The majority of comparative politics and international relations research over 

the last decade on interest group influence over laws, policies, and regulations is based on 

this broad definition. However, interest groups frequently share preferences and coordinate 

to achieve those preferences, and lobbying by individual interest groups occurs 

infrequently compared to collective lobbying by multiple groups in a coalition (Klüver 

2013). This final definition underscores the frequency of collaboration between different 

types of interest groups as a tool of influence. 

Defining Coalitions 

For the concept of coalitions, I build on both the advocacy coalition framework 

(ACF) literature in public policy and the institutions literature in political science. The ACF 

takes policy subsystems as the primary unit of analysis, encompassing all actors attempting 

to influence outcomes within that subsystem. Issues of corporate transparency can exist in 

subsystems ranging from financial to environmental to internet policy and thus impact 

many types of firms and industries. Subsystems are simplified by aggregating actors into 

one or more coalitions based on the shared beliefs and coordination strategies of the 

coalition members (Jenkins-Smith, Nohrstedt, Weible, and Ingold 2017). In this instance, 

the core shared belief is support or opposition for corporate transparency policies to 

distinguish the two coalitions. Based on these shared beliefs and available resources, 

coalition members select coordination strategies to either secure or stymie policy change. 

In short, a coalition is a group of actors within a policy subsystem that share the same 

policy preferences and that coordinate strategies to achieve a policy outcome. 
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In the institutions literature, coalitions are a common but weakly conceptualized 

explanatory factor in analyzing sources of both stability and change across a variety of 

institutions (Hall and Thelen 2009; Mahoney and Thelen 2015). Few formally define a 

coalition in either rational choice or historical institutionalist analyses. For instance, Peter 

Hall (2016) describes social coalitions as being composed of ñactors powerful in the 

relevant arenaò without providing clear guidance about how to determine who has power 

and who does not. On the other hand, historical institutionalist explanations often evaluate 

the variation in the power resources of different coalitions over time to explain both change 

and stability, rendering the explanatory power of coalitions less clear. Sociological 

institutionalist explanations have a clearer conceptualization and define actors seeking to 

change institutions as challengers and those seeking to preserve them as incumbents, with 

each coalition sharing a common understanding about the rules guiding legitimate action 

within a given arena (Farrell 2018; Emmenegger 2021). This sociological 

conceptualization shares an emphasis on shared understandings and beliefs with the ACF. 

Based on these similarities, I define a coalition as a group of actors that share policy 

preferences and that coordinate strategies to either defend or challenge an institutional 

status quo. 

 Moreover, the ACF as a framework supports multiple theories and contains 

elements of all three institutionalisms. Analyses focusing on relatively stable parameters 

like regime type constitute structural constraints akin to structures forcing actors to select 

equilibria in rational choice institutionalism or macro-structures described in early 

historical institutionalist work. Examining external subsystem events are analogous to 

evaluating exogenous shocks, punctuated equilibria, or critical junctures as in historical 
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institutionalism. Evaluating actor resources and strategies corresponds to analyzing the 

activities of both policy and norm entrepreneurs in historical and sociological 

institutionalism. Lastly, discussion of both short and long-term opportunity structures 

mirror pathways of endogenous change in historical institutionalism. In Chapter 3, I draw 

on these parallels to develop an argument about the operation of corporate transparency 

lock-in across many policy areas, suggesting that that a historical institutionalist approach 

better explains many transparency policy outcomes compared to rational choice and 

sociological institutionalist explanations predominant in the transparency literature. 

Extant Explanations of Business Power, Preferences, and Causes of Transparency 

After defining the key concepts grounding the literature review and theory, I now 

review the existing literature from comparative politics, international relations, and public 

policy relevant to the institutionalization of corporate transparency reforms. First, I review 

causal theories of change in the tax transparency, anti-money laundering (AML), and 

government transparency literatures. These theories circumscribe the range of plausible, 

relevant alternative explanations for BOT policy adoption across cases. Next, I examine 

the business politics literature on regulatory preferences and power. Firm and industry-

specific factors shape preference formation about policies and regulations including 

transparency, with business varying in its ability to achieve those preferences through the 

use of instrumental or structural power. For both literatures, I highlight central findings 

that inform the assumptions used to build the theory. 

Determinants of Transparency and AML Reforms 

Tax transparency and AML policy scholars have developed parallel research agendas 

examining overlapping empirical cases. Because beneficial ownership transparency (BOT) 
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sits at the nexus of tax transparency and AML reforms, I survey existing explanations in 

both literatures and suggest that they fail to explain BOT adoption in developed 

democracies. Somewhat surprisingly, neither literature substantively engages with the 

government transparency literature. Nevertheless, existing explanations from the tax and 

government transparency literatures provide a series of testable alternative explanations 

against my proposed endogenous theory. 

Over the last decade, political scientists have studied the ñABCò tax transparency 

reforms of automatic exchange of information (AEOI), beneficial ownership transparency 

(BOT), and country-by-country reporting (CBCR). AEOI requires financial institutions to 

automatically share certain account information with national tax authorities, which is then 

shared with other countriesô tax authorities participating in the exchange. BOT requires 

countries to maintain ideally a free, public, and central government register of the real 

person(s) who own reportable corporate entities. CBCR requires countries to collect 

information on the activities of multinational firms broken down by jurisdiction to allocate 

their tax burden appropriately. Hence theoretically BOT can be approached specifically as 

a tax transparency reform. 

Within this research agenda, international political economy researchers have 

studied the causes of AEOI and CBCR adoption but not the causal factors that determine 

BOT adoption. This empirical oversight is puzzling since BOT is arguably the most critical 

of the ABCs to achieving reformersô goals; knowing who owns what enables effective 

information exchanges and accurate assessment of firmsô holdings for tax and money 

laundering issues alike (Sharman 2011; Findley, Sharman, and Nielson 2014; ICRICT 

2022). Furthermore, existing theorized causes of AEOI and CBCR reform operating at 
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different levels of analysis struggle to explain BOT reform for developed democracies. I 

group these explanations into three themes: international coercion, domestic and 

international public salience, and transnational policy networks. 

First, the USôs coercive market power via its FATCA law is a key factor in 

explaining AEOI reform (Eccleston and Gray 2014; Hakelberg 2015; Lips 2019; Hakelberg 

2020). Other researchers have made similar arguments about the coercive power of FATFôs 

grey and blacklists over smaller, lower income countries in pressuring them to adopt a 

range of AML reforms (Sharman 2011; Morse 2019, 2022). But the FATFôs 2012 

recommendations did not require substantive BOT reform including a central register or 

public access, and their revised 2023 BOT standards recommend but do not require these 

changes. The FATF has also largely avoided grey or blacklisting EU and G20 countries for 

their failure to pass or implement global AML standards.1 Moreover, the US did not adopt 

its BOT law until January 2021. Dozens of countries had adopted BOT laws ï with some 

going well beyond FATFôs standards ï by the end of 2022. BOT law adoption by 

developed democracies cannot be explained through hegemonic coercion by powerful 

states like the US or by international organizations like FATF. 

Second, the global financial crisis and corporate tax scandals increased public 

salience of tax evasion and avoidance, opening a window for governments to adopt tax 

transparency reforms or to make commitments to tax transparency at the international level 

(Rixen 2013; Seabrooke and Wigan 2016; Emmenegger 2017; Christensen and Seabrooke 

2022). Earlier crises, such as the 1997 East Asian financial crisis and the 9/11 attacks, 

increased the salience of money laundering issues and produced reforms (Stiglitz 2002). 

 
1 The EU exception is Malta was on the greylist; the G20 exceptions are Turkey and Indonesia. 
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Relatedly, Jason Sharman argues rich, developed countries adopted anti-kleptocracy norms 

and policies through a long process of decentralized, undirected change (2017, 12). The 

end of the need to support corrupt anti-Communist regimes after the fall of the Soviet 

Union and new consensus around the idea that corruption causes poverty among 

development policymakers in the early 1990s gradually shifted global norms toward wide-

ranging anti-kleptocracy reforms. Yet Sharman further argues that individual scandals 

produced media coverage and political pressure, raising public salience about corruption 

and forcing politicians to enact specific policy reforms. Unlike heightened public outrage 

around corporate tax avoidance or corrupt politicians, awareness and indignation toward 

anonymous companies remained low even after a series of 2010s document leaks, the most 

famous being the 2016 Panama Papers. These revelations did not produce sustained, 

bottom-up pressure on politicians or regulators to either change their preferences or to press 

for reforms at the domestic or international level (Hakelberg 2020, 147). 

Third, the transnational network positions of elite tax professionals and the ideas 

they advanced within these networks contributed to CBCR reform (Seabrooke and Wigan 

2013, 2016; Christensen 2020) and in some instances gave experts from lower income 

countries outsized influence over international tax reforms (Hearson, Christensen, and 

Randriamanalina 2022). Transnational professional and policy experts advanced 

arguments supporting BOT laws within the FATF and the OECD but gained little traction 

within these arenas. These experts did gain some influence within the EU to include BOT 

as part of its broader successive AML reform packages. Yet expert influence cannot 

explain the ongoing hostility from domestic and international bureaucrats toward BOT 

during the 2000s and the 2010s, along with BOT policies in several countries like the UK 
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going beyond FATF standards at the time of adoption. These ideas were not new either; 

tax professionals and other experts began advocating for international tax transparency 

reforms including BOT in the wake of financial crises in the late 1990s and early 2000s 

and in the post-9/11 period. These experts prioritized achieving AEOI and CBCR reform 

in international discussions over BOT, making this causal factor and associated pathways 

less likely to influence domestic policy processes. 

Collectively, these explanations for tax and AML transparency reforms 

undertheorize the sources of actor-level preferences about tax transparency and how those 

preferences are integrated into the policymaking process. For US coercion explanations, it 

is assumed that some set of aggregated US domestic interests prefer tax transparency 

reforms without necessarily specifying which actors support transparency or the 

microfoundations for their support. Moreover, due to the USôs structural importance in the 

global financial system, achieving its policy preferences is taken as given. The public 

salience explanation faces similar issues: it is assumed rather than empirically established 

that politicians experience reputational costs from heightened public awareness and 

support for greater transparency to address tax issues, leading to politiciansô support for 

transparency reform in response to electoral threats. Lastly, the transnational professional 

networks explanation assumes that experts arrive at their preferences via their past 

experiences or ideological beliefs and then are spread successfully through their policy 

networks. While policy learning and diffusion certainly occurs at this level (Piotrowski, 

Ingrams, and Berliner 2022), substantial variation in the timing of adoption across 

countries despite international consensus remains unexplained. This dissertation addresses 

both levels of analysis ï where industry preferences come from and how they shape policy 
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outcomes ï rather than taking one level as given as is common in IPE research in the open 

economy politics tradition (Lake 2009). It does so by developing a theory based on 

differences in domestic information collection rules that generate inter-industry divisions 

in the benefits of and support for corporate transparency laws. 

Causes of Government Transparency Laws 

Researchers across political science, public policy, public administration, 

organizational studies, and business have studied the causes and consequences of 

government transparency reforms. This rich literature has produced causal explanations 

operating at the macro- (states and societies), meso- (organizational), and micro-level 

(individual) of analysis (Porumbescu, Meijer, and Grimmelikhuijsen 2022). In this section, 

I focus on explanations operating at the macro-level where government transparency laws 

are the dependent variable given the focus of this dissertation on national-level laws. 

Government transparency is not a one-size-fits-all term, and political scientists 

have parsed the concept into an ever-expanding set of categories covering different issue 

areas. Governmental (Grigorescu 2003), regime (Mitchell 1998), democratic (Fung 2013), 

fiscal (Alt and Lassen 2006; Wehner and De Renzio 2013; Alt, Lassen, and Wehner 2014; 

Rios, Bastida, and Benito 2016), monetary (Stasavage 2003), tax (Woodward 2016), trade 

(Kono 2006), budget (Bastida and Benito 2007), and economic policy (Hollyer, 

Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2018; Thrall and Jensen 2022) transparency are some types that 

researchers have examined across various political institutions. Those in comparative 

politics have most frequently assessed countriesô adoption of freedom of information laws 

(Birkinshaw 2006; Calland and Bentley 2013; Berliner 2014; Berliner and Erlich 2015; 

Michener 2015), while those in international relations often study access to 
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macroeconomic and financial data at the level of central banks, development agencies, 

finance ministries, or international organizations (Mitchell 1998; Broz 2002; Grigorescu 

2003; Stasavage 2003; Hale 2008; Hollyer, Vreeland, and Rosendorff 2018). These studies 

usually define transparency as recorded information that is made visible to users and allows 

users to draw accurate conclusions from it (Michener and Bersch 2013, 234). 

Common explanations within this literature largely fall within a rational choice 

institutionalist framework where structures shape the possible equilibria that actors can 

select. The first set of explanations is related to regime type where researchers theorize 

democracies are more transparent than autocracies (Lord 2007). This research finds that 

central bank, trade policy, and macroeconomic data are all more likely to be complete, 

accurate, and available under democratic regimes (Broz 2002; Kono 2006; Hollyer, 

Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2018). The assumed underlying mechanism is that a combination 

of a free press, civil society oversight, and regular free and fair elections increase the 

salience of issues where a lack of transparency contributes to societal harms. This leads the 

public to pressure politicians in democratic regimes to adopt and implement transparency 

reforms. Taken together, having democratic institutions limits a governmentôs ability to 

forestall government transparency reforms. 

The second set of explanations highlight the importance of legislature composition, 

where governments with members who favor transparency based on their personal 

characteristics are more likely to pass reforms (Porumbescu, Meijer, and Grimmelikhuijsen 

2022). Increasing representation of women in legislatures leads to greater attention toward 

issues of accountability and equality among politicians, producing greater transparency 

(Araujo and Tejedo-Romero 2018). Others have found that left-leaning parties are 
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generally more supportive of transparency overall and thus expect an increased likelihood 

of policy change under left-leaning governments (Grimmelikhuijsen and Welch 2012). Yet 

these explanations also assume rather than theorize independently where politiciansô 

preferences come from. Women or left-leaning legislators may not prioritize equality and 

accountability in their decision-making when it comes to their rationales for transparency; 

transparency may be an end in and of itself or used to achieve other goals. These 

explanations also do not distinguish between transparency policies directed toward 

government versus those directed toward firms or other actors. 

Political competition accounts start with the incentives of politicians and political 

parties as well. Politicians are concerned about the short time horizon problem of winning 

upcoming elections to maintain power and influence over policy. But politicians are also 

concerned about the longer time horizon problem of maintaining access to government 

information when they eventually are out of power. As a result, when electoral competition 

is high, legislatures are more likely to pass transparency policies to reduce uncertainty 

around their future access to information. This competition extends to multiparty 

coalitions, where parties trade secrecy for the ability to monitor their allies (Berliner and 

Elrich 2015; Michener 2015). Partisan competition has been shown to increase budgetary 

disclosures and the likelihood of passing freedom of information laws (Wehner and De 

Renzio 2013; Alt, Lassen, and Wehner 2014; Berliner 2014). High levels of 

competitiveness also increase public attention around corruption and transparency issues 

and make it more likely the government will adopt transparency. Electoral competitiveness, 

in other words, conditions policy adoption and implementation via politicians seeking 

access to information as a form of insurance. 
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Later studies questioned this logic and proposed two alternative mechanisms leading 

to transparency, particularly in high-corruption contexts where one would expect strong 

resistance to reform. Some theorize that transparency policies are adopted when politicians 

want to signal their support for transparency to show compliance with evolving 

international norms (David-Barrett and Okamura 2016). Others theorize that politicians 

support transparency primarily because greater access to information enables bottom-up 

monitoring of principals by agents (Michener 2014). Schnell (2018) extends this argument 

and contends that transparency preferences among corrupt politicians in high-corruption 

countries are primarily determined by their beliefs in their ability to control the scope and 

implementation of reforms. Corrupt politicians support adopting transparency laws when 

they believe they will be selectively implemented, granting the party in power monitoring 

capacities to punish opponents while protecting allies. These mechanisms deemphasize the 

importance of political competition and rational choice institutionalist explanations in 

favor of conforming to global norms (sociological institutionalist) or seeking greater power 

resources (historical institutionalist). Throughout this dissertation, I assess mechanisms 

associated with all three of these institutionalisms to descriptively establish the primary 

source of industry support for corporate transparency policies. 

In summary, the three main explanations for why politicians pass governments 

transparency policies include regime type, legislature composition, and political 

competition. Alternatives to the insurance mechanism theorized by political competition 

explanations include signaling and bottom-up monitoring. While these explanations vary 

in their specification of the causal mechanisms producing government transparency, they 

do not theorize how non-legislative actors, such as interest groups, influence politiciansô 
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decisions to adopt transparency policies. Since corporate transparency policies impact 

business, I propose a theory of why industries who previously opposed reform come to 

support it and how that support translates into influence in the policy process. Schnellôs 

(2018) political miscalculation mechanism combined with insights from the business 

politics literature offers a basis for developing actor-level microfoundations for variation 

in business preferences about corporate transparency policies. 

Determinants of Business Power and Regulatory Preferences 

 Since this dissertation in part seeks to explain how BOT laws were adopted despite 

substantial ongoing opposition from powerful business interest groups and without high 

public issue salience, I also review existing explanations from the business power and 

regulatory preferences literatures. I concentrate the review in this section on two questions: 

1) when do business interest groups have influence over policy, and 2) when do businesses 

support stronger regulation? Findings from both literatures fit squarely within rational 

choice and historical institutionalist frameworks that map onto the definitions outlined in 

the concepts section. I evaluate some of the alternative explanations examined here, along 

with those from the causes of transparency and AML reforms section, in Chapter 8. 

Determinants of Business Power 

 Researchers have studied when and how business has influence over political 

outcomes for several decades. While political scientists usually break business power into 

instrumental power ï non-core firm functions that businesses rely on to obtain a political 

edge, like campaign donations and lobbying, either directly as a firm or collectively 

through business associations (Culpepper 2011) ï and structural power ï firms and capital 

holders control investment decisions on which the economy depends for growth 
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(Przeworski and Wallerstein 1988), I group these explanations somewhat differently. 

These explanations fall into two themes: the ability for business to set the policy agenda 

and the ability for business to work together on issues that collectively impact them. 

Structural power explanations assess the ability of business to shape which policy 

proposals and reforms are on a governmentôs agenda. Business actors, particularly in the 

financial industry, occupy fundamentally important positions within domestic economies 

that circumscribe government action (Lindblom 1982; Young 2012; Culpepper 2015). 

Because capital has the implicit threat of exit to another country, governments will avoid 

putting issues on the agenda that would lead businesses to exit. These issues will either be 

absent from (the stronger claim) or be quickly removed from (the weaker claim) the 

governmentôs agenda. The number of exit options available to firms both subnationally 

(Hacker and Pierson 2002) and internationally (Winters 1996) increase business power, 

with some businesses being able to manipulate foreign legal institutions to increase the 

number of exit options available to them (Farrell and Newman 2015). Others argue that 

collectively held beliefs that business has structural power are sufficient to set the 

governmentôs agenda (Woll 2008; Kalaitzake 2017; Hathaway 2018; Babic et al. 2022). 

However, if the material threat of exit or collective beliefs in that threat are consistent over 

time, these arguments cannot explain why structurally powerful businesses fail to keep 

issues off the agenda and frequently lose policy fights (Culpepper 2015). Due to both the 

theoretical and empirical difficulty of measuring structural power, many scholars have 

focused on instrumental explanations that attribute variation in policy outcomes to 

differences in lobbying, donations, and other activity-oriented means of influence. 
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A related agenda-setting explanation is the ability of business to keep public issue 

salience low through their instrumental power. Governments are less likely to take up 

issues that lack public attention and instead gravitate toward solving higher-profile issues 

where they face political and/or electoral pressures for policy change. Similarly, low public 

salience issues attract less attention from both the public and civil society groups, giving 

businesses with resources and organizational capacity a greater likelihood of achieving 

their policy preferences. High public salience issues produce pressure on legislators, giving 

civil society groups a window of opportunity where they can push governments for policy 

changes as skilled policy entrepreneurs (Culpepper 2012; Kastner 2017, 2018; Kalyanpur 

and Newman 2019; Macartney, Howarth, and James 2020). Thus business will use the tools 

of ñquietò politics and attempt to mitigate the impact of events that increase salience to 

maximize their ability to win policy battles (Morgan and Ibsen 2021). 

For BOT laws, it is empirically puzzling that a powerful coalition of business interests 

spanning major ñBig Fourò accounting firms (Kalaitzake 2019; Christensen and Seabrooke 

2022), private equity and hedge funds, and weal managers (Harrington 2016) lost this 

policy fight under low public salience conditions. Although some researchers argue that 

the combination of the global financial crisis and a series of information leaks since 2013 

increased public issue salience and decreased business influence in this area, these 

explanations also expect reforms to happen shortly after these crises (Seabrooke and Wigan 

2016; Sharman 2017). Yet post-financial crisis, Moschella and Tsingou (2013) found that 

financial regulations were immune to punctuation-like changes despite high public salience 

because vested domestic interests and implementation gaps stymied substantive reforms. 

Some areas like consumer protections did have meaningful change when high public 
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salience combined with consumer group lobbying led to meaningful changes (Kastner 

2014, 2017). But further research suggests that high public salience interacts with other 

factors. Mertens (2019) finds that high public salience harms large firmsô policy influence, 

whereas large coalitions benefit large firmsô influence. In contrast, I offer a theory of when 

and how corporate transparency laws pass under conditions of low public salience that 

unfolds gradually over several years. 

The second set of explanations center on actor plurality, or whether business presents 

a divided or a united front in advocating for its interests (Pagliari and Young 2014; Young 

and Pagliari 2017). These divisions can either be related to business preferences being on 

opposite sides of an issue or differences in strategic approach to pursue their interests, with 

greater infighting leading to less business influence (Röeper 2021). For example, D¿r, 

Bernhagen, and Marshall (2015) find that business interest groups in the EU usually lose 

policy battles because they are often related to highly salient market regulation issues, 

unless interest group conflict is low, or the role of the European Parliament is restricted. 

Individual firms who participate in trade or professional associations are less likely to be 

divided; trade associations provide both the economic benefits of consolidating lobbying 

costs and the reputational benefits of membership in a trustworthy organization (Tucker 

2008). But these explanations also take as exogenous or undertheorize where business 

preferences come from and how they translate into strategies and influence (Woll 2008). 

The theory advanced in this dissertation draws from both issue salience and actor 

plurality explanations of business power to develop a set of plausible mechanisms that 

connect industry preferences to variation in corporate transparency law adoption. In brief, 

the layering of new information collection rules onto existing regulatory regimes (Streeck 
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and Thelen 2005, Mahoney and Thelen 2015) produces domestic inter-industry divisions 

in policy preferences, leading to a disunified response and decreasing overall business 

influence. In countries where civil society groups undertake policy entrepreneurship 

activities to pass corporate transparency laws, they coordinate strategy with aligned 

industry groups to overcome low public salience and to pass legislation. This form of 

gradual, endogenous institutional change (Gerschewski 2021) supports research over the 

last decade showing that regulatory reform for (non)financial industries often happens 

gradually (Moschella and Tsingou 2013), that the structural power of the banking industry 

is often overstated by IPE scholars (Macartney, Howarth, and James 2020), and that firms 

respond to existing regulatory strictness in forming their policy preferences and lobbying 

strategies (Valdez 2022). 

Determinants of Business Support for Regulation 

The assumption that firms and industries seek weaker rather than stronger 

regulations characterized the majority of political science research for several decades 

(Vogel 2005; Kinderman 2016). However, researchers have increasingly noted business 

actorsô preference for and involvement in seeking stronger rather than weaker regulations, 

including for corporate responsibility (CSR) issues like transparency. Returning to 

propositions by Stigler (1971), recent business politics research has theorized a range of 

firm and industry-level factors that lead corporate actors to support stronger regulations. 

First, industry structure shapes both firm and industry-level preferences. Firms in 

divided or competitive industries use regulation to create entry barriers for others. A key 

study by Gjølberg (2011) finds that firms who already score highly on CSR performance 

seek hard law reforms for one of two reasons: either want everyone to have to play by the 
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same rules so rivals lose their competitive advantage, or high-performing firms assume 

regulation is inevitable and thus seek to shape the scope of reforms. Firms with low 

anticipated adjustment costs to new rules from previous investments or sub-national 

regulations support climate change mitigation legislation to harm their competitors 

(Kennard 2020; Meckling and Trachtman 2021). Pharmaceutical and agrochemical firms 

producing goods in competitive markets benefit from stricter regulations banning their 

older products in favor of newer, patented products to maintain revenue and to undercut 

competitors (Perlman 2020). On the other hand, firms in coordinated or monopolistic 

industries promote additional regulations to capture benefits for themselves. Regulatory 

intermediaries in monopolistic markets seek to protect and extend existing control over 

regulatory tasks and to extract benefits from this control (Kellerman 2021). 

Firm-specific attributes matter as well, such as size (Plouffe 2017; Perlman 2020) 

and the amount of information assets held (Newman 2010). More recent work from 

Moehlecke (2021) finds that more innovative or complex firms in within their respective 

industries are more likely to support stronger domestic regulation to secure advantages over 

rival firms, which creates upward pressures for stronger global regulations. In the Nordic 

countries, SMEs and their business associations opposed new CSR regulations while large 

firms and MNCs supported them as the new rules would have imposed higher regulatory 

costs onto SMEs (Kinderman 2020). Firms who signed onto the UN Global Compact also 

lobbied for stricter regulations compared to non-signatory firms and industry associations 

(Van Den Broek 2021). In all cases, gaps between industry and firm-level investments or 

the ability to invest in regulatory capacity produces intra-industry variation in regulatory 

preferences (Genovese and Tvinnereim 2019).  
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A second source of preferences arises from concerns about legitimacy and 

reputation. Firms spend more on lobbying when they think their reputation is under threat 

and to send a credible signal to governments about the sincerity of their preferences 

(Bernhagen and Bräuninger 2005; James 2018). Whether a state signs onto the OECD anti-

bribery convention (Jensen and Malesky 2018) or lobbyists sign onto voluntary 

transparency disclosures in the EU (Nastase and Muurmans 2020), firms in both domestic 

and transnational contexts try to avoid the reputational fallout of opposing good 

governance measures. Likewise, Favotto and Kollman (2021) find that firms will acquiesce 

to demands for lobbying transparency to appease its stakeholders when there are legitimacy 

concerns or threats to their future business interests. Yet it is unclear when firms, industry 

associations, or lobbyists sign onto these agreements whether they are merely signaling 

compliance with norms since they expect little to no actual enforcement or sanctions from 

being transparent (Nastase and Muurmans 2020). 

Scandals present an acute threat to a firmôs reputation by raising public issue 

salience, but limited research suggests that scandals negatively impact reputation in narrow 

instances. Breitinger and Bonardi (2019) show that the severity or frequency of scandals 

matter less than who reports on a scandal, finding that new criticism and criticism from 

NGOs specifically can damage a firmôs reputation. Crippa (2022)ôs research suggests a 

cynical mechanism of investors not penalizing parents for the conduct of their subsidiaries, 

demonstrating how reputation as a mechanism is conditional on the ability of outsiders to 

attribute scandals to specific actors. Corporate transparency policies like BOT laws 

increase the ability for outsiders to monitor and attribute activities not only to individual 

firms but also specific individuals, making it particularly threatening to specific firmsô as 
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well as entire industriesô reputations. However, these findings suggest providing access to 

information via BOT may present a relatively minor threat if industries believe they can 

shape the extent of policy implementation.  

In summary, existing research theorizes that business actors will support stronger 

regulation for one of two reasons. The first reason is to gain a competitive advantage over 

rival firms or industries. Firms or industries that made previous investments in line with 

proposed rules or who are better positioned to absorb new costs arising from new, stronger 

rules will support government initiatives. Firm-specific attributes like size, primary asset 

type, and complexity can condition this relationship. The second reason is to preserve a 

firmôs or an industryôs reputation. Businesses who face direct pressure from the public, 

shareholders, or policymakers ï especially when the issue has broader impacts on society 

or where scandals can be directly attributed to a specific firm or industry ï will support 

stronger regulations like corporate transparency laws. Firms and industries who have made 

previous investments in regulatory compliance and/or who face direct reputational threats 

should thus be the most likely to support stronger regulations. 

The main theoretical proposition derived from this literature is that business 

decisions around whether to support stronger regulations like corporate transparency 

policies vary based on whether transparency will confer material advantages as a primary 

consequence of new regulation, then whether transparency will preserve their reputation as 

a secondary consequence. Although reputation matters, the conditions under which 

reputation has a discernable or independent effect on business policy preferences are 

tenuous. Many reputational threats coincide with the threat of substantial material costs, 

such as losing access to credit, lower consumer spending, or government fines. Moreover, 
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firms and industry associations have limited resources to pursue lobbying on every issue 

and want to claim policy wins for their members (Tucker 2008); securing material wins 

takes priority over reputational wins. Similarly, corporate transparency policies often 

require firms to collect information they have not gathered previously, imposing high fixed 

costs that can materially disadvantage members of industries that are required to collect 

information. This proposition of material interests taking precedence over reputational 

interests comprises a central part of the theory developed in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3: Theorizing Corporate Transparency Lock-In 

 

This chapter outlines a two-stage theory to explain variation in the adoption of 

corporate transparency laws within developed democracies. In brief, I theorize an alternate 

causal pathway ï which I call corporate transparency lock-in ï that explains variation in 

industry preferences toward and the adoption of corporate transparency laws, in contrast to 

arguments based on international coercion, scandals, or transnational expert networks as 

highlighted Chapter 2. Instead, I argue that corporate transparency laws succeed because 

some business interest groups themselves prefer greater transparency. These preferences 

are the result of previous policy decisions by governments mandating information 

collection from certain industries. Civil society groups engage in policy entrepreneurship 

and ally with newly-supportive industry groups and increase on pressure policymakers. 

Increased organizational diversity and size enable this coalition to successfully pressure 

politicians into adopting corporate transparency laws. 

My theory deviates from existing academic research that conceptualizes 

transparency as the collection and dissemination of information by assuming both of these 

conditions have been met. Information dissemination first requires collection to make 

transparency possible. Moreover, firms often have incentives to avoid collecting more or 

new information. Governments can make this decision for firms by adopting industry-level 

regulations requiring firms to collect information. Governments can turn to mandating 

information collection since it is a comparatively low-stakes, politically viable solution to 

many different policy problems. Previous policy choices mandating information collection 

for some industries generate inter-industry splits in their transparency preferences. 

Industries that must collect information prefer greater information dissemination and 
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access via corporate transparency laws either to lower their own collection costs or to 

impose costs onto their rivals. This shift in industry support gives civil society groups who 

advocate for greater transparency as policy entrepreneurs the opportunity to reach out to 

aligned industry groups to expand the size and diversity of their coalition. Civil society 

groups that leverage this opportunity to exchange information and coordinate strategy with 

aligned industry groups weaken the incumbent opposing coalition and increase pressure 

politicians to adopt corporate transparency laws. 

 This chapter is structured as follows. First, I lay out the actors relevant to the theory 

and their motivations: firms (aggregated to the industry level), civil society groups, and 

policymakers (both politicians and regulators). Next, I lay out the first stage of variation in 

why some industries support corporate transparency laws. I then elaborate the causal 

pathway leading from industry support to the adoption of corporate transparency laws, 

suggesting that the policy entrepreneurship from civil society groups produces a new 

coalition with supportive industry groups leading politicians to support adoption. I 

conclude the chapter with observable implications derived from the theorized causal 

pathway that are tested in the following empirical Chapters 5 through 8. 

Key Actors: Business Interest Groups, Civil Society Groups, and Policymakers 

For the first stage of the theory explaining variation in businessô transparency 

policy preferences, I focus on the interests and motivations of firms. I start with the 

assumption that firms are rational, profit-maximizing actors who will prioritize this interest 

over broader social welfare interests when the two come into conflict. This assumption 

commonly leads to the conclusion that firms have rank-ordered preferences for no 

regulation, then private self-regulation, then public regulation since new rules impose 
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unwanted constraints and costs onto business. Others have theorized that some firms can 

profit from regulation and therefore will demand stronger rules from governments, such as 

direct financial subsidies, control over entry by new rivals, the provision of substitutes and 

complements, or price fixing (Stigler 1971). I develop my theory from this latter 

assumption, highlighting how limited public regulation can create conditions where some 

industries benefit from more stringent rules like corporate transparency laws. 

Recent work in this area by Amanda Kennard (2020) on climate change policies, 

Carolina Moehlecke (2021) on climate change and anti-smoking policies, and Rebecca 

Perlman (2023) on agrochemical and pharmaceutical risk standards have examined several 

firm-level variables that affect business preferences for stronger domestic regulation and 

their influence over international regulatory efforts. Others have examined domestic 

variation in support for corporate social responsibility rules (Gjølberg 2011; Kinderman 

2020; Van Den Broek 2021), more liberal trade policies (Woll 2008; Plouffe 2017), and 

greater data privacy protections (Atikcan and Chalmers 2019) at both the industry and the 

firm level. I complement and extend their work by providing evidence of business support 

for stronger financial, AML, and corporate transparency regulations in the form of BOT 

laws. The propositions I make, however, can extend to business support for corporate 

transparency laws across a variety of policy areas. 

Beyond policy preferences, firms also form preferences about what strategy to 

pursue to achieve their policy objectives. I rely on a few stylized facts from the literature 

to form my premises about how firms pursue corporate transparency laws. First, firms 

influence policymaking primarily through lobbying, which they expect to be at least 

somewhat effective because firms have more and/or better information about their 
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activities compared to policymakers. Yet most firms do not lobby national governments. 

Lobbying is a costly activity requiring time, resources, and expertise that could be spent on 

other firm or industry objectives (Liu, Wei, and Zhang 2023). Firms that do lobby the 

government are more likely to be repeat players and to lobby across a variety of issues. 

Moreover, firms that do lobby individually will also frequently lobby through their 

professional, trade, or business associations (Ozer and Lee 2009). These associations 

enable firms to convey industry credibility, expertise, and a positive reputation to outsiders 

(Tucker 2008) and to delegate costly lobbying activities to one group when they share 

preferences with other firms in their industry (Selling 2020). Taken together, lobbying is 

the primary way firms try to influence policy, and most firms that do lobby engage in 

collective action through industry-level interest groups. 

Although the stylized facts above are based on the firm, I develop my theory at the 

industry level. I follow an open economy politics model (Lake 2009) where the interests 

and motivations of actors at one level of analysis can be aggregated to explain variation at 

higher levels. I take this approach for two reasons. First, regulations like corporate 

transparency laws are drafted to target entire industries rather than individual firms. 

Additionally, intra-industry characteristics at the firm level, such as market share 

concentration, cost structures, basis of competition, and barriers to entry tend to remain 

stable over time (Moehlecke 2019, 68). Firm size would be the most likely factor 

contributing to intra-industry variation as smaller firms are less able to absorb the high 

fixed costs of collecting new or more information. Yet if no firms within an industry are 

required to collect or disseminate information, firms of all sizes should oppose new 

transparency regulation due to these high fixed costs. Although corporate transparency 
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policies may affect some firms more than others, most have not made substantive, binding 

commitments to transparency that would lead to consequential firm-level variation in 

preferences. Therefore, individual firms are more likely to have similar transparency 

preferences to others in their industry and to lobby collectively, which increases the 

likelihood of achieving their policy preferences. 

For the second stage of the theory explaining how business support leads to the 

adoption of corporate transparency laws, I also must establish the interests and motivations 

of civil society groups and policymakers. I assume that civil society groups work toward 

achieving policy objectives to advance the public interest. Therefore, they prefer greater 

transparency and lobby governments to adopt corporate transparency laws. They believe 

corporate transparency laws like BOT are a transformative policy innovation that can be 

part of a solution to a range of policy problems. Many civil society groups argue that 

increased access to information will help address the underlying policy issues they seek to 

remedy, such as political corruption, corporate bribery, tax avoidance, environmental 

degradation, and other issues. Though these groups may debate whether to take an ñinsiderò 

strategy focused on lobbying policymakers versus an ñoutsiderò strategy developing a 

grassroots movement to pressure policymakers, they will prioritize insider lobbying as a 

counter-response to the lobbying strategy pursued by business interest groups.  

Similarly, civil society groups have comparatively limited resources for staffing, 

training, and outreach on issue advocacy and must strategically prioritize policy battles 

they think they can win (Kastner 2014, 2017, 2018; Pagliari and Young 2016). Civil society 

groups prioritize corporate transparency laws like BOT for lobbying because they have 

several qualities that increase the likelihood of obtaining policy change if they undertake 
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policy entrepreneurship activities. Policy entrepreneurs engage in a specific set of 

activities: framing problems and ideas, developing solutions, building coalitions, and 

seeking opportunities and attention to turn ideas into innovations that disrupt the status quo 

(Capano and Galanti 2018, 2021). Civil society groups saw BOT as winnable because it is 

compatible with many issue frames, which would bring a wider range of actors into a pro-

transparency coalition. The proposed solution is also straightforward: collect and 

disseminate a few pieces of information about the individual behind a corporate entity. 

Lastly, civil society groups can advocate for BOT specifically as a tax transparency reform 

at the domestic level, even if it is inadequate without greater international cooperation. 

By bringing in a wider range of policy actors, civil society groups can increase the 

resources available to them to lobby for policy change as well. Civil society groups lack a 

high level of organizing capacity to achieve their policy preferences, particularly in 

comparison to the financial industry (Scholte 2013). Therefore, they will exchange 

information, coordinate strategy, and attempt to form coalitions with other interest groups 

who share their policy preferences. This coalition building extends to business interest 

groups, who are open to utilitarian approaches that include working with civil society 

groups to advance the self-interest of their members (Beyers and DeBruycker 2018, 964). 

Taken together, these factors are why scholars observe civil society groups participating in 

or leading ñstrange coalitionsò with other interest groups that usually hold the opposite 

preferences or that the group has not partnered with before. 

The last set of actors are the policymakers who have the authority to adopt and 

implement corporate transparency policies. Both politicians and regulators are 

policymakers in that they have influence over the content and adoption of proposed policies 
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and that they are reasonably able to implement and enforce these policies once adopted. I 

base my assumptions about the behavior of policymakers on two stylized facts about their 

incentives to adopt new, stronger regulations.  

First, policymakers seek to adopt policies that benefit their core constituencies, 

which for both low and high salience issues include interest groups that policymakers work 

with or that are usually aligned with their policy goals. Support from politicians for stronger 

regulation arises when they believe the benefits to the public outweigh the costs to the 

regulated actors, often after interacting with interest groups. Support from regulators is 

contingent upon how demands for stronger regulation as a public good align with the policy 

objectives of their department. In other words, treasury department regulators will seek 

policies that make it easier to prosecute financial crimes; business department regulators 

will seek policies that make it easier for firms to do business. These goals may conflict 

with the motivations behind calls for greater corporate transparency from business interest 

groups and civil society groups. While these stylized facts seem obvious, they underscore 

that some policymakers will be aligned with the anti-transparency coalition while others 

will be aligned with the pro-transparency coalition. Entrepreneurship activities pursued by 

interest groups or by politicians and regulators themselves to increase the number of 

policymakers in the pro-regulation coalition increases the likelihood of adoption. 

Policymakers also seek to claim credit while avoiding blame. Both politicians and 

regulators fear a loss of reputation and autonomy when perceived harms or losses occur 

and when the public perceives policymakers as responsible for a specific failure. 

Policymakers want to avoid blame for potential future harms or losses attributable to the 

policy decisions that they make today as well. Calls for stronger regulation in the form of 
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corporate transparency align with both of these objectives. Greater transparency in theory 

should prevent or minimize harms that are being caused today, allowing legislators to credit 

claim. This transparency should also prevent or minimize these problems going forward, 

allowing legislators to avoid future blame. Thus when there is consensus among interest 

groups in favor of stronger regulation, it is easier for policymakers to claim credit and/or 

to avoid blame via passing corporate transparency laws. 

To review, the expected motivations and incentives of industry groups, civil society 

groups, and policymakers in relation to stronger regulations are as follows. Some industry 

groups have incentives to support stronger regulation, and they will attempt to influence 

the government through industry-level lobbying. Civil society groups prefer stronger 

regulation, attempt to influence the government through ñinsiderò lobbying, and are willing 

to form coalitions with industry groups that are aligned with their preferences. 

Policymakers seek stronger regulations when they believe the rules will benefit their core 

constituencies while allowing them to claim credit for policy success and to avoid blame 

for future failures. I integrate these assumptions about key actors and their motivations into 

the theory developed in the next two sections. 

Explaining Industry Group Support for Corporate Transparency Laws 

My theory draws from the ñtransparency action cycleò as a positive policy feedback 

process developed by Archon Fung, Mary Graham, and David Weil (2007).2 In their cycle, 

firms provide greater transparency within a relatively short window after a crisis or 

 
2 Fung, Graham, and Weil do argue that business support is one way to make transparency policies more 

effective: ñCompanies and other disclosing organizations may seek to improve disclosure for competitive 

reasons (for example, to raise entry barriers for other ýrms), to ward off more stringent federal regulation, to 

avoid the headaches that come with variable state disclosure requirements, or to reduce reputational risksò 

(2007, 178). I argue firms seeking to improve disclosure is often what causes transparency instead. 
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scandal.3 Whether governments require industries to be more transparent or firms 

voluntarily provide greater transparency post-crisis, having access to information changes 

the publicôs incentives to purchase a firmôs goods or services. The public is more likely to 

buy from transparent firms or from those that are revealed to provide better goods and 

services compared to competitors. The material and reputational benefits accrued by more 

transparent firms reinforce demands from the public and beneficiary firms for additional 

transparency. Instead, I argue the existence of this cycle often follows a different causal 

pathway driven by rule changes resulting in shifts in business preferences rather than by 

increasing public issue salience after a crisis.  

Corporate transparency lock-in starts with the assumption that firms have 

incentives both to avoid collecting information and to not disseminate information to 

outsiders, particularly when more information would reveal underlying issues and conflict 

with the firmôs goal of profit maximization. However, governments can require industries 

to collect information about a policy problem. This solution is politically viable because 

policymakers can make a low-cost investment in a regulatory regime and be seen as ñtaking 

actionò about a problem, while industries find it more difficult to resist calls for a lesser 

burden compared to full regulation. Industries that are required to collect information 

absorb the high fixed costs of these new rules, and new industries form to assist regulated 

industries in meeting their obligations. Greater access to information via corporate 

transparency laws would lower costs for regulated industries and force unregulated 

industries to bear costs they do not currently experience. Hence governments requiring 

 
3 Fung, Graham, and Weil do not define a specific length of time for these windows ï a common issue with 

theories based on exogenous shocks or critical junctures. Their 18 policy-specific case studies range from a 

few months to over a decade after the event. 
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industries to collect more information than they otherwise would create or obtain leads 

those industries to prefer greater corporate transparency in the absence of public pressure. 

I elaborate on each point in turn. 

Firms Have Incentives Not to Collect or Disseminate Information 

Corporate transparency lock-in begins when governments require industries to 

collect information they had not been gathering previously. Information collection by 

necessity precedes dissemination; actors cannot share or exchange information that they 

do not have. Academic research that examines both the causes and consequences of 

transparency frequently collapses these steps of collection and dissemination together. For 

instance, Jonathan Foxôs (2007) influential article theorizing the relationship between 

transparency and accountability assumes an actor has already collected the relevant 

information with outsiders demanding that this existing information be disclosed (see 

Figure 1). Other social scientists have conceptualized transparency as encompassing both 

information collection and dissemination across political science (Dingwerth and 

Eichinger 2010; Fung 2013; Hollyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2018), economics 

(Williams 2015), public policy (Coremans 2020), business (Bushman, Piotrowski, and 

Smith 2004), and several other fields. However, in practice these two steps often occur 

separately and underscore the differences in the costs that businesses bear when collecting 

versus disseminating information.  

 
Figure 1: Transparency as Information Collection &  Dissemination (Fox 2007, 669). 
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The information economics literature on transaction costs highlights how 

information collection has high fixed start-up costs for firms. These costs include the 

searching for and collecting the information, the opportunity cost of the time taken up by 

searching, and sorting through and integrating that information into a firmôs existing 

processes (Coremans 2020, 595; Hollyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2018, 40-42). 

Relatedly, mandated information collection usually generates concentrated costs for firms 

but diffuse benefits for society, so firms do not want to bear the costs of information 

collection for uncertain societal benefits (Stiglitz 2002; Fung, Graham, and Weil 2007). 

Therefore, if firms do not have a compelling business reason to collect additional 

information and justify these high start-up costs, they will avoid doing so.  

Firms have other incentives to not collect information related to blame avoidance. 

Firms and policymakers alike seek to avoid blame, and greater transparency makes this 

more difficult as increased access to information for outsiders increases outsidersô ability 

to attribute blame (Hood 2006; Stiglitz 2002, 488). Increasing information dissemination 

is not the only way to produce blame avoidance behaviors; requiring information collection 

can increase pressures on firms and industries to address an underlying problem. Issues 

become knowable and discoverable once an actor decides that a problem exists and to 

collect information about that problem. Avoiding collecting information that would 

threaten profits or require substantial changes to a firmôs business model allows industries 

to collectively ignore underlying issues. In other words, for firms ñignorance is a virtue if 

knowledge will lead to pressures to undertake costly changes to existing practiceò 

(Coglianese, Zeckhauser, and Parson 2004, 287). 
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A similar logic appears in critical theory-oriented research seeking to understand 

the role of information in politics from the perspective of both knowledge and ignorance. 

If ña successful knowledge economy relies on judgements concerning what and when 

information should be shared or encrypted, patented or made secret for maximum profitò 

(Birchall 2011, 14), then it also includes judgements about what information firms choose 

to collect or not. While this statement highlights how firms have incentives to maintain 

information asymmetries to maintain their competitive advantage, having an absence of 

information can achieve similar outcomes. Firms frequently choose to not collect 

information when knowledge of an issue would conflict with the goal of maximizing profit. 

They can strategically choose to maintain ignorance via denial to avoid addressing 

problems that would be too costly for them to solve (Best 2022). Thus in many instances 

firms do not collect information that would make them aware of problems they would have 

to address or increase the likelihood that outsiders become aware of the problem. 

Conversely, the resources required to disseminate information are comparatively 

low once collected, with technological advances enabling nearly costless information 

sharing today (Hollyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2018, 172). But these dissemination 

costs not only include the relatively few material resources necessary to distribute 

information, but also the potential financial and reputational costs a firm may incur from 

disseminating it. This logic mirrors related information economics research arguing that 

firms neither collect nor share information they believe will negatively impact them. One 

reason is that firms can increase information asymmetries between themselves and 

government or between themselves and other firms to exploit their market power (Stiglitz 

2002, 470; Perlman 2020). Maintaining secrecy or hoarding data allows firms to retain and 
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extend their competitive edge (Newman 2010). Similarly, firms have financial and 

reputational incentives to withhold negative information. Negative disclosures that can be 

attributed to specific firms may lead to lost business, legal fees, government fines, and/or 

increased regulatory costs (Breitinger and Bonardi 2019; Crippa 2022). Together these 

rationales for why firms avoid collecting and disseminating information form the basis of 

industry-level opposition to increasing corporate transparency. 

Empirical evidence highlights some of the real-world instances where firms prefer 

to avoid information collection and dissemination. A 2022 report from Efficient Frontiers 

International about the state of ñknow your customerò compliance across different types of 

financial industries found that ñ62% of respondents shared that identifying beneficial 

ownership was the biggest challenge when performing KYC checksò (7). Representatives 

from several financial industry groups referenced concerns about high concentrated costs 

and uncertain diffuse benefits from their requirements to collect beneficial owner 

information (Interviews 7, 12). They disagreed with the outsourcing of data collection to 

banks, credit unions, and other financial actors by the government when other industries 

did not have to bear these costs. These industry groups sought for the government to take 

on more of this burden and to level the playing field across professions with regards to 

information collection and dissemination requirements. Nevertheless, many agreed that 

they would or do support mandates to collect and disseminate information if they had better 

evidence of the concrete impacts of how this information benefits society. 

 On the other hand, leaks like the FinCen Files revealing the chronic failures of 

several banksô AML  programs to collect and share information have produced both 

financial and reputational consequences for the financial industry. The Australian financial 
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crime agency AUSTRAC fined bank Westpac 1.3 billion dollars for violations of its AML 

law in September 2020, making it the countryôs largest fine to date for AML violations. 

UK bank NatWest admitted guilt in a criminal prosecution and was find 265 million pounds 

by the Financial Conduct Authority for AML violations in December 2021. Both examples 

underscore motivations within the financial industry to avoid the consequences associated 

with regulatory enforcement due to their failure to collect and disseminate information. 

To summarize, there are several reasons why firms would neither collect nor 

disseminate information about their activities. Collecting information must come before 

dissemination, information collection is costly for firms, and not collecting information is 

a common strategy to avoid financial and reputational costs at both the firm and industry 

level. Firms that do not collect information will therefore oppose transparency since they 

would have to absorb the high fixed start-up costs of collection and face the potential 

financial and reputational costs of unintended dissemination. Moreover, information is 

rarely collected for its own sake; it is gathered and made available to address an underlying 

problem. I turn to this proposition next. 

Information Collection is a Politically Acceptable Policy Solution 

From the perspective of policymakers tasked with addressing a range of thorny 

policy problems, requiring firms to gather information that they currently do not collect is 

an acceptable solution they can pursue when other solutions are not politically viable. 

There are at least four reasons why mandating information collection is politically possible 

for policymakers, though not all of these reasons may be relevant for every instance of 

information collection. Several of these reasons are echoed by legal scholars Omri Ben-

Shahar and Carl Schneider (2014) about mandated disclosures in the United States, such 
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as requiring comparatively few resources from government (145) and firms preferring 

disclosure compared to ñhardò regulation (173). I suggest several of these rationales extend 

to rules requiring information collection as well. 

First, governments are limited in the resources they can invest in regulatory regimes. 

Regulators thus have restricted organizational, personnel, and financial capacities to 

effectively implement and enforce all of the rules within their purview. Knowing that firms 

and industries often will not collect information unless they are compelled to do so, 

regulators outsource information collection to business as a way to minimize the resources 

they must spend to oversee them. Second, there is regulatory precedent for compelling 

information collection across a range of policy areas despite conflicting objectives across 

different regulators. Firms must collect a variety of information and provide it on request 

to regulators that is not necessarily made available to the public or to politicians, such as 

tax, statistical, safety, environmental, and other information. Incrementalism via adapting 

existing minor changes from other policy areas (Lindblom 1959) presents the path of least 

resistance and makes it more difficult for regulators who disagree with wider information 

dissemination to oppose this approach in the future. 

Third, firms may prefer information collection over ñharderò or more substantive 

regulations as a next-best option. When presented with the option to either collect 

information about an issue or to change their way of doing business to address the 

underlying issue, the former is likely to be much less costly than the latter (though both are 

costly, as noted in the previous section). Relatedly, information collection as a new rule 

may fly ñunder the radarò of business interest groups who must juggle multiple legislative 

and regulatory issues simultaneously. Compared to other instances where governments 
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propose additional regulations on an industry, business interest groups will prioritize 

lobbying around more costly or damaging rules. For instance, in the United States the 

banking industry did not engage in the ñfrantic, all-out crazed, we're going to stop this no 

matter whatò lobbying from 2012 to 2016 when it came to opposing the Treasuryôs 

proposed Customer Due Diligence rule requiring limited collection of beneficial ownership 

information (Interview 3, 17). Bank industry groups opposed these rules and did not like 

them, but they were more focused on actively lobbying to roll back more stringent 

regulations that came out of the global financial crisis. Having to collect beneficial 

ownership information was a lower priority for banking industry groups in comparison. 

Fourth, information collection offers policymakers and firms a way to claim credit 

for ñtaking actionò about a problem. Though gathering data is often the first step in 

developing a viable solution to a problem, it often becomes an end in and of itself. This 

issue is common across government transparency initiatives where regulators collect and 

disseminate to information without having a clear notion of who will use the data or 

educating users about how to use the data (Ben-Shahar and Schneider 2014; Piotrowski 

2017). Transparency becomes the end rather than the means to an end. For instance, US 

President Barack Obama entered office on the promise of becoming the most transparent 

presidential administration in US history. While he did increase the amount and types of 

information available to the US public, greater transparency did not produce greater public 

trust, political participation, or other promises made by the administration. Firms and 

policymakers may expect information collection to become decoupled from the underlying 

issue rather than fixing the problem or facilitating future regulatory efforts. 
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Taken together, policymakers adopt information collection rules as short-term 

opportunistic decision to solve an immediate problem rather than as long-term strategic 

choice to increase broad-based support for transparency(Fung, Graham, and Weil 2007; 

Ben-Shahar and Schneider 2014). Though information collection rules, targeted 

transparency, and mandated disclosure have been adopted across a range of policy areas, 

politicians rarely engage in policy learning or ñlesson-drawingò about first adopting 

information collection rules as part of a long-term strategy to facilitate later coalition-

building for corporate transparency laws. Learning occurs among politicians about how to 

frame the issue to persuade others, how to deflect criticisms by using successful examples 

from other countries, how to design their law to be more effective at achieving the stated 

policy objectives and related tactical decisions. Civil society groups, however, recognize 

the strategic possibility for coalition building resulting from these decisions and often 

leverage them to their benefit. 

In summary, multiple justifications exist for why policymakers are both willing and 

able to mandate information collection by firms. Policymakers claim credit for taking 

action to solve a policy problem while working around the limited resources at their 

disposal to address the problem. As a relatively light-handed government action, (Fung, 

Graham, and Weil 2007, 5; Ben-Shahar and Schneider 2014, 5), these justifications also 

make it more difficult for firms to oppose information collection rules and/or to be 

successful at opposing them. Combined with the previous expectation of firms having 

strong incentives not to collect information, policymakers have all the more reason to 

compel information collection from firms when faced with a policy problem. 

Information Collection Rules Change the Preferences of Regulated Industry Groups 
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 Once policymakers adopt information collection rules as a legitimate and politically 

viable tool to address a policy problem, this decision changes the incentives of newly 

regulated industries to support corporate transparency laws. Historical institutionalist 

research has long noted that past policy choices shape both the regulation and distribution 

of information assets among firms as well as their policy preferences (Woll 2008; Newman 

2010). Industries that are compelled to gather information they would not otherwise collect 

are at a disadvantage compared to unregulated industries. Therefore, in contrast to Newman 

(2010) who theorizes that large firms do not want to share their information assets because 

it would erode their competitive advantage, rules that require some firms to collect 

information but not others generate different incentives. Rather than wanting to maintain a 

closed data environment, regulated industries seek a more liberal data environment with 

greater information dissemination. 

These information collection rules produce two mechanisms that lead some 

industry groups to support corporate transparency laws. The first mechanism is cost 

absorption among the regulated industries (Atikcan and Chalmers 2019; Kennard 2020; 

Perlman 2020; Van Den Broek 2021; Meckling and Trachtman 2022). Regulated industries 

must dedicate resources to developing an information collection regime, training personnel 

to implement said regime, and conducting ongoing monitoring of it. Business interest 

groups often do not fully realize their regulatory costs until they must comply with new 

rules either and may find that they were higher than anticipated. Industries that have already 

absorbed the cost of regulation thus seek stronger transparency rules to level the playing 

field with their unregulated competitors (Gjølberg 2011; Van Den Broek 2021).  
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In some instances, however, industry groups may attempt to pre-empt unequal cost 

absorption. By the late 1990s, the EUôs AML regime required financial institutions to 

collect client information, but the Parliament and the Commission sought to expand 

coverage to non-financial institutions as well. Drafts of the first EU AML  directive 

included a range of legal services providers and other professions. As a result, ñbar 

associations and their lawyers lobbied to be excluded from the proposed legislation, while 

accountants, notaries, and other providers of legal services lobbied for a level playing fieldò 

(Shaughnessy 2002, 27). Opposition from lawyers signaled their want to avoid costly new 

information collection rules, whereas support from other legal services groups signaled 

their want to equally impose costs onto their competitors offering incorporation services 

business. All  of these professions were ultimately included in the first EU AML directive. 

Another example related to supply chain transparency is when major apparel 

companies like Nike and Leviôs began voluntarily collecting and sharing lists of their 

supplier factories. Although the initial driver for these apparel companies to begin 

collecting information came from NGO, media, and public attention to supplier factory 

labor conditions, Nike and Leviôs realized that greater information sharing would lower 

their overall oversight costs. Publicizing factory lists ï especially those used by multiple 

apparel firms ï would increase auditing collaboration between brands and reduce duplicate 

monitoring costs (Doorey 2011, 598). Cost-cutting rather than negative reputational 

consequences ultimately determined their support for and efforts to increase supply chain 

transparency. Yet large firms like Nike and Leviôs have the resources to voluntarily collect 

this information. Institutionalizing information dissemination via a corporate transparency 
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law codifies reducing regulatory costs related to information collection and analysis and 

leads to industry-level support for greater transparency. 

This industry-level cost absorption around information collection rules varies 

across countries, with further historical context provided around AML  laws in Chapter 5. 

In the United Kingdom after March 2004, banks, credit institutions, regulated investment 

activities, electronic money issuers, long term life insurers, money service businesses, 

corporate formation agents, trust providers, casinos, high value good dealers, lawyers, and 

accountants all had to comply with the UK AML regime. In contrast, only banks and 

related financial institutions, insurance companies, securities and investment companies, 

gambling service providers, bullion dealers and providers of alternative remittance services 

had to comply with the Australian AML regime after December 2006. This layering forced 

newly regulated industries to absorb the costs of complying with customer due diligence 

rules, leading them more industries to support BOT in the UK compared to Australia since 

transparency would lower their costs to access information for compliance or could impose 

new due diligence costs onto their competitors. Recent research on regulatory 

intermediaries reaches a similar conclusion: in competitive environments, industries can 

be incentivized to support their disempowerment by devolving authority back to the 

regulator to save costs and/or impose costs on competitors (Kellerman 2021). 

The second mechanism is incentivizing the creation and institutionalization of 

industries that collect and sell information and services to third parties (Liss and Sharman 

2015). The rise of intermediaries to assist industries in collecting information to manage 

risk or to assess their competition has grown exponentially over the last few decades. The 

AML  compliance and technology industry owes its existence to the passage of laws 
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criminalizing money laundering and requiring firms to take proactive steps to minimize 

their facilitation of it. These ñbeneficial ownership data providers have pioneered data-

driven approaches to due diligence and incorporated these into software solutions for banks 

and other businessesò (OpenOwnership 2022, 21). The rise of new corporate tax 

transparency requirements has generated new disclosure-related business, particularly for 

the Big 4 firms (Christensen and Seabrooke 2022, 20). Nike had hired Ernst & Young and 

PricewaterhouseCoopers in the early 2000s to conduct its supply chain auditing but brought 

the team back in-house after several failures (Doorey 2011, 593). These industries have an 

interest not only in their continued existence, but also in lowering the cost of the services 

they provide via greater information sharing to maximize profits. 

The creation of new industries has been highlighted by scholars of government 

transparency as well. Most freedom of information users at the federal level in the United 

States are businesses trying to find out information about other businesses (Fung, Graham, 

and Weil 2007; Kwoka 2016). A third-party industry formed where firms pay middleman 

companies to file FOI requests on their behalf in an attempt to uncover their rivalsô 

corporate strategy or trade secrets. Therefore, when governments mandate that an industry 

collect information, new or existing intermediaries will step in to fill that gap and often 

support greater corporate transparency to lower the costs of the services they provide. 

Regulated industries will also seek to lower their outsourcing costs through greater 

information sharing and validation enabled by corporate transparency laws. 

In sum, policymakers incorporate new actors and/or instruments into a countryôs 

regulatory regime by grafting new institutional arrangements onto the existing regime 

(Mahoney and Thelen 2015; Capano 2019). This decision creates incentives for regulated 
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industries to favor transparency via the creation of policy feedbacks that change the 

preferences of existing interest groups and bring new interest groups into the policymaking 

process (Pierson 1993). In this instance, regulated industries seek greater information 

dissemination from the government to lessen their burden or to impose collection and 

dissemination costs onto others. This preference shift represents only the first half of the 

corporate transparency lock-in process. The second half of this process where business 

preferences are translated into legislative change is outlined in the following section. 

How Industry Preferences Influence the Adoption of Corporate Transparency Laws 

 While some industries have incentives to support corporate transparency laws, this 

support does not necessarily translate into actively lobbying governments for stronger 

regulation. When faced with a possible corporate transparency law, industries can choose 

whether to (1) actively oppose it, (2) passively support or oppose it, or (3) actively support 

it. With the adoption of information collection rules, regulated industries that would have 

opposed a corporate transparency law are now much more likely to actively support it. 

These regulated industries seek to ensure that they can obtain the benefits of greater 

information dissemination from the government to offset the high costs of their own 

information collection. Some regulated industry groups may passively support greater 

transparency and rely on the lobbying of others to achieve their preferences. In contrast, 

unregulated industries remain opposed and will actively lobby against them to avoid the 

twofold costs of new information collection and dissemination costs. Still, this new 

industry-level split between opposing and supporting industry groups presents an 

opportunity that can be exploited by other actors, such as civil  society groups. 

Civil Society Groups Engage in Policy Entrepreneurship to Create ñStrange Coalitionsò 
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Even in the absence of industry group support, civil society groups seek the adoption 

of corporate transparency laws and to expand membership in their supporting coalition. 

Interest groups became policy entrepreneurs when they invest their time, personnel, and 

resources over an extended period to achieve their policy preference of greater corporate 

transparency (Sell and Prakash 2004; Kastner 2017). The standalone coalitions and 

campaigns civil society groups formed ï such as the FACT Coalition in the US and the 

#endsnowwashing campaign in Canada ï signaled the seriousness of their efforts. FACT 

and members of the UK coalition specifically decided to make BOT one of their priorities 

for policy change in the early 2010s because they thought the issue was ñwinnableò despite 

opposition from several industry groups and wealthy individuals (Interview 15, 29, 37). 

Their perception of winnability arose from corporate transparency being amenable to 

multiple issue frames, the policy solution being simple and straightforward to explain to 

politicians, and information leaks bringing additional attention to the issue among interest 

groups and policymakers alike (Capano and Galanti 2020). 

Civil society groups spent much of their time and resources highlighting the many 

issues connected to anonymous companies and selecting which frame would work best for 

potential coalition partners. They collected data and produced reports about labor abuses 

in the oil and minerals industries, about corrupt leaders siphoning off development and aid 

funds to political elites, and about money laundering through high-end real estate around 

the world, among other issues. They conducted outreach with previous civil society 

partners and educated them about how anonymous shell companies intersected with their 

work, bringing in environmental, human rights, and faith-based groups into their coalition. 

In these conversations, these groups introduced BOT as a simple, straightforward solution 
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ï collecting and publishing a few key details about the real owners behind corporate entities 

ï that could be integral to solving the problems that these groups work on. When 

information leaks did occur, entrepreneur civil society groups leveraged these moments to 

approach potential interest group partners to expand membership in their coalition. These 

first-mover advantages of greater information and credibility on the issues increased their 

likelihood of later policy influence (Crepaz et al. 2023). Taken together, these civil society 

groups leveraged several strategic openings that made BOT seem like a winnable issue in 

the long run, even if they struggled with short-term successes. 

Moreover, in countries where the government had expanded their AML regime, these 

civil society coalitions knew that AML-regulated industry groups should support BOT 

either to lower their own regulatory costs or to impose costs on other industries. They 

sought out these industry groups to become members in their coalition, particularly those 

with sufficient resources to be active supporters and contribute to lobbying the government. 

In the US, the FACT Coalition reached out to key banking industry groups within a month 

of the government finalizing the Customer Due Diligence Rule and agreed that they should 

work together to secure the adoption of a US BOT law (Interview 11, 17, 21). Civil society 

groups will often seek out individually supportive firms as well as industry or professional 

associations to expand their coalition (Weirauch, Carodenuto, and Leipold 2022). Would-

be coalition members are often waiting for someone else to take the lead or free riding off 

othersô efforts until it becomes clear the coalition can win (Emmenegger 2021, 618). For 

business interest groups, they are willing to work with civil society groups when doing so 

advances the self-interest of their members (Beyers and DeBruycker 2018, 964). Civil 

society groups thus leveraged the incentives for regulated industry groups to support 
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corporate transparency and took the lead on this issue to overcome the collective action 

problem of organizing to lobby collectively (Pierson 1993, 600). 

Beyond establishing ties with aligned industry groups, civil society groups sought 

access to key decision-makers within government. The UK civil society coalition gained 

direct access to PM David Cameronôs business minister Vince Cable through a personal 

aide rather than going through the ministryôs bureaucrats to make the case for adopting 

BOT (Interview 37, 40). This minister became the champion for BOT within the business 

department, even when many of his bureaucrats opposed it. The Canadian civil society 

coalition worked to cultivate bureaucratic allies across several government departments 

(Interview 31, 34). Members of these advocacy coalitions linked the issue of anonymous 

companies to a wide variety of policy areas to maximize potential coalition partners within 

government, and they framed it as a winnable battle among a set of possible tax 

transparency and AML reforms. Together these strategies strengthened the pro-

transparency coalition against the opposition among some policymakers. 

Nevertheless, growing coalitions face collective action problems around mobilizing 

and organizing. More actors increase tension around specific tactics and legislative 

demands even when their general preferences are aligned. Concentrated interest groups are 

easier to organize than diffuse groups (Olson 1965; De Bruycker, Berkhout, and Hanegraaf 

2019). Some civil society and business groups are membership-based organizations, such 

as organized grassroots movements or professional associations, are more diffuse and thus 

harder to organize. But sustaining the cohesion of strange coalitions around corporate 

transparency laws is feasible over long periods because both industry and civil society 
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groups obtain complementary benefits from remaining in the coalition, and both are less 

reliant on member-based strategies that inhibit organizing. 

Transparency policies appeal to left and right-leaning interest groups as transparency 

can address key issues around development and inequality as well as around regulatory 

costs and geopolitical issues (McNamara 2022). Industry groups also gain political cover 

for supporting a public interest regulation like transparency in tandem with civil society 

groups rather than facing accusations of merely pursuing their self-interest (Kastner 2017). 

These industry groups can free ride somewhat on the policy leadership of civil society 

groups in ensuring that the issue remains on the active policy agenda as well (Emmenegger 

2021). On the other hand, civil society groups gain access to additional lobbying resources, 

such as access to policymakers who otherwise would not engage with them or additional 

personnel to work on the policy campaign, that they would not have by partnering with 

business interest groups. Together these qualities make it more attractive for industry and 

civil society groups to join and to remain in a cross-sectoral coalition. 

Issue mobilization presents another issue for coalitions, where groups that represent 

general, diffuse interests struggle to mobilize as effectively as groups with specific, 

concentrated interests (De Bruycker, Berkhout, and Hanegraaf 2019). Both business and 

civil society groups represent specific, concentrated interests related to that specific 

industry or policy area. NGOs often specialize in niche issue areas to increase their 

credibility when lobbying and to attract dedicated resources to specific causes. This shared 

quality means that neither type of interest group has a clear, distinct advantage in 

mobilizing as part of a strange coalition. Furthermore, once interest groups have invested 

resources into a coalition, they feel greater pressure to continue contributing resources to 
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ensure their lobbying efforts do not fail (Beyers and DeBruycker 2018; Junk 2019). 

Together strange coalitions attract the attention of policymakers who likely would ignore 

the issue since cross-sectoral coalitions remain relatively rare in politics (Junk 2019; 

Pagliari and Young 2020) and because they increase the credibility of their policy 

preference for greater transparency. I elaborate on this point in the next section. 

Governments Prefer to Adopt Laws Supported By Large, Heterogenous Coalitions 

The formation of a cross-sectoral coalition ranging from financial and real estate 

industry groups to environmental and faith-based groups to small business and law 

enforcement groups exemplifies a ñstrange coalitionò of interest groups that normally do 

not work together. These strange coalitions are often politically powerful: governments are 

more likely to adopt laws supported by large, heterogenous coalitions because they send a 

clear informational signal of broad-based support (Nelson and Yackee 2012; Mertens 2019; 

Dwidar 2022). Coalition size matters because larger coalitions become too big for 

politicians to ignore their policy preferences, while heterogeneity in the types of 

organizations and their political leanings suggest a cross-ideological consensus among 

professionals and experts about corporate transparency as the best policy solution. Both of 

these qualities allow policymakers to claim credit for adopting best practices for achieving 

the objectives of a policy as well as for supporting a popular proposal. This idea appears in 

policy documents from several interest groups in relation to BOT: 

ñBeneficial ownership transparency is one of the few causes that brings together a wide 

range of stakeholders that usually oppose each other: civil society organizations, 

financial institutions, journalists, tax authorities, international organizations, financial 

intelligence units, law enforcement, and private companies involved in complianceò 

(OCCRP 2022). 
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Large, heterogenous coalitions also enhance political entrepreneursô ability to 

increase issue salience among other policymakers, even when its public awareness does 

not increase. Politicians who support corporate transparency laws recognize they need 

assistance to overcome the collective action problem in building a sizeable, diverse pro-

transparency coalition. For instance, Senator Carl Levin in the US and MP Margaret Hodge 

in the UK held meetings with colleagues from opposing parties and collaborated with 

advocacy groups to persuade additional legislators to support BOT. However, given many 

other competing policy priorities, these political entrepreneurs rely on civil society groups 

to engage in policy entrepreneurship activities to lay the groundwork for them by engaging 

in awareness-raising, relationship-building, and coordinating strategy among both interest 

groups and other policymakers via lobbying. The growing coalition increasingly attracts 

the attention of other politicians and eases political entrepreneurôs ability to persuade other 

politicians to support corporate transparency laws. Interest groups themselves believe that 

coalition building and lobbying works to increase issue salience among policymakers, with 

ñover 80% of interest groups believe coalitional lobbying to be effective for influencing 

public policyò (Dwidar 2022, 304).  

Relatedly, would-be political entrepreneurs recognize that there are some types of 

outreach and tactics that interest groups can pursue as policy entrepreneurs even when 

legislators themselves cannot do so. Politicians may run into issues related to party 

seniority or committee assignments that limit them from taking more aggressive 

approaches, such as publicizing the opposition of a fellow party member in an attempt to 

pressure them into supporting a corporate transparency law. Having a large, heterogenous 

coalition that can undertake tactics with potentially negative political consequences 
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facilitates political entrepreneursô ability to secure support for a corporate transparency 

law. Conversely, interest groups know that entrepreneurial politicians have tactics 

available to them that they do not, such as vote trading or personal connections to obtain 

support for specific legislation. But political entrepreneurs often cannot use these tactics 

until it becomes evident that there is widespread support for adopting a corporate 

transparency law ï which the large, diverse pro-transparency coalition provides. 

Collectively, large, cross-sectoral coalitions increase the efficacy of political entrepreneurs 

in securing the political support necessary to pass corporate transparency laws. 

Once a country broadened its AML information collection regime and a formal cross-

sectoral advocacy coalition formed, it took less than two years for the opposing coalition 

to weaken and fail to keep BOT off the policy agenda. Prime Minister David Cameron 

announced the UK government would propose a BOT bill in Parliament in early 2013, 

hosting several rounds of consultations and hearings over 2013-14 before its adoption in 

March 2015. Though a BOT bill had been introduced in every US Congress since 2008, it 

failed go beyond the committee stage for over a decade. In 2018, the new bank-backed 

coalition prevented a broader AML reform bill from coming out of committee when it did 

not include BOT, signaling the strength of the new coalition and the importance of 

corporate transparency. In 2019, a BOT law passed the House as a standalone bill with 

support from previously opposing industry groups like the US Chamber of Commerce. The 

final successful push occurred when a modified version of the 2019 BOT law was included 

as part of the 2021 National Defense Authorization Act and adopted over President 

Trumpôs veto in January 2021. Some Canadian provinces held subnational consultations, 

such as British Columbia and Quebec, about creating their own BOT registers from 2018 
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to 2020 since the majority of incorporations occur at the provincial level. The federal 

government hosted parallel consultations in 2019 and 2020 before making a final 

commitment in the 2021 budget to bring a BOT register online by the end of 2025, 

accelerated to 2023 in the wake of Russiaôs invasion of Ukraine. In contrast, the Australian 

government has not adopted a BOT law in the absence of a cross-sectoral advocacy 

coalition and with relatively fewer industries having to comply with AML information 

collection regulations. Figure 2 summarizes the theorized causal pathway, including the 

negative outcomes where corporate transparency laws fail to pass. 

 
Figure 2: Visualizing Corporate Transparency Lock-In  
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Summarizing Corporate Transparency Lock-In  

To review the process of corporate transparency lock-in, I argue industry groups are 

initially united in their opposition to corporate transparency policies. The high fixed costs 

of information collection and the potentially high financial and/or reputational costs of 

potential information dissemination form the basis of their opposition. Although CSR-

oriented business interest groups are aligned with civil society groups, their support is 

insufficient to persuade policymakers of widespread consensus for greater corporate 

transparency. The layering of new information collection rules onto existing domestic 

regulatory regimes (Streeck and Thelen 2004, Mahoney and Thelen 2015) produces inter-

industry divisions in their corporate transparency policy preferences. Industry support 

arises from the collection costs regulated firms within these industries absorb from 

complying with new rules (Perlman 2020; Kennard 2020) or from the creation of new 

industries to assist with rule compliance (Liss and Sharman 2015). These industries now 

prefer greater information dissemination to facilitate coordination for the bottom-up 

monitoring required by regulation and/or extending information collection and 

dissemination rules to other industries to impose costs onto them.  

But regulated industries will not act alone to lobby for greater corporate transparency. 

They require the presence of civil society groups advocating for corporate transparency 

policies to engage in policy entrepreneurship activities (Kastner 2017, 2018; Roland 2020). 

These civil society groups overcome the collective action problem in forming a new 

advocacy coalition and coordinate strategies to pressure governments into adopting the 

law. This large, diverse coalition has a higher likelihood of success in lobbying politicians 
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to adopt corporate transparency laws, despite low public issue salience and continued 

opposition from other powerful business interest groups (see Figure 2). 

Importantly, governments do not increase or expand information collection rules ï 

either by covering additional activities or additional types of actors ï with the intention of 

fostering more favorable conditions to pass corporate transparency policies. While ñthe 

basic strategy is for the regulator to discover, exploit, and, if necessary, create asymmetric 

interests in the release of relevant information,ò policymaker intentionality around 

pursuing this strategy is rare (Coglianese, Zeckhauser, and Parson 2004, 289). Fung, 

Graham, and Weilôs research suggests that transparency as a policy tool was selected 

ñusually without any awareness by their creators that they were participating in a more 

general innovation in governanceò (2007, 5). Rather, information collection is an 

acceptable low-stakes policy tool that policymakers use to address variety of problems and 

that industries have a harder time successfully opposing. Research on mandated disclosures 

finds that regulated entities prefer transparency to more intrusive techniques (Ben-Sharar 

and Schneider 2014, 6). The downstream effects of new rules produce inter-industry 

divisions about transparency as an unintended consequence of the previous policy change. 

This idea mirrors both institutions and public policy literature concerning feedback effects; 

policies create new politics that contribute to self-reinforcing cycles (Pierson 1993). 

My theory echoes several historical institutionalist accounts that question the 

importance of exogenous shocks as the primary explanation for major institutional changes 

like the adoption of corporate transparency laws. Shocks often accelerate or deepen 

changes that were already in motion and would have occurred in their absence. This theory 

also underscores the importance of agency; if actors do not take advantage of smaller 
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opportunities, like preference shifts within the incumbent anti-transparency coalition 

leading to an opportunity to increase membership in a new pro-transparency coalition, then 

the policymaking process can stall at one stage for an extended period. Finally, it highlights 

how high public issue salience is necessary to pass corporate transparency laws. Prominent 

business interest groups can lose policy fights in low salience environments when inter- or 

intra-industry preferences differ on a policy issue. 

Lastly, the corporate transparency lock-in process I theorize and test using a tax 

and AML-related transparency policy is not the only policy area where this cycle can 

operate. Requiring social media platforms to collect information about hate speech or 

usersô privacy preferences, requiring manufacturers to collect information about the safety 

and efficacy of their products (Perlman 2020), or requiring firms to collect information 

about their carbon emissions and environmental impacts more broadly (Kennard 2020; 

Moehlecke 2021) are all additional plausible instances where industries that are required 

to collect information about these activities would support and lobby for stronger corporate 

transparency laws. 

Preview of Hypotheses and Empirical Chapters 

Based on the theoretical propositions and mechanisms linking industry policy 

preferences to the adoption of corporate transparency laws, below are the hypotheses 

related to each stage of corporate transparency lock-in: 

¶ Industry-level preference shifts about corporate transparency laws occur after the 

countryôs government adopts new information collection regulations. (Chapter 5) 

 

¶ Industry associations and related business interest groups attribute their support for 

corporate transparency to lowering regulatory costs or to imposing costs onto their 

rivals. These actors seek hard law to level the playing field. (Chapter 5) 
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¶ After the industry preference shift, civil society groups can act as policy 

entrepreneurs by allying with aligned industry actors to expand the supporting 

coalition. These groups act as policy entrepreneurs rather than regulated firms and 

industry associations. (Chapter 6) 

 

¶ Civil society groups and aligned industry groups exchange information and 

coordinate strategy through an advocacy coalition, such as contacting legislators, 

developing messaging and framing strategies, and related activities. (Chapter 6) 

 

¶ The increase in the size and organizational diversity of the coalition supporting 

corporate transparency is the primary reason why more politicians come to support 

the law. In the absence of a large, cross-sectoral advocacy coalition, adoption does 

not occur. (Chapter 6) 

 

¶ The new pro-transparency coalition exchanges information among each other and has 

greater influence over the contents of the final law and regulations than the opposing 

coalition. (Chapter 7) 

 

The following four chapters provide empirical evidence demonstrating the 

existence of corporate transparency lock-in. I outline my methodology in Chapter 4: the 

case selection logic, the theoryôs scope conditions, the process tracing approach, and the 

data collected to test the theoryôs hypotheses. In Chapter 5, I examine the shift in 

information collection rules and how it changed industry group preferences, focusing 

primarily on the United Kingdom as an unlikely early mover on BOT paired with the 

United States as an unlikely case for BOT adoption after over a decade of failed advocacy. 

This chapter highlights within-case variation over time and the importance of new 

information collection rules in shifting industry preferences and enabling entrepreneurial 

civil society groups to build a broad coalition. In Chapter 6, I primarily examine Canada 

and Australia to evaluate between-case variation in adoption outcomes. This chapter 

highlights the importance of having dedicated civil society groups acting as policy 

entrepreneurs leveraging inter-industry divisions to advocate for policy change. Chapter 7 

uses US data from the notice-and-comment regulatory process for the 2021 Corporate 
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Transparency Act to test whether the pro-transparency coalition had greater influence over 

the final rules compared to the opposing coalition. I then review three plausible alternative 

explanations ï high issue salience and bottom-up public pressure from exogenous shocks, 

top-down pressure from international organizations like the FATF, EITI, and OGP, and the 

role of federalism ï and discuss how they offer incomplete explanations across all four 

empirical cases in Chapter 8. I conclude with discussion of the empirical, theoretical, and 

policy contributions of this dissertation in Chapter 9. 
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Chapter 4: Methods 

This dissertation theorizes a generalizable causal process that can explain variation in 

both business policy preferences about corporate transparency laws and in the domestic 

adoption of corporate transparency laws. My goal in the following chapters is to test this 

theorized causal process using the case of beneficial ownership transparency (BOT) laws 

in four developed democracies: the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and 

Australia. In this chapter, I outline the mixed-methods approach taken that combines 

qualitative process tracing with quantitative regression and text reuse analysis to test the 

theory. I collect data from a variety of sources, including media reporting, government and 

interest group reports, legislative testimony, lobbying disclosures, public consultation 

comments, and 50 semi-structured elite interviews for the qualitative analysis of the theory 

in Chapters 5 and 6. For the quantitative analysis in Chapter 7, I hand-coded 450 public 

comments on proposed BOT rules in the United States to test whether the industry-civil 

society coalition exchanged information with one another and exerted greater influence 

over the final BOT rules. 

This chapter is structured as follows. I first outline the universe of cases, the case 

selection process, and the scope conditions of the argument. I then discuss the 

operationalization of the two dependent variables, business transparency policy 

preferences and the adoption of BOT laws, as well as the two independent variables of 

broadening information collections and civil society groups as policy entrepreneurs. Next, 

I review the data I collected to test the argument in greater detail, particularly the semi-

structured elite interviews and the relationship between the variables, hypotheses, and data 

sources used to assess the argument. I conclude by describing the ñparallel demonstrationsò 
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approach I take to process tracing (Peinert 2018) and how I address some of the weaknesses 

of process tracing as a method. 

Background, Case Selection, and Scope Conditions 

The Global State of Play for Beneficial Ownership Transparency 

As defined in Chapter 1, ña beneficial owner is a person who ultimately has the 

right to some share of a legal entityôs income or assets, or the ability to control its activities. 

Beneficial ownership transparency reveals how companies and other legal entities or 

arrangements, such as trusts, are owned and controlled by their beneficial ownersò 

(OpenOwnership 2022). Shared attributes across BOT laws worldwide include the 

implementation of a central government-run registry of beneficial ownership information. 

However, some registers are publicly available while others are only made accessible to 

government actors such as law enforcement and tax authorities. Some registers collect 

information on all types of corporate entities within a jurisdiction, while others limit the 

types of entities that must share their beneficial owner information. Though explaining this 

level of variation is important and merits study in future research, the fact that countries 

are willing to adopt BOT laws at all represent a major shift away from the status quo by 

increasing access to information about anonymous corporate entities. 

The issue of anonymous ownership and control has been known by domestic and 

international officials for decades, with ñthe link between ultimate beneficial ownership 

(UBO) and financial crime [being] first flagged in 1988 by the Bank for International 

Settlementsò (LexisNexis 2017). Nevertheless, beneficial ownership as an issue remained 

relatively marginal in global AML policy discussions through the 1990s. In October 1999, 

the G8ôs Moscow Communique condemned the use of offshore tools to ñhide the identity 
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of the beneficial owners for the purpose of laundering the proceeds of crimeéWe urge the 

FATF and other groups to take action as quickly as they can.ò The FATF did act, releasing 

40 recommendations for membersô AML regimes in October 2003 including 

Recommendations 5, 23, 24 that directly referenced the collection of beneficial owner 

information. These recommendations were followed by supporting statements from the 

United Nations, such as the 2004 UN Convention Against Corruption referencing the 

identification of beneficial owners as important in combatting financial crime and the 

Committee of Experts on International Cooperation and Tax Matters mandating the 

creation of a Working Group on the Concept of Beneficial Ownership in October 2009. 

Despite growing recognition of the importance of BOT laws as a lynchpin for 

addressing a wide range of financial and related crimes, country-level adoption of BOT 

laws did not occur until the mid-2010s. Ukraine adopted the worldôs first BOT law with a 

central government register in October 2014, and the UK followed shortly afterward in 

March 2015 with its BOT law including the first publicly accessible register. Importantly, 

these countries and several others began the policymaking process prior to the 2016 

Panama Papers and subsequent leaks. For instance, although India did not pass and 

implement a BOT law until June 2018, they had a similar law on the books by 2013 that 

was never enforced. As of December 2022, 97 countries have a BOT law on the books, and 

82 countries have implemented those laws (Knobel 2022; OpenOwnership 2023). Table 1 

provides a list of OECD, EU member, and other key countries and their membership in key 

international organizations promoting BOT. There is substantial variation across this 

broader population but no immediately obvious factors that are shared by the adopting 
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countries and not by the non-adopting countries with regards to regime type, government 

partisanship, legislative competition, federal systems, or IO membership. 

Table 1: The Global State of Play for BOT Laws ς OECD Members, EU Members, and 
Key Adopters as of December 2022 

Country BOT Adoption (Month Year) FATF EITI OGP 

Ukraine October 2014 N Y Y 

United Kingdom March 2015 Y Y Y 

EU (27 members) May 2015 Y Y Y 

Brazil May 2016 Y N Y 

Malaysia August 2016 Y N N 

Singapore March 2017 Y N N 

Indonesia March 2018 N Y Y 

India June 2018 Y N N 

Norway March 2019 Y Y Y 

Ghana May 2019 N Y Y 

Iceland June 2019 Y N N 

Kenya July 2019 N N Y 

Argentina April 2020 Y Y Y 

Egypt March 2020 N N N 

Nigeria August 2020 N Y Y 

United States January 2021 Y N Y 

Colombia September 2021 N Y Y 

China March 2022 Y N N 

Australia n/a (fall 2022 commitment) Y N Y 

Canada n/a (sent to the Senate in June 2023; 
likely passage September 2023) 

Y N Y 

Chile n/a N N Y 

Costa Rica n/a N N Y 

Israel n/a Y N Y 

Japan n/a Y N N 

Mexico n/a Y Y Y 

New Zealand n/a Y N Y 

Saudi Arabia n/a Y N N 

South Africa n/a  Y N Y 

South Korea n/a Y N N 

Switzerland n/a Y N N 

Turkey n/a Y N N 

IO Membership / Participation Sources: FATF, EITI, OGP 
 

https://www.fatf-gafi.org/
https://eiti.org/countries
https://www.opengovpartnership.org/our-members/#national
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Nevertheless, there is substantial variation in the timing of domestic adoption 

among European Union members to meet the 2015 directive. The UK, for instance, adopted 

its BOT law prior to the EU directive when it was still an EU member, while Hungary, 

Lithuania, and Italy still had not translated the BOT directive into domestic law as of May 

2021 (Transparency International 2021). While this dissertation does not seek to explain 

variation in the timing of domestic BOT adoption among EU members, the causal factors 

and pathways leading to adoption at the EU level mirror my theory and provide additional 

suggestive evidence for its internal validity. 

The Role of Western Democracies in Facilitating Corporate Secrecy 

 From this population of cases, I focus on the United Kingdom, the United States, 

Canada, and Australia as key contemporary secrecy jurisdictions. A secrecy jurisdiction 

ñprovide(s) opportunities for nonresidents to escape the laws of their home countries by 

allowing them to hide their identitiesò (Jansky, Meinzer, and Palansky 2022, 673). In some 

instances, less information is required from someone to start a company than is needed to 

obtain a library card (GAO 2006; Global Financial Integrity 2019). These four countries 

can all be described as secrecy jurisdictions because they allow individuals to obscure their 

identity behind companies, trusts, partnerships, and other legal vehicles. 

Secrecy jurisdictions have existed in their modern form since at least the 1930s. 

With wealthy Europeans looking to hide their riches in the face of a global economic 

depression and world war (Ogle 2017), countries and their colonies sought to attract and 

retain this wealth going forward. Sometimes this demand led countries to change their laws 

on the advice of legal and consulting firms or from governments pressuring colonial leaders 

as a stipulation of the decolonization process, such as many of the British Overseas 



 74 

Territories. In other instances, enterprising individuals found gaps or loopholes in existing 

laws that they exploited to their advantage (Palan and Nesvetailova 2014). Today 

international criminals, wealthy individuals, and corrupt politicians alike seek places to 

store and accumulate their wealth where their assets will be secure. As such, they prioritize 

jurisdictions with a strong rule of law system guaranteeing property rights and with 

minimal threat of government expropriation. Therefore, these individuals often use legal 

structures and hold assets in developed democracies with strong economic growth and high 

levels of development that are also secrecy jurisdictions. 

In the development and evolution of contemporary secrecy jurisdictions, the UK 

and the US are two of the most prominent. Being the historical center of global finance and 

its early specialization in secrecy services has kept the UK as a central player through the 

present day, along with its Crown Dependencies and Overseas Territories. The federal 

system in the US allowed New Jersey, then Delaware, then Wyoming, Nevada, and South 

Dakota to be at the forefront of providing secrecy services since the late 1800s (Findley, 

Sharman, and Nielson 2014; Tuttle 2020). For instance, limited liability companies were 

first invented in Wyoming in the late 1970s and spread worldwide over the ensuing 

decades; Wyoming was also the first US state to recognize decentralized autonomous 

organizations (DAOs) as official legal entities in July 2021.  

In contrast, Canada and Australia are less well-known as secrecy jurisdictions but 

are still frequently used by illicit actors. Canada is often selected by individuals because 

they rely on its positive international reputation and province-level incorporation system 

to avoid detection. Civil society advocates have called this phenomenon ñsnowwashingò 

given Canadaôs cold climate. Though Australia is often neglected in global discussions 
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around money laundering, it is an important regional hub for illicit finance in southeast 

Asia (Sharman 2017, 33). Most importantly, both Findley, Sharman, and Nielson (2014) 

and Jansky, Meinzer, and Palansky (2022) find that corporate service providers and 

lawyers in Western developed democracies are among the worst offenders in allowing 

individuals to set up shell companies. In short, whether these four countries adopt BOT 

laws that contribute to the mitigation or end the use of anonymous entities matters for 

international politics. 

Medium-N Case Selection Justification 

Additionally, I focus on these four countries because they enable valid comparisons 

of the theorized causal process across cases. Since relatively few developed democracies 

have adopted BOT laws, and other smaller, developing countries that adopted BOT laws 

have experienced international coercion by the US and/or FATF (Sharman 2011; Findley, 

Sharman and Nielson 2014; Morse 2022), quantitative analysis based on randomized case 

selection is unreliable. Therefore, I opt for a ñstructured, focused comparisonò within my 

universe of cases (Gerring 2007). The UK, US, Australia, and Canada represent ñmost 

similar, least likelyò countries for corporate transparency laws to be adopted and thus a 

more difficult test of the argument. Restricting my comparison to Anglophone liberal 

market democracies also allows me to account for many relevant background features that 

may vary across cases and to strengthen my claims that the same process happened in the 

same way across cases. There is a tradeoff between selecting cases with variation on other 

dimensions that may matter for the theory, such as the inclusion of non-democratic regimes 

or coordinated market economies, versus selecting similar cases with the same outcome 
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following parallel demonstrations recommendation discussed further below. Therefore, 

developed democracies are a scope condition for the theorized causal pathway. 

Studying BOT laws specifically provides a strong test for the theory because these 

laws target powerful firms, industries, and individuals alike but has little public awareness. 

Examining a high business power, low public issue salience case makes BOT a ñleast 

likelyò candidate for corporate transparency law adoption and strengthens my theoretical 

argument. The US and UK in particular are among least likely for BOT laws to succeed 

because these governments arguably established the global AML regime to target foreign 

tax havens abroad rather than secrecy structures at home starting in the late 1980s (Young 

and Woodiwiss 2021). All four countries also experienced scandals related to global 

information leaks that drew attention to anonymous shell companies and money 

laundering, allowing for a compelling test against the alternative explanation of exogenous 

shocks increasing public salience. On the other hand, BOT may not be the ñleast likelyò 

case because it is a valence issue where only one side has a legitimate argument in favor 

of greater transparency. However, policymakers and the public alike do understand 

arguments about wanting to preserve privacy and to protect trade secrets as potentially 

legitimate uses for opaque corporate structures. Combined with low public issue salience, 

BOT remains a highly unlikely case for policy change. 

Variable Operationalization 

 Operationalizing the dependent and independent variables in qualitative research 

can be less straightforward than for quantitative studies. In this section, I describe how I 

operationalize the dependent variables for the first stage (business interest groupsô policy 

preferences) and the second stage (adoption of corporate transparency laws) of the theory. 
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I then describe how I operationalize the independent variables for the first stage 

(information collection rules) and the second stage (civil society groupsô policy 

entrepreneurship activities). Businessô policy preferences become an independent variable 

in the second stage as well. 

Dependent Variables 

Identifying policy preferences can be difficult as not all interest groups publicize their 

issue positions. They may not have a strong or clear preference, they may be in the process 

of forming their preferences, or they may not want to make their preferences publicly 

known. However, given the positive normative value associated with supporting 

transparency (Birchall 2011), business interest groups that do support corporate 

transparency laws have incentives to make their preferences known to policymakers and 

to the public. Additionally, many interest groups are incentivized to credit-claim among 

their supporters for their policy activities and wins. They publicize lobbying efforts and 

successes through written materials like press releases and member newsletters. For those 

that avoid publicizing their positions, lobbying disclosure databases (Kim 2018) capture 

additional business interest groups and reduce the number of both missing observations 

and instances of unobserved variation. Thus both pro- and anti-transparency interest group 

preferences are made visible through press releases, media reporting, legislative testimony, 

regulatory comments, lobbying disclosures, and other sources. I review the issue positions 

for key interest groups from 2008 through 2022 to ascertain the initial preferences of 

business interest groups as well as evidence of their preference shifts, triangulated with 

elite interview evidence to determine the causes of these shifts (Natow 2020). 
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I defined corporate transparency in Chapter 2 as increasing the availability of 

information about a firm, industry, or business association that allows external actors to 

monitor the internal workings or performance of these corporate actors. To operationalize 

this definition, I review national-level legislative proposals and whether their primary 

purpose is to increase outsider access to internal information from corporate actors ï in this 

instance, to increase access to information about the real owner or controller of a corporate 

entity. I capture proposals as the month/year a countryôs government announces a draft 

corporate transparency law and adoption as the month/year a law was passed. I focus on 

laws as the outcome of interest rather than regulatory changes or policy commitments 

across countries because laws on the books are a more credible, durable commitment to a 

new transparency reform since regulatory initiatives can be paused or rescinded with 

comparative ease by future governments (Berliner 2014; Schnell 2018). This approach 

enables both within-case comparisons of previous failed attempts at passing a law and 

cross-case comparisons of successes and failures. 

Independent Variables 

For the information collection rules, I review the successive changes in a countryôs 

regulatory regime and track whether the government adopts information collection rules 

that cover more actors and/or more types of activities (Nougayrede 2019, 327). The first 

and most important is the number of industries that have to comply with these rules in a 

given country. In this instance, categorical inclusion or exclusion of an industry from a 

countryôs AML regulations provides a clear indicator of the key factor generating inter-

industry differences in transparency preferences. The second is whether regulated 

industries must collect information in some or all cases as defined by the rules. For AML, 
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this includes whether regulated industries must conduct customer due diligence for some 

or all potential clients. This factor reflects an increased in the resources required to gather 

and update that information, further increasing costs. Together this operationalization 

somewhat mirrors the logic of a hurdle model. The outcome of interest consists of two 

parts: whether an industry must comply with information collection rules, then how 

stringent the rules are for regulated industries. This distinction better captures the 

underlying concepts and mechanisms laid out in the theory. 

For the policy entrepreneurship activities, I assess whether there are individual civil 

society groups that decided to make corporate transparency laws one of their signature 

issues and to dedicate resources to pursue policy change within each country. These groups 

invest their time, personnel, and resources over an extended period to secure greater 

corporate transparency (Sell and Prakash 2004; Kastner 2017). Through these investments, 

civil society groups engage in three key patterns of action of reframing issues, coordinating 

strategy, and building coalitions to advance new policy proposals (Capano and Gallanti 

2018). After establishing the civil society groups that have known preferences around 

corporate transparency laws, I assess whether they engaged in any of these three policy 

entrepreneurship activities and the frequency of these activities during the period under 

examination. Some groups may start or stop their entrepreneurship activities or change 

tactics, allowing for a more nuanced understanding of the activities of specific groups. 

Coalitions ï a group of actors that share policy preferences and coordinate strategies to 

either defend or challenge an institutional status quoï are a key product of successful policy 

entrepreneurship. Therefore, I assess whether a country has an (in)formal collective of 

interest groups that exchange information to coordinate advocacy as a result of the policy 
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entrepreneurship of a specific civil society group. Coalition composition is assessed by 

examining the number of distinct interest groups and the number of sectors represented by 

those interest groups. In sum, I operationalize the independent variables by first assessing 

their occurrence in a given country, then the intensity or frequency of its occurrence within 

that country. 

Data Collection 

To assess my argument, I rely on data drawn from a variety of sources to corroborate 

accounts of actorsô preferences, motivations, rationales, and the timing and order of events. 

This includes legislative and regulatory texts, media reporting, contemporaneous academic 

articles, government and interest group reports, press releases, etc., legislative testimony, 

lobbying disclosures, public consultation comments, and 44 semi-structured elite 

interviews. I rely on triangulation of the theorized activities through multiple data sources 

and from different categories of respondents to assess my argument (Natow 2020). The 

majority of these documents cover the period from 2000 through 2022 to capture the 

historical context of each countryôs AML  regime as well as the contemporary 

policymaking processes.  

In preliminary research for this project, I conducted ten background interviews with 

US-based policy actors working on BOT in Washington, DC in fall 2019 to generate a 

range of plausible explanations for further evaluation and hypothesis testing across a wider 

range of cases. Specifically, repeated references to finalizing the 2016 Customer Due 

Diligence rules for banks and credit unions leading to both an industry-level change in 

policy preferences and these interest groups joining the FACT Coalition led me to develop 

the theory based on the layering of new information collection rules onto existing 
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regulatory regimes for testing across additional cases. Moreover, these initial interviews 

improved my knowledge on the subject matter, which increased my command of the area 

and credibility when engaging with later potential interview participants. 

From the initial document collection and background interviews, I collected data from 

relevant policy actors who favored and who opposed the adoption of a BOT law, as well 

as government officials within the executive and legislative branches of each government 

who worked on BOT. Information from these interviews provides additional evidence 

about context, process, or mechanisms to offer leverage in making causal claims (Brady 

and Collier 2004, 277). The final pool of potential interview participants included lawyers, 

accountants, consultants, bankers, real estate brokers, risk management professionals, 

government administrators, legislators, legislative staffers, law enforcement agents, 

professional associations, business interest groups, and civil society groups to assess my 

theory relative to the alternative explanations. 

From August 2021 through August 2022, I contacted potential participants using 

purposive non-random sampling, followed by snowball sampling. Through discussions 

with my pre-fieldwork participants and internet searches of actors who participated in 

various consultation processes, I identified 310 actors across the four cases as members of 

the BOT policy field for contact by email. From this list and additional background 

research to identify key players, I narrowed down my initial contacts list to 100 actors. 

Potential participants were emailed once with an introduction to the study (see Appendix 

A), then sent a follow-up email two weeks later in the event of no response. Participants 

who did not respond after this follow-up email were considered nonresponsive. 



 82 

At the end of each interview, I asked the participant to provide me with the names of 

individuals who they thought were essential for me to speak with to better understand the 

policymaking process around BOT in their country. I would then contact this person and 

note that they had been referred to me by someone who thought their perspective was 

critical without disclosing their name or other identifying details. Hearing certain names, 

organizations, and/or government departments repeated by the participants confirmed that 

I had reached saturation within the policy network for a given country. Restatements of the 

same causal process and (non)mention of different contributing factors to the success or 

failure of BOT in the country provided further information that I reached saturation. I 

contacted 178 individuals via email from August 2021 through August 2022 and was able 

to interview 44 individuals. The descriptive statistics for interviews across actor types are 

provided in Table 2. The total accepted interview number is different than my final 

interview number because some participants who initially accepted my request did not 

follow through and finalize a date and time for the interview. 

Table 2: Semi-Structured Interview Data, August 2021-August 2022 

Actor Type Accepted Declined Nonresponse Accept Ratio 

Civil Society Groups 22 10 15 22/47 (47%) 

Business Groups 11 15 60 11/86 (13%) 

Journalists 3  6 5/9 (56%) 

Government 

Officials 
15 2 19 15/36 (42%) 

Group Totals 51 27 100 178 

 

Nevertheless, snowball sampling makes several assumptions about the participants and 

the network of interest: 1) the participants know one another as members of the target 

population, 2) the network of the target population forms a single component, and 3) 

participants can accurately report their own network size. From my background interviews, 
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I believed that accurately capturing the size of the policy network was feasible for all four 

countries. Many of the actors in the public and private sector lobbying space know one 

another, with one person describing BOT as ñyou, me, and about five or six other people 

in this town [DC] who really care about this issue.ò Repetition of this idea by others 

solidified BOT as a low public salience issue across the cases as well. However, while I 

was able to reach saturation in the US, the UK, and Canada, I was not able to reach 

saturation of the policy network in Australia. For this case, I relied mainly on primary and 

secondary source documents to assess the theory. 

Another ñboundary-settingò mechanism for the policy network was focusing on 

individual and organizational actors who were involved with lobbying around BOT from 

2008 onward. Fifteen years strikes a balance between tracing changes over time and 

capturing a comprehensive snapshot of the policy network while centering the analysis on 

the actors who had the potential to make a meaningful contribution in the policymaking 

process. This combination enables the visualization of change over time within and across 

cases to test my theory.  

Notably, I had a greater rate of declines and nonresponses from business interest groups 

and thus saturation was not reached within this actor category. For comparison, 47 percent 

of the potential civil society participants I contacted agreed to an interview, while just 13 

percent of potential business participants agreed. However, among the business interest 

group actors I was able to interview, these participants largely supported the accounts of 

both civil society interest groups and government officials and allowed me to triangulate 

accurate descriptions of key events, actor motivations, and their relative importance. 

Additionally, actors in this category may have declined to be interviewed because they did 
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not want to reveal their true policy preferences or lobbying strategies on this issue. 

However, given that these interviews occurred during some of the worst waves of the 

global coronavirus pandemic, some potential participants may have declined participation 

for personal reasons, such as illness or being short staffed. 

I conducted each semi-structured virtual interview with open-ended questions over the 

videoconferencing platform Zoom (Archibald et al. 2019). I asked all participants a core 

set of ten questions while incorporating a tailored set of three to five additional questions 

relevant for the specific actor being interviewed. I followed up with interesting or 

surprising points raised by interviewees, asking them to elaborate further and leading to 

additional discoveries I raised with participants in later interviews. The key questions asked 

included (see Appendix A for full interview question list): 

¶ What objectives were you and others like you trying to accomplish around BOT, and 

what type of action did you taking to make that happen? (Insider versus Outsider 

Strategies; Public Salience & Grassroots Activity; Coalition Building) 

¶ What are the fundamental argument(s) you used to try to convince people why it is 

important to (not) have BOT? (Issue Framing & Linkage; Coalition Building) 

¶ What impediments did you face in achieving your objectives on this issue - in other 

words, who or what is standing in your way? What were they doing, and what kinds of 

arguments did they make? (Strategies and Framings Used by Opponents) 

¶ What are some differences you have observed in this issue area over time? What has 

changed and what has stayed the same? (Coalition Evolution, Issue Salience, 

International Pressures)  

¶ Asked if the person did not raise this point (which happened frequently): How 

important were international factors in shaping the policymaking process in your 

country? (Crisis; International Pressures) 

 

Participants were given the option for me to record the audio of our conversation via 

Zoom along with a transcription auto-generated by OtterAI, or for me to take handwritten 

notes during and after the interview with no audio recording. Over 90 percent of my 

participants allowed me to audio record our conversation; I permanently deleted these 

audio files once I finished cleaning the interview transcription as a privacy-preserving 
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measure. The shortest interview was 20 minutes, the longest interview was 105 minutes, 

and the average interview length was approximately 50 minutes. Coding of each interview 

was guided by the themes ascertained from the ten preliminary interviews and the plausible 

alternative explanations from the literature review. 

When reviewing the transcripts, I approached each interview looking for overt content 

(direct, recorded answers in conversation) and indirect content (nonverbal information 

gleaned from conversation) for recurring themes, issues, and relationships (Lynch in 

Moseley 2013, 35-36). For instance, many participants made either passing reference or 

did not mention the Panama Papers and other leaks at all during our conversation until I 

prompted them think about its impacts on the policy process. When they did discuss the 

Panama Papers, most people did not ascribe great importance to the leaks in leading to the 

adoption of BOT laws but rather as another (albeit larger) event that weakened the 

opposition. Instances like this are suggestive of an absence of evidence and provided 

additional support for corporate transparency lock-in rather than alternative theories. 

Beyond the interview transcripts, I rely on triangulation of interviewee activities, 

motivations, and beliefs through multiple data sources and from different categories of 

respondents to assess my theory (Natow 2020). For the former, I rely on a mix of publicly-

available documents and these elite interviews to construct the sequence of events and the 

activities undertaken by different actors. For the latter, I rely on actors situated in different 

institutions corroborating the same factors and sequences as critically important. For 

instance, if a civil society advocate and a political staffer concurred about the role of a civil 

society group in building the coalition, then I can be more confident that this specific actor 

and their actions mattered. 
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Text Reuse and Regression Analysis 

To complement the qualitative analysis of coalition coordination and influence over 

corporate transparency laws, I also conduct a quantitative analysis using proposed laws and 

regulations as well as the public comments submitted about these proposals. I establish the 

population of actors who lobbied around all proposed BOT laws in the US since 2008 using 

lobbying disclosure records from In Song Kimôs LobbyView database (2018). I conducted 

a keyword search using the terms ñbeneficial ownership,ò ñbeneficial owner,ò and all of 

the titles of proposed US bills since 2008 to capture all lobbying during this timeframe. 

This search returned 127 unique groups who lobbied lawmakers and regulators about BOT 

laws and underscored the diversity of interest groups lobbying in this area: government 

agencies, professional associations, business associations, civil society groups, and several 

other types of organizations. I use these data to establish lobbying pattens over time and 

data from the FACT Coalition to demonstrate shifts in coalition membership. 

Chapter 7 only analyzes data from the US as I am unable to conduct similar analyses 

on the other three cases for one of three reasons. First, Canada and Australia had an 

insufficient number of comments for a within-country quantitative analysis and thus would 

be underpowered. Second, the US is unique in that government agencies publish nearly all 

of the comments they receive on proposed regulations; other countries allow commenters 

to request that their comments are only visible to the government agency running the 

consultation. Third, because some groups post their comments publicly despite 

governmentôs non-disclosure of those comments, the data that is available in these 

countries overrepresents civil society groups and not the full population of interest groups 

lobbying on the issue. I did file several FOI requests in the UK and Canada in 2019, 2020, 
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and 2021 to obtain more comments with identifying information, but my FOI requests 

failed after multiple appeals (see Appendix A). 

Consequently, I leverage 450 public comments on proposed BOT regulations in the 

United States in May 2021 and in February 2022 to assess coalition coordination and 

influence. These comments are in response to the Financial Crimes Enforcement 

Networkôs (FINCEN) advanced notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPRM) and notice of 

proposed rulemaking (NPRM) before the agency promulgates a final rule. I read and hand-

coded each comment along six policy dimensions based on a coding scheme developed 

inductively from first reading the public consultations comments on proposed corporate 

transparency laws in the UK and Australia. After a first pass coding all of the comments, 

on the second pass I added coding for the independent and control variables while 

reviewing those where the commenterôs positions on an issue was either split or unclear. I 

resolved these cases with a close re-reading the comment to make a final coding decision. 

Because the ANPRM and NPRM comments are both taken into consideration by the 

regulatory agency, I run a combined regression and text reuse analysis of both comment 

periods and their relationship to the final rules, which is described further in Chapter 8. 

 Table 3 reviews each dependent and independent variable, the hypotheses it is 

relevant to evaluating, and the types of data used to evaluate the associated hypotheses. 

Table 3: Overview of Variables, Hypotheses, and Data 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variable 

Hypotheses Data 

Business 
corporate 
transparency 
preferences 
(Chapter 5) 

Information 
collection rules 
 
(More industries 
and/or more 
activities) 

¶ Industry-level preference 
shifts about corporate 
transparency laws occur after 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
adopts new information 
collection regulations. 

Law & regulation 
texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
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¶ Industry associations and 
related business interest 
groups attribute their support 
for corporate transparency to 
lowering regulatory costs or 
to imposing costs onto their 
rivals. These actors seek hard 
law to level the playing field.  

Public 
consultation 
comments 
Media reporting  
Contemporary 
academic articles 
Elite interviews 

Corporate 
transparency 
law adoption 
(Chapter 6) 

Business 
corporate 
transparency 
preferences 
 
Civil society 
group policy 
entrepreneurship 

¶ After the industry preference 
shift, civil society groups act 
as policy entrepreneurs by 
allying with aligned industry 
actors to expand the 
supporting coalition. The 
groups act as policy 
entrepreneurs rather than 
regulated firms and industry 
associations. 

¶ Civil society and aligned 
industry groups exchange 
information and coordinate 
strategy through an advocacy 
coalition, such as contacting 
legislators, developing 
messaging and framing 
strategies, and related 
activities. 

¶ The increase in the size and 
organizational diversity of the 
coalition supporting 
corporate transparency is the 
primary reason why more 
politicians come to support 
the law. In the absence of a 
large, cross-sectoral advocacy 
coalition, adoption does not 
occur.  

Law & regulation 
texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
Public 
consultation 
comments 
Media reporting  
Contemporary 
academic articles 
Government and 
NGO reports 
Legislative 
testimony 
Elite interviews   

Information 
Exchange 
 
Policy 
Influence 
(Chapter 7) 

Cross-sectoral 
coalition 
membership 

¶ Civil society and aligned 
industry groups exchange 
information and coordinate 
strategy through an advocacy 
coalition, such as contacting 
legislators, developing 

Law & regulation 
texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
Consultation 
comments 
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messaging and framing 
strategies, and related 
activities. 

¶ The new pro-transparency 
coalition has greater 
influence over the contents of 
the final law and regulations 
than the opposing coalition. 

Government and 
NGO reports 

 

Process Tracing: Mechanism Verif ication Within and Across Cases 

 Process verification is the application of process tracing to test a theory, linking 

causes and effects through the identification of causal mechanisms (George and Bennett 

2005). I conduct both within-case and across-case comparisons over time to assess the full 

range of outcomes on the dependent variables. Yet the causes and consequences evaluated 

in this dissertation are highly endogenous. Therefore, Peinert (2018) argues that 

endogenous arguments should rely on ñparallel demonstrationsò by selecting cases where 

the outcomes are all positive and where each case shows the theoretically specified 

processes occurring in the same way across cases (140). This approach helps to discount 

alternative explanations and can be done over time both within cases and across cases. As 

part of process verification, I rely on parallel demonstrations of the theorized causal process 

in the UK, US, and Canada to support my argument. Negative cases where the theorized 

causes are absent provide limited additional support for the theory; Australia is the negative 

cross-case comparison in this instance. 

 Similar recommendations for comparative process tracing have been further 

developed by Beach, Camacho, and Siewert (2022) and Verghese (2023). The former 

advocate for developing mid-range theories developed iteratively from comparisons of 

most-similar cases to assess the theoryôs internal validity, then extending to more diverse 

cases to assess its external validity. This dissertation exemplifies the development and 
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testing of a mid-range process theory consisting of three to five parts with significant 

analytical abstraction while focusing on critical interactions between actors and their 

motivations (Beach, Camacho, and Siewert 2022, 17). I focus primarily on evaluating four 

most similar cases to compensate for the lower level of internal validity from assessing this 

type of theory (see Figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: Assessing Process-Based Claims (Beach, Camacho, and Siewert 2022) 

 

In addition, I cannot observe a counterfactual world where the Panama Papers and 

similar leaks highlighting the abuses of anonymous shell companies did not occur. Instead, 

I assess the relative weight of proximate and antecedent causes through sequence 

elaboration and to address the infinite regress problem of continuing to seek causes for 

causes (Verghese 2023). Sequence elaboration ñexplicates the relationship between 

antecedent causes and both proximate causes and the final outcome of interest ï there must 

be mechanisms connecting all causes togetherò (20). I outline the connection between 

changes in information collection rules to shifts in industry policy preferences, then shifts 

in policy entrepreneurship activities combined with business interest group participation 

changing the composition of the supporting coalition ultimately leading to policy change. 
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I also adopt a theory-driven stopping rule of my analysis in each case around a critical 

juncture, or ña historical moment in which changing an institutional path is possibleò (15). 

For all four cases, the 9/11 attacks loosened the constraints around the governmentôs ability 

to regulate around AML issues more broadly in the name of national security concerns. 

Importantly, a lack of transparency was not the primary demand or rationale behind why 

policymakers sought change; protecting their respective countries from further terrorist 

attacks was the dominant focus. 

Table 4: Variation in Independent Variables and BOT Adoption Across Cases 

Cases 
 

First Stage 
Broaden Information 
Collection Rules 

Second Stage 
Policy Entrepreneur Civil 
Society Groups 
 

Outcome 
BOT adoption 
 

United 
Kingdom 

Yes Yes Yes 

United States No Ą Yes (2016) Yes Yes 
Canada No Ą Yes (2014, 2020) No Ą Yes (2017) No* 
Australia No No No 

*Canada is highly likely to adopt its BOT law in September 2023. 

Based on the operationalization of the variables in the previous section, I verify 

whether industry preferences shift in favor of corporate transparency after the broadening 

of information collection rules, that supportive industry groups lobby to achieve their 

preferences and are willing to ally with civil society groups, that civil society groups have 

the opportunity to act as a policy entrepreneurs and to form a cross-sectoral advocacy 

coalition, and that politicians reference the size and diversity of the supporting coalition as 

their primary justification for the adoption of corporate transparency laws. Table 4 

summarizes the relationship between the two key independent variables and the second 

dependent variable of BOT adoption. I examine the cases in chronological order of 

adoption for simplicity and clarity in analyzing within-case variation across Chapters 5 and 
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6. These cases cover the full range of variance across the independent and dependent 

variables, and the controlled case comparison enables me to ascertain a causal effect on the 

outcome by reviewing each case for congruence with the conditions. 

Addressing The Limitations of Process Tracing 

 Researchers often raise two issues with process tracing. The first is the lack of 

researcher transparency about the decisions made during the research process and how 

those choices may have influenced their findings. I follow the recommendations of 

Bennett, Fairfield, and Soifer (2019) to increase researcher transparency in comparative 

methods and process tracing. They propose (1) elucidating concepts and how they are 

operationalized and scored across cases; (2) presenting the case selection and logic of 

comparison and why it is appropriate for the research question; (3) clearly articulating the 

causal argument; (4) identifying and assessing salient alternative explanations; (5) 

identifying the background knowledge and how it influences evidence interpretation; (6) 

explaining how the empirical evidence leads to a given inference; and (7) presenting key 

pieces of evidence in their original form where possible. This chapter addresses points (1), 

(2), and (4), and subsequent empirical chapters each address the other relevant points. 

The second issue is related to missing data and adjudicating between alternative 

explanations. Throughout the process tracing in Chapters 5 and 6, I am mindful of issues 

related to missing data (Gonzalez-Ocantos and LaPorte 2021). There may be concerns 

about undocumented steps ï lacking evidence to support the observable implications of a 

step in the causal change ï or about hidden mechanisms ï lacking evidence of the reasoning 

connecting one step in the causal chain to the next (having the right how, but not the right 

why). Additionally, the ongoing coronavirus pandemic has meant nearly all of the data 
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collection for this dissertation was conducted remotely through web and online database 

searches as well as virtual face-to-face interviews. These limitations affect the types of 

evidence available to assess my claims (Howlett 2022), primarily through limiting the 

number of in-person interactions that facilitate access to additional interviewees and other 

unknown or inaccessible data sources. 

To address these concerns, I contextualize the data generating process by describing 

actorsô motives and incentives to leave a record of their activities or to share their activities 

with me as a junior woman academic researcher (Glas 2021). I also evaluate the likelihood 

that data would exist given the proposed mechanism. For example, certain industry 

lobbying groups are more likely to credit-claim internally among their members about 

influence over policy outcomes while not wanting this influence to be public information. 

As such, there may be few written traces of lobbying around corporate transparency laws, 

or few lobbyists who are willing to be interviewed about their involvement in the policy 

process. Furthermore, by attending public in-person workshops, seminars, and meetings 

related to beneficial ownership transparency beginning in fall 2019 and continuing virtually 

through the pandemic, I have acquired contextual knowledge that improves my ability to 

weigh the causal effect of each piece of primary and secondary source evidence gathered. 

Together these approaches mitigate issues both with missing data and with assessing 

alternative explanations that are discussed further in Chapter 8. 
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Chapter 5: Explaining Business Support for Corporate Transparency Laws 

 

This chapter aims to provide qualitative evidence for the first half of corporate 

transparency lock-in in the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, and Australia. I 

leverage both across-case and within-case variation to highlight the necessity of adopting 

information collection rules for changing industry group preferences about corporate 

transparency laws and their willingness to lobby in favor of them. Variation in the scope 

of the information collection rules included in anti-money laundering (AML) regulations 

adopted during the 2000s ï the number of industries covered and the number of activities 

requiring information collection ï explains most of the inter-industry preference variation 

across cases. These rules increased direct compliance costs for firms in regulated 

industries, underscoring the benefits of corporate transparency laws for mandating 

information sharing to lower costs. Subsequent AML rule expansions in the mid-2010s 

explains within-case shifts in industry group preferences.  

This chapter is structured as follows. First, I review why these four countries are 

theoretically relevant for testing corporate transparency lock-in. I then briefly restate the 

hypotheses evaluated, provide examples of causal process observations (CPOs) that 

corroborate or contradict the theory, and preview the cross-case variation. I begin with the 

UK, where broader AML  information collection rules adopted during the early 2000s 

changed regulated industry groupsô preferences earlier and provided the basis for coalition 

building and the passage of the second BOT law worldwide. In contrast, the comparatively 

narrow AML information collection rules established in the US during the 2000s restricted 

industry group support. But two AML information collection rule changes in 2016 required 

the banking and title insurance industries to collect beneficial ownership information as 
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part of their AML obligations, changing their preferences to support a BOT law. This case 

comprises the bulk of the chapter because it covers from 2001 through 2016 through 

successive AML rule changes and failed legislative attempts.  

I then discuss Canada, where the government slowly expanded upon their relatively 

broad AML rules adopted in the early 2000s. These changes slowly grew the number of 

industry groups with latent support for BOT laws both before and after the Panama Papers. 

I end with Australia, where the governmentôs successive inability and/or unwillingness to 

expand AML information collection rules after initial minor reforms in the early 2000s has 

limited broader industry group support for a BOT law. Throughout each case study, I focus 

on the CPOs supporting corporate transparency lock-in to emphasize parallel 

demonstrations of the theory, leaving detailed discussion of the CPOs that support 

alternative explanations to Chapter 8. I conclude this chapter by discussing its implications 

for the regulatory preferences literature, as well as research on exogenous shocks and 

interest group influence over financial regulation. 

Reviewing Case Selection 

 There are two main rationales for why the UK, the US, Canada, and Australia are 

useful comparisons to test corporate transparency lock-in and why I examine BOT laws 

specifically. The first rationale is that these four countries represent the ñmost similar, least 

likelyò cases for policy change. All four are developed Anglophone democracies, reducing 

the number of alternative factors that may vary across cases and contribute to the outcomes 

of interest. Furthermore, the sectors most affected by corporate transparency laws represent 

large, central actors in each countryôs economy. New York and London are the two main 

cities at the center of the global financial system, while Toronto and Sydney function as 
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key regional financial centers.4 Proposed BOT laws often challenge the structurally 

powerful banking, alternative investments, accounting, legal, and consulting industries and 

should struggle to gain traction among policymakers. These laws require operational 

changes that not only increase these industriesô costs of doing business, but could also 

change how they do business, such as through limiting the types of clients and activities 

they undertake. Examining BOT laws in these countries thus allows me to examine the 

proposition that when members of the financial industry are united in their preferences, 

they both oppose stronger regulations and are successfully able to secure their preferences. 

On the other hand, when industry preferences are divided, both sides lobby the government 

ï and the side that supports greater corporate transparency is more likely to win when allied 

with civil society groups.  

The second rationale is that BOT has low public issue salience in contrast to other 

financial and tax regulations like consumer protection that are more widely known. While 

advocates wished that policymakers and the public cared more about AML issues, they 

believed that sustained public attention was unlikely to materialize even after the Panama 

Papers for a niche AML transparency law. This knowledge is reflected in advocatesô 

emphasis on ñinsiderò elite politics rather than ñoutsiderò grassroots movement politics 

because they knew public attention and pressure even after a crisis would be insufficient: 

ñit's something that had been talked about in bits of NGO spaces and the FATF have got a 

whole load of work on it, but there's really very little public or political interest in the 

questionòéñitôs all elite campaigningò (Interview 29, 41).  

 
4 The 2023 National Account of OECD countries data includes the UK, US, Canada, and Australia all 

having similar percentages of their national income coming from finance and insurance over the last 15 

years, ranging from about 7 to 9 percent. Real estate has a slightly wider range from 10 to 13 percent. 
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Further evidence to support BOT as a low public salience issue is strengthened by 

data from a survey experiment that I conducted in February 2021. I tested different policy 

issue frames on public support for corporate transparency laws and trust in government 

among representative sample of 1514 American and 1519 Australian respondents. Among 

the 179 Americans who said they had heard of corporate transparency laws, only 22 said 

that the law was very likely to pass (after the law had already passed in Congress in 

December 2020), with similarly low levels of public awareness of BOTôs status in 

Australia. These data reinforce the claim that a grassroots or public influence-focused 

strategy toward politicians was not the primary means used to secure BOT and 

complements interview evidence from all four case studies.  

Nevertheless, there may be concerns that BOT fits the description of a ñvalence 

issueò where only one side has a valid argument. In this instance, increasing corporate 

transparency to address a range of issues from money laundering and tax evasion to wage 

theft and consumer fraud outweighs arguments from the opposition about protecting 

individualsô privacy, misuse of sensitive data, and increased compliance costs placed upon 

individuals and businesses. First, if BOT was a valence issue, then both international 

standards and domestic legislation would likely have been adopted much earlier than what 

actually occurred. Civil society groups made arguments related to tax justice, human rights, 

consumer fraud, national security, and a host of other issues that went ignored by 

policymakers at the domestic and international level for many years. Moreover, politicians 

have been receptive to the concerns of the opposition, often proposing to limit the scope of 

the beneficial ownership data collected and who has access to the data. Recognizing these 

concerns as legitimate and changing laws to accommodate these concerns undermines a 
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valence issue label. Finally, evidence about the success of transparency laws in other policy 

areas has produced mixed results at best at achieving the goals policymakers expected from 

them (Cucciniello et al. 2017). Increasingly both advocates and legislators alike have 

qualified the positives of greater transparency and attempted to address its limitations. 

Reviewing Hypotheses and Key Causal Process Observations 

This chapter primarily examines variation in business preferences toward corporate 

transparency laws and evaluates the first step of corporate transparency lock-in. I start with 

the proposition that collecting information is costly to firms: setting up systems to gather 

information are expensive, so firms avoid it when they are not needed. Additionally, there 

are often high financial and reputational costs to firms if that collected information is 

disclosed. But governments use industry-level information collection rules to respond to 

many different policy problems because these rules are comparatively easier to adopt and 

implement, and they place the cost burden onto the private sector. Industries resist 

information collection less forcefully than more stringent regulations and are less able to 

make compelling claims about why they should not have to collect it. Therefore, industry 

groups oppose transparency when they are not required to collect new information, whereas 

industry groups support transparency when they are required to collect new information. 

Sharing information via a corporate transparency law reduces the (in)direct costs associated 

with regulatory compliance. These propositions translate to the following two hypotheses 

and associated data used to assess them (see Table 5). 

Causal process observations (Collier 2011) that would support these two hypotheses 

are primarily related to the (in)directly stated rationales for a given industry groupôs 

preferences and the timing of their preference shifts. For example, a January 2023 
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American Banker article about the US BOT regulations underscored the importance of the 

banking industryôs ability to access the new FinCEN (the US financial crimes agency) 

beneficial ownership database not only to look up the information of individual clients, but 

also to cross-reference that information with other entities that they hold to better assess 

the risks and holdings of that client (Richards and Delston 2023). This article attributes 

bank industry groupsô preferences to the material costs imposed by the 2016 Customer Due 

Diligence rules from FinCEN, and the shift in their BOT preferences only occurred once 

those rules were finalized. Similar evidence from interviews with civil society and industry 

groups, contemporaneous media reporting, hearing testimony, and public consultation 

comments corroborates this rationale and the timing of their preference change. 

Table 5: Evaluating Variation in Industry Group Preferences 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variable 

Hypotheses Data 

Business 
corporate 
transparency 
preferences  

Information 
collection 
rules 
 
(More 
industries 
and/or more 
activities) 

¶ Industry-level preference shifts 
about corporate transparency laws 
occur after ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 
government adopts new 
information collection regulations. 

¶ Industry associations and related 
business interest groups attribute 
their support for corporate 
transparency to lowering regulatory 
costs or to imposing costs onto their 
rivals. These actors seek hard law to 
level the playing field.  

Law & 
regulation texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
Public 
consultation 
comments 
Media 
reporting  
Contemporary 
academic 
articles 
Elite interviews 

 

CPOs that would contradict these two hypotheses are primarily related to alternative 

justifications provided by industry groups, as well as outside factors that impact those 

preferences. For example, if a national-level accounting professional association publicly 

attributed their primary support for passing a BOT law to changing international norms 
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spearheaded by FATF, that CPO offers support for the alternative explanation of 

international policy diffusion via learning. Pressure from IOs rather than domestic 

competitors changes industry group preferences. Similarly, if business preferences shifted 

after tax evasion scandals or information leaks like the Panama Papers, this evidence would 

offer support for the importance of exogenous shocks in explaining the timing and rationale 

of changing industry group preferences as being driven primarily by reputational rather 

than material concerns. Both a combination of publicly-available sources and knowledge 

gathered from the 44 elite interviews elucidates these competing explanations. 

Table 6 summarizes the observed shifts in industry and professional group 

preferences for key sectors from 2008 to 2022 by country case. Industry groupsô response 

to new AML information collection rules is to seek to reduce their regulatory costs and/or 

to level the playing field with rival industries that do not have to bear these costs.  

 

These groups make their preferences known to policymakers through direct lobbying as 

well as government hearings and roundtables, public letters, media interviews, and public 

consultation comments. Industry groups that supported BOT were much more likely to 

lobby in favor of reducing their compliance costs and to do so publicly. The majority of 

these preference shifts occurred in response to changing information collection rules and 

Table 6: BOT Preference Shifts by Country and Key Industries 

BOT Adoption 
Industry Groups 

Banking Law Real Estate Accounting 

UK (2015) 
Mixed Ą Support Oppose Support Oppose Ą 

Support 

US (2020) 
Oppose Ą 
Support 

Oppose Oppose Ą Mixed  Oppose 

Canada (n/a) 
Support Mixed Oppose Ą 

Support 
Oppose Ą 
Support 

Australia (n/a) Support Support Mixed Mixed 
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these actors publicizing their support of BOT laws as part of a cross-sectoral, pro-

transparency coalition discussed further in Chapter 6. I now turn to discussion of each case. 

The United Kingdom: Broad AML Information Collection Rules Lead to an Unlikely 

Early Mover  

 

 The UK is notorious internationally for facilitating illicit financial flows. London 

earned the moniker Londongrad by the early 2000s for its hospitability to wealthy Russians 

and the oft-illicit funds they brought with them. But the UK surprised the international 

community when they took a meaningful step toward cracking down on these flows by 

becoming the second country worldwide to adopt a BOT law with a publicly accessible 

registry in March 2015. Through this case study, I argue that the UKôs comparatively 

expansive AML information collection rules put in place after 9/11 shifted the preferences 

of industry groups in favor of BOT much earlier than other countries. These rules put 

massive compliance costs on regulated industries, laying the groundwork for rapid future 

coalition building by pro-transparency civil society groups and accelerated the 

policymaking process around BOT.  

Rule Expansion: Adoption of Broad AML Information Collection Rules Post-9/11 

Prior to the 9/11 attacks, the United Kingdom had adopted the then-European 

Communityôs First Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD1). The community agreed 

to AMLD1 in June 1991, with a deadline to be transposed into domestic laws by April 

1994. This directive required banks to undergo customer due diligence (CDD) and know 

your customer (KYC) obligations when onboarding new clients, as well as ongoing 

monitoring for suspicious activity. These requirements mandated that banks review 

potential clients to verify their true identity, to check for illegal activity, and to monitor 

high-risk clients. The Blair government extended some of these AML rules with the July 
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2000 passage of the Terrorism Act, which required financial institutions ï primarily banks, 

credit unions, and investment companies ï to collect customer information to prevent the 

funding of terrorist acts. These parallel developments at the domestic and transnational 

level formed the basis for the United Kingdom to take a comparatively more aggressive 

approach to reforming its AML regime in the wake of the 9/11 attacks on the United States. 

The UK broadened their anti-money laundering rules in the post-9/11 period with 

a series of domestic reforms, along with transposing parallel EU directives into UK law. 

The EU accelerated its timeline for AMLD2 and obtained a final agreement by December 

2001, which required member states to transpose changes into domestic law by March 

2004. The EU amendments included adopting a broader definition of money laundering 

and clarifying that other industries such as investment firms were required to follow AML 

rules. However, lawyers and several other professions lobbied successfully at the EU level 

to leave parts of the directive open to governments to grant some limited exemptions within 

their domestic legislation at this time (Shaughnessy 2002, 31-32; Tyre 2010, 71). 

UK lawyers, however, were less hostile toward shifts in the AML regime. The 

British government transposed AMLD2 in in July 2002 with the Proceeds of Crime Act, 

which was the most substantive overhaul of UK AML legislation to date. Key elements 

included the creation of the Assets Recovery Agency to centralize various efforts to track 

and recover assets from organized crime and terrorism as part of its financial investigatory 

capacities. It also incorporated substantive AML regulations, such as required reporting of 

suspicious transactions by regulated professions and penalties for their failure to disclose 

said information to the government. The most crucial addition was the inclusion of money 

services businesses and of the ñdesignated non-financial businesses and professionsò 
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(DNFBPs) like lawyers and corporate formation agents who assist individuals in setting up 

corporate structures and arranging their financial affairs. This rule expansion captured 

other professionals who the government argued would have an intimate awareness of an 

individualôs finances and be able to raise the alarm about any wrongdoing. 

Overall, British policymakers encountered a more favorable policy environment for 

expanding their AML regime after the 9/11 attacks. The attacks represented a crisis 

moment for Western democracies and a provided a strong national security justification for 

expansive AML and terrorist financing reforms. These changes required less financial 

investment from the government as well. By putting the burden of client information 

collection onto more private sector actors, this approach saved considerable financial and 

personnel resources for the government to review suspicious activities submitted by 

regulated industries. Furthermore, the government was able to claim credit for taking 

policy action that would restrict terrorist financing and reduce the likelihood of future terror 

attacks. Mandated information collection also complemented the ñThird Wayò light touch 

regulatory approach favored by Prime Minister Tony Blairôs government and their desire 

to bolster its law and order credentials (Nougayrede 2019, 348). Together, these rationales 

support my theoretical propositions about a governmentôs willingness and ability to adopt 

new, expansive information collection rules despite industry opposition. 

Cost Attribution: Growing Compliance Costs for Regulated Industries  

Complying with these AML  regulations required the development of new 

information collection systems: obtaining or developing the software needed to track this 

information, training personnel on how to collect and review information, and ongoing 

monitoring of these new systems. Compliance costs around these new AML rules increased 
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considerably for firms in regulated industries. Even with a risk-based approach that 

theoretically minimized costs by only requiring extra scrutiny for higher risk clients, ñthe 

compliance costs for the [UK] regulated sector have increased by 60% since the 

introduction of the FSA AML regulationsò (Ryder 2008, 641). Smaller regulated entities 

struggled the most with compliance (Ryder 2008, 643; Nakajima 2006, 127). Although 

these firms expected greater costs, the scope and scale of these increases were often beyond 

their expectations with regards to ongoing monitoring and staff training. 

Contemporaneous polling of UK-based companies about their understanding of 

AML obligations supports the idea that firms would and did not collect information unless 

they had to. A survey of UK money laundering officers in 2001 prior to the AML reforms 

found that a majority believed KYC requirements can alienate a client and would have led 

them to take their business elsewhere (Gill and Taylor 2004, 588). A 2005 survey found 

that most UK-based accounting, law, investment, and banking money laundering officers 

said they comply with AML rules to avoid sanctions and fines, rather than thinking it is 

good business practice or effective at combatting money laundering (Yeandle et al. 2005, 

8). Since several of these industries were not required to follow AML rules prior to this 

rule change, they relied on expensive third-party services provided by compliance and due 

diligence firms to meet regulatory deadlines (Verhage 2011; Liss and Sharman 2015). This 

sentiment is supported by survey data prior to the 2001 reforms finding that ñ71.4 percent 

of building societies and 68.4 percent of insurance companies did consider the 

requirements expensiveò because they had not been required to comply before (Gill and 

Taylor 2004, 590).  
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These widely-borne costs were the direct result of UK legislation requiring AML 

due diligence from many additional DNFBP industries beyond the initial focus of both 

AMLD1 and AMLD2 on financial institutions. Corporate service providers and formation 

agents, trust providers, casinos, high value good dealers, lawyers, accountants, and estate 

agents were now also required to identify the ultimate beneficial owner(s) among their 

customers. Through expanding information collection rules to a broader group of 

industries, the UK government initiated the possibility for a preference shift among these 

groups. Their compliance costs highlighted the benefits of the government adopting a 

corporate transparency law that would provide greater access to beneficial ownership 

information to reduce duplication and streamline client review processes.  

Limited Preference Shift: Little Regulated Industry Support for the AML Regime 

 

In the period following these initial reforms, the UK government prioritized 

communication with regulated industries and other stakeholders around its AML regime. 

The countryôs October 2004 Money Laundering Strategy ñstressed the importance of 

consulting public and private sector stakeholders, and is firmly committed to this ongoing 

processò (29). The government hosted several roundtables with multiple private sector 

groups and one-on-one meetings with individual stakeholders to listen to their concerns, 

and in some instances, to integrate their feedback into proposed laws. This ongoing 

communication and promises to minimize costs produced a comparative lack of active 

opposition to the CDD rules from key industries like the banking and legal sectors. 

Nougayrede (2019) describes how the UK legal profession played an active role in 

supporting the new AML rules, such as by submitting thousands of suspicious transaction 

reports once they went into effect and main regulatory bodies like the Law Society 
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providing guidance for its members to come into compliance (350-351). Mandated AML 

compliance became the new normal, and regulated industries worked with the government 

to implement the law while limiting their costs as much as possible. 

Despite their tepid acceptance of the AML rules while also seeking to limit their 

costs, no regulated industry groups argued in favor of greater corporate transparency via a 

BOT law to the government. Policy discussions of whether to adopt a BOT law establishing 

a public registry as part of these AML reforms were marginal to nonexistent. The UK and 

EU both conducted regulatory impact analyses of the costs and benefits of adopting BOT 

register in July 2002 and in February 2007 respectively. But these reports did not lead to 

serious, substantive conversations among British policymakers ï even though both reports 

suggested a massive cost savings for regulated industries and for law enforcement to detect 

and prosecute illicit financial flows. Ultimately no politicians were advocating for BOT 

laws within Parliament, the EUôs AML directives had not mandated them, the FATF had 

not made it a mandatory part of its standards, and civil society groups were focused on 

automatic exchange of information and country-by-country reporting tax transparency 

reforms (see Chapter 6). Although it was in the material interests of regulated industry 

groups to have greater transparency to lower their costs, they did not organize or lobby in 

favor of BOT laws through the late 2000s. 

Rule Expansion & Cost Attribution: Transposition of AMLD3 Expands the Number of 

Regulated Industries and Covered Activities 

 

Additional AML rule changes and cost absorption increased the number of industry 

groups that would favor greater transparency to reduce costs by the late 2000s. First the 

UK government consolidated its efforts to address illicit financial flows spread across 

several government bodies into a singular, centralized agency in the mid-2000s. The 
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Serious and Organized Crime and Police Act 2005 created the Serious Organized Crime 

Agency, which was merged first with the National Criminal Intelligence Service first 

created in 2001 to handle illicit finance issues, then merged again with the Asset Recovery 

Agency after the follow-up Serious Crime Act 2007. This successive centralization was 

intended in part to reduce costs for regulated industries in working with government to 

share information on possible financial crimes. 

These changes also reflected additional requirements outlined in the EUôs AMLD3, 

which came into force in December 2007 along with corresponding UK legislation. 

AMLD3 now required money services businesses, trust providers, and corporate service 

providers to be licensed and registered; included estate agents under AML rules; and 

required covered institutions to identify the ultimate beneficial owner and to take adequate 

measures to understand the ownership and control structure of the customer (Sproat 2007, 

174-175). Moreover, regulated actors could now rely on third parties to conduct their CDD 

for them but would be ultimately responsible for the risk (Liss and Sharman 2015). Thus 

by the late 2000s UK banks were always required to identify BOs owning 25 percent or 

more of an entity and to verify the BO information for higher risk customers (Friesen 2008).  

Regulated industries again faced new and/or increased expenses. Regulatory costs 

for private banks increased by around 50 to 100 percent over the previous five years in the 

UK and in other countries that made similar changes (Simpson 2009), with the majority of 

those costs attributed to ongoing client monitoring (Katkov 2011). Allowing third parties 

to conduct CDD produced substantial restructuring and compliance work for industry 

professionals in the UK as well, supporting the proposition of creating and sustaining new 

compliance industries (Interview 27). These parallel expansions in the scope of activities 
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and the industries covered by UK AML laws increased the number of possible industry 

groups who would favor greater transparency and made the benefits of greater transparency 

more apparent to the industries that faced additional obligations. 

Preference Shift: Most Regulated Industry Groups Support PM Cameronôs BOT Law 

By the time Prime Minister David Cameron initiated a policy consultation for a 

BOT law in mid-2013, many regulated industry groups and/or individual firms within these 

industries either privately or publicly supported increasing access to information to lower 

their compliance costs. For example, civil society groups knew that the British Bankersô 

Association (now called UK Finance) were privately supportive of passing a BOT law 

because of its strong potential to reduce compliance costs even though they wanted to 

weaken parts of the proposed bill. But BOT was not a top priority in the British Bankersô 

Association agenda at the time and led to limited collaboration with civil society groups 

(Interview 28, 37, 40). Nevertheless, many industry groups publicized their preferences by 

submitting comments in the governmentôs consultation and did actively lobby the 

government to adopt a BOT law. 

Public comments on the proposed bill suggested a range of preferences from 

regulated industries, particularly about who should have access to the beneficial ownership 

information. I summarize these industry group preferences in Table 7. The Asset-Based 

Finance Association, the Business Information Providers Association (representing credit 

rating agencies), the Solicitors Regulation Authority, the Investment Management 

Association, the Association of Company Registration Agents, and the National Federation 

of Property Professionals all supported an active obligation to update information in a 

central government register with no or few exemptions for any type of corporate entity. 
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This group is mostly comprised of industries that must comply with UK AML rules like 

lawyers, real estate agents, and incorporation agents. 

Table 7: Industry Group Preferences Toward the UK BOT Law (2013) 

Public Access 
Limit 

Access 
Private / 

Government-Only Access 

¶ Asset-Based Finance 
Association 

¶ Business Information 
Providers Association 

¶ Solicitors Regulation 
Authority 

¶ Investment Management 
Association 

¶ Association of Company 
Registration Agents 

¶ National Federation of 
Property Professionals 

¶ British 
Bankers 
Association 

¶ Law Society 
of England 
and Wales 

¶ Institute of Chartered 
Accountants in England and 
Wales (ICAEW) 

¶ Association of Chartered 
Certified Accountants 

¶ British Private Equity and 
Venture Capital Association 
(BVCA) 

¶ Society of Trust and Estate 
Practitioners (STEP) 

¶ Alternative Investment 
Management Association 
(AIMA) Limited 

 

 The British Bankersô Association and the Law Society of England and Wales took 

a middle ground stance: they opposed a public central register but wanted all information 

to be verified and continuously updated, with only an exemption for limited liability 

partnerships. Both fall into the regulated industry category, and their specific policy 

recommendations reflect cost reduction as their primary motivator with an emphasis on 

accurate, accessible information for industry compliance purposes. In contrast, the Institute 

of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW), the Association of Chartered 

Certified Accountants, the British Private Equity and Venture Capital Association 

(BVCA), the Society of Trust and Estate Practitioners, and the Alternative Investment 

Management Association (AIMA)  opposed a public central registry. 

Opposition from alternative investment industries like private equity, hedge funds, 

and venture capital associations reflects their exemption from UK AML regulations and 
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not wanting to absorb the material costs of AML compliance. In contrast, opposition from 

two main accountancy industry groups despite having to follow UK AML laws suggests 

they did not believe they would benefit from greater information access. Rather, their 

preferences were based on the concern that disclosure may expose some of their clientsô 

illegal or unethical activities and lead to negative financial and reputational consequences 

for individual firms and for the industry overall. The banking and legal industries in the 

UK held similar concerns about financial and reputational damages, yet these concerns 

were outweighed by the cost-cutting benefits of greater information access for themselves. 

Lastly, support from corporate formation agents, estate agents, and some legal and financial 

industry groups also referenced streamlining access to information for due diligence 

purposes. Taken together, the distribution of industry group preferences relative to their 

inclusion under UK AML laws largely supports the theory. 

 In addition, despite several public consultation comments coming from regulated 

industries and firms opposing public central BOT registers, private discussions of the law 

demonstrated greater acceptance and willingness to increase access to information through 

legislation. Because both UK and EU law required compliance from regulated industries, 

greater information access from a centralized government source would reduce their 

burden in the long run: 

ñEven sectors like the legal sector are much more open to having these reforms 

come in because across the UK's private sector, there's a great deal that is regulated 

for money laundering purposes and having that data available on who owns 

companies in the UK and who owns property and that kind of thing. People are all 

pretty much bought into the fact that that's that can only be a good thing because it 

helps the due diligence, helps them stay on the right side of regulators. So for the 

most part, we haven't really encountered any [major] resistance in the UKò 

(Interview 28). 
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The fact that many regulated private sector actors were willing to support a BOT law from 

the start of the consultation period indicates that their policy preferences had already been 

shifted due to their inclusion under UK AML laws and mandated information collection. 

UK Case Summary 

In summary, this series of UK AML reforms ï first initiated by the transnational 

response to the 9/11 terror attacks ï greatly expanded the number of industries that must 

collect client information to meet their AML obligations. These obligations increased 

regulated industriesô costs and minimized tilting the playing field against any particular 

industry; banks, corporate formation agents, and casinos alike had to follow AML rules. 

Having a relatively expansive AML regime in place prior to the 2010s set the stage for 

many regulated industry groupsô preferences to be aligned with civil society groups in favor 

of BOT laws since they had already absorbed the regimesô compliance costs and would 

benefit from consistent, systematic access to information. 

The United States: Shifting from Narrow to Broader Information Collection Rules 

Changes Industry Preferences 

 

 Like the UK, the US has grown notorious for facilitating global illicit financial 

flows. This negative perception is maintained by the role of states like Delaware, Nevada, 

Wyoming, and South Dakota with permissive laws that became hubs for anonymous shell 

companies and trusts (Tuttle 2020; Michel 2021). However, in contrast to the UK, 

legislators in the United States proposed a BOT law in every session of Congress from 

2008 to 2020, with the final passage of the Corporate Transparency Act as part of the 

annual defense spending bill occurring in January 2021 over President Trumpôs veto. 

International tax justice advocates noted the importance of the FACT Coalitionôs 

organizing and bringing together a ñstrange coalitionò to pass the Corporate Transparency 
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Act in the United States, eventually folded into a wider AML  reform bill entitled the 

ILLI CIT CASH Act ultimately included in the defense bill (Shaxson 2021).  

What these public-facing accounts often overlook, though, is why some industry 

groups joined the FACT Coalition: to lobby for a law that would reduce their information 

collection costs to meet their AML obligations, and to allow some industries to push the 

costs of information collection onto more industries in order to level what they saw as an 

uneven playing field. Through this case study, I demonstrate that the USôs comparatively 

narrow AML information collection rules implemented after 9/11 inhibited cross-sectoral 

coalition building by Senator Carl Levin (D-Michigan) and by pro-transparency civil 

society groups through the mid-2010s. Fewer industries had to comply with AML 

information collection rules and thus had no cost-reducing incentives to support a BOT 

law. The expansion of beneficial ownership information collection rules for banks, credit 

unions, and title insurers by two 2016 regulations produced the inter-industry preference 

shift necessary for successful cross-sectoral coalition building by civil society groups. 

Limited Rule Expansion: ñTemporaryò Exemptions to the Post-9/11 AML Regime  

Prior to the early 2000s, the Bank Secrecy Act (BSA) of 1970 had been the USôs 

last major overhaul to its AML regime. The BSA required financial institutions to keep 

records of cash purchases over $10,000 and to report suspicious activities related to illicit 

finance to the government. But by the late 1990s, some policymakers thought that the law 

could no longer address contemporary forms of illicit finance. The Senate Permanent 

Subcommittee on Investigations (PSI) led a series of inquiries into money laundering and 

the use of shell companies to conceal beneficial owners. The first landmark hearing in 

November 1999 underscored how private banks made routine use of shell corporations for 
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their clients (881). Democratic Senator Carl Levin and staff on the PSI continued to target 

money laundering in hearings. A February 2001 report and subsequent hearings in March 

2001 included a section on shell banks and the use of shell companies by offshore banks.  

However, the connection between shell banking, shell corporations, and terrorist 

financing did not become apparent until the 9/11 attacks. The hijackers accessed money 

from both US and foreign bank accounts, relying on money deposited by wire transfers, 

cash deposits, and travelersô checks and ATM access. None of their activities were detected 

by US banksô existing AML systems, designed to catch drug trafficking and large-scale 

financial fraud rather than routine financial transactions from abroad. Industry groups had 

successfully killed regulations and proposed bills that would have helped banks to identify 

the attackers through collecting client information and screening high-risk customers in the 

1990s (Roth, Greenberg, and Wille 2004, 3, 6). This opposition lobbying underscores the 

resistance of unregulated industries to greater information collection and dissemination 

prior to the 2000s. 

The 9/11 attacks provided a window of opportunity for Senator Levin and his allies 

to push the most substantial AML reforms since the BSA (Tsingou 2005; Michel 2021). 

The US government responded to the attacks with the passage of the October 2001 

PATRIOT Act, which revised and expanded the US AML  regime to target the money 

laundering techniques used in terrorist financing. Section 352 would require members of 

certain industries to implement AML programs including customer due diligence policies, 

installing compliance officers, developing employee training programs, and conducting 

audits of their overall process. The law thus created an affirmative obligation for industries 

that previously had minimal AML obligations as well as some previously unregulated 
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industries to prevent money laundering in the US financial system (Silverman 2021). The 

final list of industries in the draft Act included: 

¶ Federally insured bank, thrift or credit union  

¶ Private banker  

¶ Uninsured commercial bank, trust company or thrift  

¶ US branch or agency of a foreign bank 

¶ Registered securities broker or dealer  

¶ Broker or dealer in securities or commodities  

¶ Investment banker  

¶ Investment company  

¶ Futures commission merchant  

¶ Commodity trading adviser  

¶ Commodity pool operator  

¶ Casino or gaming establishment  

¶ Operator of a credit card system 

¶ Business engaged in automobile, airplane and boat sales  

¶ Insurance company  

¶ Loan or finance company 

¶ Persons involved in real estate closings and settlements  

¶ Issuer, redeemer, or cashier of travelersô cheques, money orders or similar instruments  

¶ Currency exchange  

¶ Licensed sender of money  

¶ Any other person engaging as a business in the transmission of funds  

¶ Pawnbroker  

¶ Dealer in precious metals, stones or jewels  

¶ Travel agency  

¶ US Postal Service  

¶ Telegraph company  

¶ Federal, state or local government agency carrying out a duty or power of a business or 

a financial institution 

 

This expansive list included more industries under the AML rules than either the original 

EU or UK proposals. If adopted as proposed, these regulations would likely have generated 

a broad inter-industry consensus for both consistent AML standards and for increasing 

information sharing across industries to reduce their regulatory burden. 

 American policymakers encountered a more favorable policy environment for 

reforming the US AML regime because the 9/11 attacks occurred on US soil. Senator Levin 

had suggested increasing information collection requirements as a solution to combat 
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money laundering in previous hearings. Expanding AML rules presented itself as a low 

cost investment for the US government; by putting the burden of collecting information 

onto the private sector, outsourcing saved government regulators considerable financial 

and personnel resources. Industry commentary at the time noticed this ñrecent trend in anti-

money laundering legislationéto require a broad group of professional service providers 

to act as de facto deputies in this campaignò (Shaughnessy 2002, 26). Furthermore, the 

Bush administration and Congress were able to credit claim with the public for enacting a 

law that would curtail terrorist financing and reduce the likelihood of future attacks. 

Finally, information collection complemented Republican preferences for ñlight touchò 

regulation rather than more substantive reforms that could radically alter the financial 

industry. These attributes enabled the PATRIOT Act to contain the largest overhaul to the 

US AML regime since the BSA. 

Despite these favorable conditions, some industry groups recognized them and 

pushed back on the government during the drafting of the PATRIOT Act to limit its scope. 

Investigative journalist Casey Michel documented intense lobbying by the American 

Bankersô Association and Citibank during this period, leading to shouting matches between 

lobbyists and Congressional staffers (2021, 98). The banking industry and others then 

pivoted toward the regulatory process when they failed to change the law to exclude 

themselves. Several industry groups that opposed the new information collection rules 

were able to exempt themselves from the AML law in the regulatory process (Terrill and 

Breslow 2015; Silverman 2021). The Bush administration granted temporary exemptions 

for industries that they viewed as less central to combatting terrorist financing, mainly the 

designated non-financial businesses and professions (DNFBPs) that were included under 



 116 

UK law. The Treasury granted a temporary exemption from Section 352 obligations in 

April 2002 for banks and financial institutions that were not federally regulated, investment 

companies that are not mutual funds, and individuals involved in real estate transactions 

(FinCEN 2002; Silets and Van Cleef 2003). 

The PATRIOT Actôs scope was also limited by the outright exclusion of the legal 

profession. Industry groups and professional associations actively and successfully lobbied 

for their exemption prior to its proposal before Congress (Nougayrede 2019). The 

American Bar Association did convene a Gatekeepersô Task Force in February 2002 to 

respond to the governmentôs requests to review the role that lawyers play in enabling illicit 

finance. The bar association argued that requiring due diligence obligations for the legal 

profession would negatively impact the integrity of the attorney-client relationship and 

violate clientsô right to privacy. As an alternative form of self-regulation, they created a 

voluntary good practices guidance to detect and combat money laundering and terrorist 

financing, first published in April 2010 and affirmed by the American Bar Associationôs 

Conference of Chief Justices in July 2014 (ABA 2010; Conference 2014). The ABA Task 

Force recommended that lawyers collect beneficial ownership information from clients 

only after conducting a risk-based analysis to determine whether collection is warranted. 

Yet no federal rulemakings have attempted to include lawyers under US AML regulations 

since the early 2000s. 

In summary, many fewer US industries were required to comply with AML 

information collection rules compared to the UK. Despite the favorable conditions for 

overhauling the US AML regime after the 9/11 attacks, industries that had not been 

required to comply with the BSA were largely successful at securing exemptions to the 
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AML rules. Banks, credit unions, money service businesses, mutual funds, and insurance 

companies became the only major industries required to follow AML rules and collect 

client information, while real estate agents, alternative investment managers, lawyers, 

high-value goods dealers, and accountants all secured ñtemporaryò exemptions. 

Nevertheless, the passage of the PATRIOT Act and subsequent regulatory battle still 

supports the several key theoretical propositions: governments adopt information 

collection rules because they are less costly to implement, conserve government resources, 

and are less able to be resisted by targeted industries. 

Cost Attribution: AML Costs Increase Rapidly for Regulated Financial Institutions 

For the industries that did not secure exemptions, their costs to develop and to 

implement an AML program in line with new regulations increased substantially, 

particularly for smaller institutions. The American Bankersô Association reported by 2003 

that AML obligations were the most expensive compliance costs for banks (Tsingou 2005). 

Some banks had to build or buy customer identification systems as well as train staff to 

implement the new rules. By 2007, Investment Executive reported that: 

ñIn North America, [AML] spending has increased by 70% or more. These 

increases are far in excess of banksô own predictions when KPMG Forensic carried 

out its last study in 2004, when respondents on average predicted an increase of 

43%. The biggest spending continues to be on transaction monitoring and staff 

training costsò (2007). 

 

Banks responded to AML obligations by over-reporting potential suspicious transactions 

as a defensive strategy to minimize their risk of government fines. By 2006, ñFinCEN 

reported that US financial institutions filed 919,230 SARs, an increase of 37% when 

compared to the number of reports filed in 2004ò (Ryder 2008, 649). However, some banks 

did acknowledge that collecting more customer data allowed them to better tailor and 
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personalize their products to customers (Tsingou 2005, 15). Similar outcomes occurred in 

the money services business, mutual fund, and insurance industries that fell under the 

PATRIOT Act rules who sought regulatory solutions from the rapidly growing AML 

compliance industry (Verhage 2011). Together these industries absorbed an increasing 

financial burden from AML compliance and began to seek solutions to reduce costs. 

No Rule Expansion, No Cost Attribution, No Preference Shift: Ongoing Opposition 

Lobbying from Unregulated Industries around AML and BOT Rules 

 

The divergence in industry preferences around the benefits of BOT became more 

apparent as the divide grew between industries that had to comply with AML rules and 

those that did not during the 2000s and early 2010s. The absence of Congressional support 

for a BOT law in this period stemmed somewhat from the continued opposition of the 

industries that had secured temporary exemptions from the 2001 law. As mentioned 

previously, the American Bar Association created a Task Force on Gatekeeper Regulation 

and the Profession in February 2002 to assess the implications of combatting international 

money laundering for the legal profession. The Task Force drafted and published a 

Gatekeeper Resolution in 2003 (revised in 2008) to pre-empt federal legislation or 

regulatory action since they viewed customer due diligence as "client unfriendly" and 

expensive (Terrill and Breslow 2014, 436, 441). These concerns, along with the perceived 

threats to attorney-client privilege, formed the basis of continued opposition to AML and 

BOT regulation from the American Bar Association (Nougayrede 2019).  

Although he had little support from other Congressmembers or from industry 

groups, Senator Levin proposed the Incorporation Transparency and Law Enforcement 

Assistance (ITLEA) Act as a standalone bill along with Senator Norm Coleman and then-

Senator Barack Obama in May 2008. The ITLEA Act would require that all corporations 
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and LLCs to report their beneficial owners when filing incorporation documents at the state 

level, to update that information on a regular basis, and to require corporate formation 

agents to verify the beneficial ownership information for non-US corporate owners. 

Though the exact details of the bill evolved somewhat over time, Representative Carolyn 

Maloney (D-NY) proposed a corresponding House BOT bill every following session of 

Congress with Senator Levin until his retirement in 2014. 

The core coalition that opposed the ITLEA Act and subsequent bills primarily 

included national registered agents, state Secretaries of State, and the American Bar 

Association. Though these actors had worked with the Department of Justice and the 

Treasury Department since 2006 ñto identify possible solutions to meet law enforcementsô 

objectives while minimizing the burden on small businesses,ò they disagreed with the state-

level approach advanced by Levin (American Bar Association Company Law Meeting, 

November 15, 2021). All were concerned about the billôs costs. The bar association and 

national registered agents like the CT Corporation were worried that ITLEA would be the 

first step toward obtaining their wholesale compliance with AML regulations, seeking to 

avoid a costly regulatory burden. These concerns were primarily represented by the 

Secretary of Finance for Delaware, Rick Geisenberger, and his attempt to protect the stateôs 

corporate service providers industry from AML regulation as well.  

The ITLEAôs approach also faced stiff resistance from US state Secretaries of State 

through the National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS). NASS was concerned 

about the increased administrative burden of collecting beneficial ownership information 

without guaranteed financial and administrative support from the federal government 

(Interviews 10, 16). Broadly NASS did not want the federal government to give the states 
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an unfunded mandate to implement new corporate filing systems and necessary staff 

training to implement ITLEA. Therefore, NASS attempted to pre-empt federal legislation 

before Senator Levinôs 2008 draft bill. They approached the Uniform Law Commission 

(the ULC, a national non-profit association of lawyers who develop proposals for 

standardized US state laws) about drafting a state-level model BOT law. In July 2007, 

NASS formally requested that the ULC create draft legislation related to beneficial 

ownership, partly in response to the series of PSI investigations in 2006 and a 2006 GAO 

report on US state incorporation practices. Once finalized, the ULC would encourage all 

50 states to adopt the model bill to harmonize incorporation practices nationwide, 

theoretically reducing competition and cutting costs across industries involved in 

incorporation processes or requiring this information for due diligence checks.  

ULC drafting committees convened in fall 2007 with a variety of state-level 

stakeholders and members of potentially impacted industries, such as lawyers, corporate 

service providers, and bankers. They also met with Treasury and Justice Department 

officials for input on the model legislation. After several readings, the ULC approved the 

draft bill in July 2009 that would cover a majority of ñconventionally held privately held 

entitiesò with 50 or fewer interest holders, require companies themselves to hold 

information about their beneficial owners, and allow law enforcement to request 

information from the responsible individual with knowledge of the entitiesô operations to 

provide the beneficial ownership information. But no state ever adopted the ULCôs model 

law, signaling a lack of state-level political will and industry group support to increase 

corporate transparency. 
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The ULCôs model law did do what its some of its drafters intended: it delayed 

Senator Levinôs introduction of a federal bill for at least a year. NASS and the ULC 

promised policymakers that the ULC model law would address their concerns around 

beneficial ownership and streamline incorporation practices across the country in a single 

law. Yet advocates claimed the model law ñdidn't even address the issues of anonymity, 

[and] no state ever even pretended that it was going to adopt that proposalò (Interview 3). 

As a result, Senator Levin and his allies rejected the ULCôs proposed model state law for 

not going far enough in collecting and sharing beneficial ownership information. They 

would not change their proposed federal law for this information to be collected and held 

by the state Secretaries of State and requiring that it be updated annually or when the 

beneficial owner information changed.  

In the meantime, the original opponents of ITLEA continued to voice their 

disapproval to additional draft bills through 2014. NASS adopted a resolution on the 

collection of beneficial ownership information in July 2010 to oppose any and all efforts 

to collect this information at the state level. Instead, they supported either a proposal to 

have the IRS provide this information to other government agencies or to require financial 

institutions to collect it. The National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers published 

statements that strongly opposed different versions of ITLEA in October 2009 and 

September 2011.  

Lobbying disclosure records from this period suggest that mostly unregulated 

industry group opponents of the bill spent money to lobby against it: Alticor (run by the 

DeVos family), Koch Companies Public Sector, the National Venture Capital Association, 

the Managed Funds Association, the Financial Services Forum, CT Corporation, the 
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American Bar Association, and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants all 

lobbied against proposed BOT bills from 2008 to 2014 (Kim 2018). All of these industry 

groups or individual firms fell under the temporary exemptions from the PATRIOT Actôs 

AML rules and sought to avoid the material and reputational costs of compliance. Lacking 

any meaningful industry group support, Senator Levinôs policy entrepreneurship continued 

to be unsuccessful. 

As an alternative, some members of the Obama administration proposed collecting 

beneficial ownership information through the IRS rather than the Treasury. Several high-

level Obama officials opposed Senator Levinôs and Representative Maloneyôs proposed 

BOT bills (although President Obama was a co-sponsor on Levinôs original bill) and sought 

to advance their own bill  (Interview 2, 3, 15). They argued that their IRS approach would 

not increase costs for the state secretaries of state, and the public was already familiar with 

the tax filing process and would feel more comfortable adding another small step when 

filling out their taxes. But this proposal went nowhere among Congressmembers, 

government bureaucrats, business interest groups, or civil society advocates alike for 

several reasons. The first is that requesting beneficial ownership information from the IRS 

would require a subpoena, which law enforcement officials argued would slow down 

investigations. The second is the IRS was underfunded and understaffed, so they would be 

unable to keep up with beneficial ownership information requests. Some Republicans were 

also concerned about the use of beneficial ownership information to go after tax fraud as 

well if collection was based out of the IRS (Interview 1, 2, 11, 16, 26).  

Opposition to the IRS bill existed in conjunction with more widespread business 

opposition to the idea of BOT overall. In early 2011, the US banking industry strongly 
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opposed a FATF proposal requiring banks to identify and verify the beneficial owners 

behind bank accounts (Ball and Bryan-Low 2011). Delaware deputy Secretary of State 

Rick Geisenberger voiced his opposition to a BOT law in response to news coverage about 

Delawareôs facilitation of anonymous shell companies. He argued that holding beneficial 

ownership information in a public database would lead to various abuses (Politico 2013). 

The Obama administrationôs Open Government Partnership (OGP) National Plan ahead of 

the 2013 G8 summit focusing on tax transparency (White House 2013) generated 

opposition from groups like the National Foreign Trade Council without other concurrent 

international tax reforms (NFTC 2013). Likewise, a group letter from business groups like 

the US Chambers of Commerce and the NFIB, from investment groups like National 

Venture Capital Association, and from unregulated industry groups like The Real Estate 

Roundtable and the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants opposed yet 

another Levin BOT bill in September 2013. Overall, unregulated industry groups continued 

to actively oppose both domestic and international proposals for BOT. 

Rule Expansion & Cost Attribution: Finalizing the Customer Due Diligence (CDD) 

Rules and the Geographic Targeting Orders (GTOs) 

 

 Although a BOT bill was unable to move out of committee in Congress, the Obama 

administration continued to work on BOT through the regulatory process. The USôs OGP 

National Action Plans included BOT as a key policy to reform in the US in every plan from 

September 2011 onward. The administration pivoted to a regulatory rather than a 

legislative approach to meet their commitment, focusing on requiring banks to collect 

beneficial ownership information in line with one of the NASS proposals. FinCEN 

published an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking that ran from March to June 2012 

that became known as the Customer Due Diligence (CDD) rule. The CDD rule would 
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require initial due diligence, understanding the nature of the account, assessing customer 

risk, identifying beneficial ownership, and conducting ongoing monitoring for all clients. 

This proposed regulation only covered industries named in the PATRIOT Act, but FinCEN 

did advise ñthat a CDD rule may be appropriate for all financial institutions subject to 

FinCENôs regulationò (FinCEN 2012). In other words, the CDD rule would expand the 

number of activities requiring information collection among already-regulated industries. 

Small and medium-sized banks opposed the Treasuryôs proposed CDD rule since 

it would now require them to collect beneficial ownership information for new client 

accounts. On the other hand, large banks and major industry associations like The Clearing 

House voiced lukewarm public opposition but spent little to lobby specifically since many 

were already collecting this information as part of their broader KYC measures (Interview 

3, 17). The banking industry overall did secure some concessions by the time the rule was 

finalized in 2016, such as exempting existing accounts and not requiring financial 

institutions to verify ownership structures. Despite these cost-reducing measures, industry 

commentators recognized the financial impact of the rule and its new requirement to collect 

beneficial owner information: ñthe collection of beneficial ownership information is a 

significant compliance adjustment for banks not already doing itò (Adler 2014). Other 

industry groups recognized the costs as well. The American Bar Association sent letters to 

FinCEN in May 2013 and October 2014 asking that they include specific language to 

exempt lawyers and law firms from the proposed CDD rule for both privacy and cost-based 

reasons ï even though they were not specifically named in the rule. 

FinCEN addressed their concerns by hosting three public hearings with 

stakeholders from July to September 2012 and two more public hearings over the next few 
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years for input from banks of different sizes across the US, as well as from other interest 

groups. At these hearings, both industry and civil society groups such as Global Financial 

Integrity, Global Witness, The Clearing House Association, the Securities Industry and 

Financial Markets Association, the National Money Transmitters Association, and the 

Investment Company Institute provided extensive comments to FinCEN. Like previous 

written feedback and media articles, one industry attendee acknowledged that collecting 

beneficial ownership information would not be complicated for banks, but it would come 

at a cost (5). Another suggested that money services businesses would be disadvantaged as 

bad actors moved to less regulated industries to access the US financial system. These 

conversations carried over into industry spaces. At a money laundering compliance 

industry conference around this time, members of potentially impacted industries discussed 

how the CDD rule would increase the number of compliance jobs and increase firmsô costs 

(Interview 25). These conversations continued in the lead-up to the notice of proposed 

rulemaking, with FinCEN hosting both regional and industry-specific outreach on the CDD 

rule in July 2014. The main rulemaking was published in August 2014 and ran until 

October, with a follow-up regulatory impact assessment to assess the ruleôs costs 

completed in December 2015.  

Nevertheless, through both phases of the CDD rulemaking, members of potentially 

impacted industries paid less attention compared to other concurrent rulemakings and 

compared to other proposed financial regulations in general.5 Both industry and civil 

society groups understood that beneficial ownership was a low public salience issue, 

 
5 ñIndustry reaction has been muted since FinCEN published the final rules, likely stemming from the fact 

that the rule has been in development since 2012 and much of the securities industry is preoccupied with 

other recently finalized rules that could be even more burdensomeò (The Investment Lawyer, August 2016, 

18, emphasis added). 
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including for policy wonks who closely follow financial regulation. Yet trade associations 

also underestimated the governmentôs commitment to following through on the CDD rule: 

ñI will say that the at the time that the CDD rule was going through the rulemaking 

process, it was not garnering a lot of attentionéThere were a lot of other sort of 

more important or higher profile at least rulemakings in the pipeline at that time 

that were commanding a lot of people's time and energy. So it was really a niche 

rulemaking that, I think, that the transparency groups cared aboutéand Senator 

Levinôs office cared about. And that was sort of it, that even the industry wasïboth 

the financial institutions and the business community were aware of it and sort of 

put up very token oppositionò (Interview 2). 

 

Low public issue salience collided with both inter- and intra-industry divisions in 

policy preferences among financial institutions. Banks and credit unions are often at each 

otherôs throats on other regulatory issues because the latter do not have to pay taxes, which 

inhibits effective lobbying even when the two are on the same side for a particular issue 

(Interview 1). Intra-industry divisions arose between the lending and wealth management 

sides of the banking industry as well, with the latter wanting to resist further calls for 

information collection and disclosure for their sensitive clients (Interview 6). Finally, the 

benefits that could come from greater information sharing and stronger rules did not align 

with how the banking industry usually lobbies on issues: ñit's not really in their personality 

as an industry to go out and ask for more regulation and more rulesò (Interview 5). 

Consequently, between a lack of coherent financial industry group opposition and the 

increased policymaker salience driven by the April 2016 Panama Papers, the US 

government finalized the CDD rule in May 2016.  

FinCEN also turned to another instrument in its regulatory toolkit, the Geographic 

Targeting Order (GTO), to address the impact of shell companies and illicit finance on real 

estate. A GTO is issued by FinCEN to impose additional recordkeeping or reporting 

requirements on domestic financial institutions or other businesses within a specific 
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geographic area identified in the order based on law enforcement need. They can be issued 

for six months and renewed for another six months on an as-needed basis (FinCEN 2015). 

Although FinCENôs authority to issue GTOs extends back to the Bank Secrecy Act of 

1970, it had not been used extensively to target money laundering in real estate. 

The first real estate GTO for all-cash purchases of residential real estate over a 

certain dollar amount threshold in Miami-Dade and New York counties went into effect in 

January 2016. Title insurers were required to collect and to verify the beneficial ownership 

information of purchasers with 25 percent or more ownership stake in the property. This 

initial GTO has been renewed every six months since January 2016 to include 53 counties 

including and around major cities across the United States and to lower the dollar amount 

threshold that triggers reporting obligations to $300,000, with the exception of Baltimore 

County at $50,000 as of April 2023 (FinCEN 2023). The GTO encourages voluntary 

reporting of suspicious activities by real estate brokers, escrow agents, and title insurance 

companies if they suspect the purchaser is laundering money as well. As more members of 

the title insurance industry fell under the GTO rules and were required to report on 

additional transactions, their regulatory compliance costs also grew. 

Cost Attribution and Preference Change: Banking and Title Insurance Industry Groups 

Change their Stance 

 

After the Treasury finalized the CDD rule in May 2016, US banking industry 

preferences unified in support of a federal BOT law from anticipating its ability to lower 

their compliance costs by the end of the summer 2016. The Clearing House published a 

letter in August 2016 supporting the newest version of the ITLEA Act, explicitly stating 

that ñlegislation could materially assist efforts to combat money laundering and terrorist 

financing by providing a more robust source of beneficial ownership informationò (2). 
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Lobbyists on both sides of the issue agreed that the banking industry would not have gotten 

on board to support a BOT law without the CDD rule (Interview 7, 9, 26). This evidence 

provides support for corporate transparency lock-in related to both the timing and the 

rationale for the banking industryôs preference shift toward favoring transparency. Other 

interviews offer additional support for the timing and justification of their preference shift: 

¶ ñIt was only after they felt the pain. They couldn't get themselves organized to get 
ahead of itò (Interview 16). 

 

¶ ñAnd so, that [the CDD rule] I think is helping overcome some of the resistance 

of senior management [within banks] who say, óWell, we don't want to share the 

information because we don't want to give them a competitive advantageôò 

(Interview 12). 

 

Likewise, residential real estate industry groups affected by the GTO rules began 

vocally supporting BOT. The real estate industry continued to be exempt from wholesale 

inclusion under US AML regulations, yet the costs of creating and implementing a new 

customer due diligence program even for a small fraction of clients in the countryôs largest 

markets was sufficient to change their preferences. The National Association of Realtors 

(NAR) published a letter in February 2018 supporting BOT in a Senate Judiciary hearing 

on beneficial ownership and illicit finance. Members of the American Land Title 

Association (ALTA) most directly affected by the GTO rules thought they were flawed 

and basically useless at preventing real estate money laundering via shell companies 

(Solomont 2016). Yet less than 18 months later, ALTA accepted that the GTOs were likely 

to be expanded and become permanent even if they were unlikely to be effective as written 

(Parker 2017). The successive spread of the GTOs to over a dozen more major US counties 

in the following two years led to a split in preferences between title insurers and residential 

real estate groups on one side and commercial real estate interest groups on the other 
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(Interview 17). Both opposing and supporting real estate groups lobbied Congressmembers 

on successive BOT bills proposed in Congress through 2020 (Kim 2018). 

No Rule Expansion, No Cost Attribution, No Preference Change: Continued Opposition 

from Alternative Investment Industry and the Legal Profession Groups 

 

 However, not all of these regulatory initiatives were successful. Unregulated 

industries continued from the mid-2000s to the present lobbying to maintain these 

exemptions in further rulemakings. Multiple agencies attempted to include industries like 

investment companies, lawyers, and real estate agents under AML rules but faced intense 

lobbying, leading the government to drop later pushes to broaden information collection 

and reporting requirements (Saul 2015; Cooley and Michel 2021). FinCEN pulled back on 

following through with a rulemaking that would have revised the ñtemporary exemptionsò 

in 2004, while the SEC made some changes but eventually withdrew their rulemaking in 

2008. The government did not take up adding other industries to the AML regime via the 

rulemaking process for nearly a decade. 

FinCEN did re-propose an investment advisor rule to bring the industry under the 

AML regime in August 2015. The rule generated both strong opposition and requests to 

modify the rule from industry groups and individual firms alike. They challenged the 

information collection rules as burdensome, especially for smaller shops, and argued that 

the rules could compromise the privacy of their clients. The investment advisor rule was 

never finalized, and no industry members supported any proposed BOT laws through 2020. 

This failure paralleled the outcome of the PATRIOT Act rulemakings: without a costly 

information collection rule, unregulated industries had few incentives to support greater 

information dissemination. The ñtemporary exemptionsò to these 2002 and 2003 

rulemakings have extended through the publication of this dissertation. 
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US Case Summary 

 In summary, the adoption of comparatively narrow AML rules by the US 

government after 9/11 that covered many fewer industries limited potential sources of 

industry group support for a BOT law. Subsequent rulemakings in the mid-2010s extended 

AML  information collection obligations for a few regulated industries. Once FinCEN 

finalized the GTOs for title insurers and the CDD rule for banks and credit unions in 2016, 

these two key industry groups shifted from opposition to actively supporting a BOT law. 

These industries sought to lower their compliance costs and to level the playing field 

against their rivals. 

Canada: Delayed Rule Changes, Delayed Industry Preference Changes 

Canada is a less well-known money laundering jurisdiction on the global stage but 

has seen an increasing volume of illicit financial flows through its natural resources and 

real estate sectors. The Canadian approach to developing its AML regime closely follows 

international standards and engages in policy learning from other countries, often resulting 

in domestic laws integrating FATF recommendations and policy provisions from its 

perceived peer countries. Yet the Canadian government did not make a formal commitment 

to adopting a BOT law until its April 2021 budget. Prime Minister Trudeau accelerated this 

commitment to establishing a register from 2025 to 2023 in response to the Russian 

invasion of Ukraine, and the Innovation, Science, and Development minister put forward 

proposed legislation in March 2023. Through this case study, I show that broad information 

collection rules that shift industry group preferences are necessary but insufficient to 

passing corporate transparency laws. Although Canada introduced both broad AML rules 

in the early 2000s and expanded them to include beneficial ownership collection 
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specifically for several industries in 2014, business support for increasing corporate 

transparency did not necessarily translate into active lobbying. Adoption requires coalition-

building from civil society groups and cross-sectoral lobbying to secure legislation. 

Rule Expansion: Broadening AML Rules to Follow International Standards 

The Canadian AML regime evolved from initial concerns about money laundering 

and drug trafficking in the 1990s much like the US and UK. Canada adopted the first round 

of major reforms to its AML law before 9/11 in June 2000 through the Proceeds of Crime 

(Money Laundering) Act. The law specified record keeping and client identification 

requirements for certain reporting entities and required reporting of suspicious 

transactions, which had been voluntary commitments previously. It also established a wider 

range of reporting entities that are required to collect client information compared to the 

US, such as the inclusion of DNFBPs like casinos, but the law covered fewer industries 

overall compared to the UK: 

¶ Financial institutions (banks, credit unions) 

¶ Life insurance companies and life insurance brokers or agents 

¶ Legal counsel and legal firms 

¶ Securities dealers 

¶ Money service businesses 

¶ Accountants and accounting firms 

¶ British Columbia notaries 

¶ Real estate brokers, sales representatives, and developers 

¶ Dealers in precious metals and stones 

¶ Casinos 

 

Despite some industry resistance, the Chrétien government ultimately included all of these 

industries under the Act. The inclusion of both financial institutions and some DNFBPs 

produced greater inter-industry consensus about the need for improved AML compliance 

generally, though each industry had its own specific compliance concerns. 
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 The Chrétien government then revised the 2000 Act as part of Canadaôs response 

to the 9/11 attacks by expanding its AML regime to incorporate terrorist financing, with 

the renamed Proceeds of Crime (Money Laundering) and Terrorist Financing Act 

(PCMLTFA) receiving Royal Assent in December 2001. The PCMLFTA created the 

Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Centre (FINTRAC), Canadaôs special 

intelligence unit responsible for conducting money laundering investigations and required 

regulated entities to keep records and to verify client identity (Keith 2018). Lobbying from 

impacted industries and opposition from Conservative MPs had few references in hearings 

prior to its passage; concerns about heavy paperwork burdens and privacy were subsumed 

relative to the harms produced by illicit financial flows and terrorist financing. Canada also 

sought to uphold its obligations to developing international AML norms from the 40 

Recommendations outlined by FATF (Iafolla 2015, 59-60).6 The PCMLFTAôs emphasis 

on record collection deemed necessary to prevent, investigate, and prosecute money 

laundering aligned with putting a comparatively lesser burden on regulated industries and 

outsourcing regulatory functions to reduce the burden on government. 

Yet not all of these industries readily accepted a new regulatory burden. The 

Federation of Law Societies of Canada ï the national association representing the 14 

provincial and territorial law societies and charged with regulating Canadaôs legal 

profession ï initiated a legal challenge to their inclusion under the AML regime in 2002. 

The Federation primarily based their claims on the violation of confidentiality of the 

solicitor-client relationship by collecting information to comply with AML obligations and 

 
6 Iafolla (2015) further argues that the Canadian bank lobby had been powerful enough to resist AML 

obligations first proposed a decade prior. This ability to resist weakened over time in the face of evolving 

FATF standards and with the benefits of reducing costs via greater information sharing domestically. 
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protecting the independence of the legal profession from outside influence. During the 

period of their legal challenge, lawyers were not required to comply with Canadaôs AML 

rules. But the Federation did encourage Canadian provincial and territorial law societies to 

adopt rules prohibiting lawyers from conducting large cash transactions and requiring 

client identification, verification, and record keeping measures when lawyers conduct 

certain financial transactions on behalf of clients. 

The case took over a decade to wind through the court system, with the British 

Columbia Supreme Court first ruling in favor of the Federation in September 2011 and 

finding that some parts of the AML regime were unconstitutional. This initial ruling was 

upheld on appeal in April 2013. The final ruling by the Canadian Supreme Court in 

February 2015 again upheld the ruling that the legislation was unconstitutional and that 

lawyers were exempt from the Canadian AML regime. The intra-industry differences 

within the legal profession about whether they should have AML obligations and the inter-

industry differences compared to regulated industries became apparent in subsequent 

consultations about a BOT law during the late 2010s discussed further below. 

Cost Absorption: New Systems, New Costs ï Minus the Legal Profession 

 

Over 2002 and 2003, domestic and foreign banks, credit unions, life insurance 

companies, trust and loan companies, securities and investment counselors, money services 

businesses, and the other DNFBPs listed in the PCMLFTA all had develop systems to start 

their AML information collection. Financial institutions in particular had to create training 

procedures to implement the new collection and reporting requirements, noting the high 

up-front costs of compliance. The Canadian Bankersô Association argued in a written 

House Committee submission that the costs of the new financial intelligence unit and the 
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cost to implement compliance systems outweighed the benefits of the few money 

launderers that it would catch (Beare and Schneider 2007, 73). But ñas the scope of the 

lawéexpanded, it [was] unlikely that these training programs, manuals, or other internal 

documents would change significantlyò and incur large additional costs (Iafolla 2015, 75). 

However, even if previously-regulated industries would have lower costs if the rules 

expanded, greater information sharing across regulated industries offered a meaningful 

alternative to cut high ongoing collection costs. 

In the absence of increased information sharing between firms to meet these 

obligations, financial investigative agencies entered to fill the gap. Schneider (2006) noted 

the emergent AML compliance industry in Canada and the growth in the number of firms 

in the space and the types of services they provide. Some firms even provided wholesale 

solutions, covering regulatory compliance, staff training, and software for reporting and 

risk assessment, particularly among the ñBig Fourò accounting firms. He also noted higher 

degrees of specialization from service providers as a result of increasing AML obligations 

worldwide generating higher demand for their services. This contemporaneous analysis 

underscores the creation and growth of third party industries that also have an investment 

in cutting the costs of the services they provide with greater transparency. 

Rule Expansion and Cost Absorption: Revising the PCMLFTA in 2006, 2014, and 2018 

While the Federation initiated its legal challenge and regulated industries worked 

to comply with the new rules, the Canadian government continued its slow expansion of 

the AML regime. The December 2006 AML amendments in Bill C-25 prioritized 

improving Canadaôs reputation on the global stage and shifting focus to address tax 

avoidance as well as money laundering and terrorist financing. The bill expanded the types 
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of transactions and relationships to increase record-keeping, the range of information 

disclosed, who in government would receive the information, and the number of reporting 

entities. This bill did include lawyers, though they also challenged their inclusion in the 

courts (Ryder 2012, 131). The expansion of information collection obligations for 

additional firm activities further underscored the benefits of greater information sharing 

among regulated industries. 

The most significant shift that increased policymaking momentum on a BOT law 

came from further updates to the PCMLFTA passed in July 2014. The revised Act extended 

the AML rules further to include virtual currency dealers and foreign money services 

businesses as reporting entities (Zaman 2018). This change increased the number of 

industry groups that would be in favor of greater information sharing. Furthermore, the Act 

now required firms to collect beneficial ownership information as well as a requirement 

for financial institutions, securities dealers, life insurance, and money services businesses 

to collect beneficial ownership information for corporations, trusts and other entities and 

take reasonable measures to confirm the accuracy of information collected (Department of 

Finance 2018, 19). These changes were analogous to the US CDD rule and solidified the 

preferences of this narrower group of industries in favor of greater corporate transparency. 

Other reporting entities, such as real estate brokers and developers, accountants, and 

precious goods dealers, did not have requirements to determine and record beneficial 

ownership. Seeing the potential to make claims about lowering regulatory costs, 

Transparency International-Canada suggested that this obligation would be costly and 

burdensome to all reporting entities in the absence of an accessible BOT registry (2016). 
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After this change, regulated industry groups absorbed additional costs. Canadian 

banks felt the heat from regulators by the mid-2010s from both increasing compliance costs 

and having to change their business strategies. The Royal Bank of Canada pulled out of its 

wealth-management business in Latin America and the Caribbean due to multiple AML 

probes (Trichur and MacDonald 2015). Financial institutions and regulated industries 

sought out third-party solutions, such as a major Canadian bank working Bain & Company 

to overhaul its KYC procedures (Heinrich et al. 2015). New obligations created an impetus 

to revise internal systems to comply with AML rules while minimizing costs. 

 The 2016 Panama Papers leaks led to a series of articles about Canadianôs 

involvement in global illicit financial flows but did little to change the governmentôs 

willingness to commit to passing a BOT law initially. Over a year after the leaks, the 

Liberal Finance Minister Bill  Morneau continued to claim that provincial issues inhibit 

Canadaôs ability to adopt a BOT law (Beaby 2017). These conversations began to shift 

over the next six months. By December 2017, Canadaôs Finance Ministers announced an 

agreement to pursue legislative amendments to federal, provincial and territorial corporate 

statutes to ensure corporations hold accurate and up to date information on beneficial 

owners that will be available to law enforcement, tax and other authorities. Yet Morneau 

did not announce a consultation for a BOT law to follow up on this commitment; instead, 

he announced a consultation for revising the PCMLTFA in February 2018. 

Consultation comments and hearing testimony influenced the June 2018 draft 

PCMLTFA regulations. The final regulations adopted in July 2019 required all reporting 

entities to keep up- to-date information regarding the identity of all beneficial owners, but 

the creation of a BOT register was not included (Keith 2018). Other pressures continued to 
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mount. June 2019 amendments to the Canada Business Corporations Act came into effect 

and required companies themselves to maintain private register of persons with significant 

control. Additional PCMLTFA amendments that came into effect in June 2021 mandated 

that more regulated entities, such as real estate brokers and accountants, were required to 

start collecting beneficial ownership information as part of AMLCFT amendments. 

Together these regulations reduced the majority of the remaining inter-industry preference 

divisions around the benefits of a BOT law. 

To summarize, during the 2000s and 2010s the Canadian government slowly 

amended and expanded its AML information collection rules. The original post-9/11 law 

covered more industries compared to the US, but fewer industries compared to the UK. 

These regulated industries referenced the high costs of compliance and the growth of the 

third party compliance industry to assist them with meeting those obligations. But it was 

not until 2014 that the Canadian government mandated collecting beneficial ownership 

information across many industries. Therefore, while regulated Canadian industries were 

primed to support greater transparency to lower compliance costs, no industry groups 

organized themselves to lobby in favor of BOT during this period. But the 2014 and 

subsequent 2018 amendments change set the stage for regulated industry groups to come 

out in favor of both provincial and federal-level BOT laws in the second half of the 2010s. 

Preference Shift: Leveraging Industry Support for Provincial and Federal BOT Laws 

 The evolution of these AML requirements from 2014 to 2018 is mirrored by the 

preference shifts among regulated industry groups around a BOT law. At the start of the 

PCMLTFA revisions consultation in February 2018, the Department of Finance argued in 

favor of a BOT law with a registry and clear standards for collecting, reporting, and 
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verifying information. The preferences articulated in consultation responses to the 2018 

PMLCTFA consultation from industry groups largely mapped onto whether they were 

regulated entities and whether they had to collect beneficial ownership information as part 

of their due diligence (see Table 8). For instance, the Canadian Bar Association opposed 

inclusion under AML regime and further information gathering in line with the outcome 

of the 2015 Supreme Court case. The Canadian Real Estate Association opposed a BOT 

register specifically, citing high compliance costs.  

 

In contrast, the Canadian Credit Union Association, Canadian Life and Health 

Insurance Association, the Federation of Law Societies of Canada, Investment Industry 

Association of Canada, and the Canadian Money Services Business Association all 

strongly supported a BOT register. The opinions of Chartered Professional Accountants 

Canada, the Portfolio Management Association of Canada, and the Private Capital Markets 

Association of Canada were more mixed. The first agreed that Canada should have a 

registry, but who should have access and how many entities it should cover under question. 

The latter two sought more consultation on the subject but generally supported greater 

corporate transparency. 

Table 8: Industry Group Preferences Toward a Canadian BOT Law (2018) 

Public Access 
Limit 

Access 

Private / 
Government-
Only Access 

¶ Canadian Credit Union Association 

¶ Canadian Life and Health 
Insurance Association 

¶ Federation of Law Societies of 
Canada 

¶ Investment Industry Association of 
Canada 

¶ The Canadian Money Services 
Business Association 

¶ Chartered 
Professional 
Accountants Canada 

¶ Portfolio 
Management 
Association of 
Canada  

¶ Private Capital 
Markets Association 

¶ Canadian 
Real Estate 
Association 
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Cost-related arguments appeared in several consultation responses from regulated 

industries from April to June 2018 and reflected their material interests. The Portfolio 

Managers Association of Canada stated that they wanted a standardized, centralized online 

database of accessible beneficial ownership information ñto reduce regulatory burden and 

to improve AML reportingò (2). The Canadian Credit Union Association comment 

highlighted reducing inefficiencies and duplication, as well as the benefits of consistent, 

verified, and accurate data (4). Both responses reflect how AML regulated industries 

recognized the burdens of information collection and the benefits of information 

dissemination to lower their compliance costs, along with the reputational concerns. 

The Department of Finance held a follow-up consultation in early 2020 specifically 

about strengthening BOT in Canada through legislation. However, the responses for this 

consultation were only made available in summary form rather than by individual comment 

like the 2018 AML consultation. Additionally, Canadaôs access to information act only 

allows citizens to file requests. I provided my request for the consultation responses to a 

Canadian colleague for submission, but the government still has not responded to the 

request as of June 2023 (see Appendix A). Subsequent direct email conversations with the 

relevant government employees were also unsuccessful at obtaining the comments. 

Nevertheless, many interest groups publish their response letters to consultations online as 

a form of evidence of their activities and of credit-claiming for their successes.  

 Of the comments I was able to access, they provide additional evidence of industry 

groupôs changing their preferences in response to new information collection rules. 

Chartered Professional Accountants Canada changed their position to now favor public 

access of some information, with full access for law enforcement and regulated entities in 
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its response to the governmentôs 2020 consultation. They specifically referenced the 

benefits of greater transparency in lowering their compliance costs with AML laws: 

ñThe CPA profession is also aware that its members may be required as reporting 

entities to verify the identity of the beneficial owners where applicable, starting as 

soon as next year, based on recently proposed amendments to AML regulations. In 

that respect, our members would benefit from having access as reporting entities to 

beneficial ownership information if it were available in a registry or registriesò (5). 

 

In contrast, the Federation of Law Societies of Canadaôs position remained the same 

between the 2018 and 2020 consultations: ñThe Federation is on record as supporting a 

public registry (or registries) of beneficial ownersò (3). The Federation (in contrast to the 

Canadian Bar Association) approached supporting BOT as a way for the profession to 

avoid having to come under Canadian AML legislation, if the law was written in a way 

that would respect the 2015 Supreme Court decision. The Canadian Bar Association did 

not publish its consultation response on its website, but interview evidence suggests they 

did not change their position about their inclusion under the AML regime or BOT in that 

period. Similarly, although the Canadian Real Estate Association did not post its comment 

for the 2020 consultation, a May 2019 post supported the creation of a publicly accessible 

BOT register in contrast to their strong opposition in the 2018 PCMLTFA consultation. 

Canadian Case Summary 

 To review, the development of the Canadian AML regime exemplifies a series 

gradual rule expansions increasing industry support over the 2010s. Their inclusion of 

several key DNFBPs under information collection rules in the early 2000s reforms 

expanded the number of industry groups that would have the material incentives to favor 

greater corporate transparency. The 2014 amendments divided this group between those 

that were required to collect and verify beneficial owner information as part of their AML 
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obligations and those who were not. After these amendments, all industry groups under the 

BO requirement supported the passage of a BOT law. Extensions of these obligations in 

2018 and 2019 to include accountants and other industries caused their preferences to shift 

toward supporting a federal-level BOT law as well. Each expansion of the information 

collection rules to more industries and/or more activities increased the number of business 

interest groups in the pro-transparency coalition to reduce their compliance costs. 

Australia : Stalled Information Collection Rules Limit  Industry Group Support 

 

 Australia has increasingly been recognized as a key regional hub for money 

laundering across southeast Asia, particularly from China and Malaysia, and often with the 

use of anonymous shell companies (Sharman 2017, 42). Australian policymakers also 

initiated a major overhaul of their AML regime in response to 9/11 and to the international 

recommendations laid out by the FATF. But the government did not pass its main Anti-

Money Laundering/Counter-Terrorism Financing (AMLCTF) reform legislation until 

December 2005, electing to phase in AML information collection rules for key industries 

across two stages. Like the US, industry groups covered by the second stage were able to 

secure what were intended to be temporary exemptions during the global financial crisis 

that have continued through June 2023. Successive attempts to amend the AML 

information collection rules broadened and deepened these obligations for the few 

regulated industries but left the unregulated industries untouched. Through this case study, 

I demonstrate that these failures to expand AML information collection rules to in contrast 

to the UK, the US, and Canada has inhibited the passage of a BOT law in Australia. While 

some regulated industries have publicly stated their support for a BOT law, they have 
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engaged in little active lobbying to support policy change and thus have been unable to 

overcome opposition from unregulated industry groups. 

Limited Rule Expansion: Passing the Tranche I Reforms after 9/11 

 Historically Australia has lagged on money laundering and illicit finance issues 

relative to other developed democracies. Prior to 9/11, Australiaôs main laws addressing 

money laundering were the Financial Transactions Reports Act 1988 and the Criminal 

Code Act 1995, which mandated some financial reporting, criminalized money laundering, 

and created the Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre (AUSTRAC). The 

9/11 attacks catalyzed the Liberal coalition government under Prime Minister Howard to 

amend and overhaul its approach to AML/CTF through a package of laws proposed in 

March 2002. The first key piece included the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002, which 

established a means to confiscate criminal finances and to use those finances to benefit the 

community, while the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism Act 2002 established 

terrorist financing as a crime, required cash dealers to report suspicious transactions, and 

allowed AUSTRAC to share suspicious financial transaction reports with foreign 

authorities. But Australia did not adopt any requirements for financial institutions to 

conduct customer due diligence measures to identify beneficial owners in these bills 

(Goldbarscht 2017, 139). 

 This prioritization of terrorist financing over money laundering led to a 

comparatively poor FATF mutual evaluation for Australia in 2003, criticizing Australia for 

the limited range of institutions covered by its AML legislation (Ross and Hannan 2007, 

141). The Howard government attempted to rectify its poor evaluation by pivoting to 

money laundering exclusively in subsequent legislation. In December 2005, the 
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government released a draft bill and initiated a consultation on AML/CTF revisions that 

targeted the financial sector, the gambling sector, and bullion dealers. The Australian 

Bankersô Association cautioned the government against introducing a disproportionately 

costly burden that would not meet its regulatory objectives (Sathye 2008, 348). This draft 

raised concerns from the legal sector as well about not wanting to be included under the 

rules due to high compliance costs ï even though they were not specifically named in the 

legislation ï as well as client privacy issues (Law Council 2023). 

 The government continued to solicit and to incorporate feedback on the bill through 

2006. In April, the Senate Legal and Constitutional Legislation Committee published a 

report of their conclusions from the consultation feedback on AMLCTF bill before 

releasing a revised draft bill in June for further comments. Financial institutions already 

recognized that the proposed bill would expand information collection obligations for them 

while ñnot expand[ing] access to available databases for identity verification purposes,ò 

highlighting their recognition of the benefits of greater information sharing to reduce 

their regulatory costs (Law Reform Commission 2010). Ongoing privacy concerns from 

several industry commenters led the Committee to recommend an independent Privacy 

Impact Assessment as well, which was conducted and released in September.  

Passage followed shortly afterwards. A final version of the draft bill was presented 

before the House of Representatives for hearings and discussion in November, with 

Tranche I of the AML/CFT Act passing in December 2006. The Tranche I reform required 

customer due diligence by banks and other financial institutions, insurance companies, 

securities and investment companies, gambling service providers, bullion dealers and 

providers of alternative remittance services. Casinos, bullion dealers, and solicitors only 
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had to report suspicious cash transactions over $10,000, and it required some reporting if 

an actor provides a ñdesignated serviceò like forming a corporate entity as defined by the 

Act. These changes put the Australian AML regime on par with its Canadian counterparts 

in terms of the scope of industries and client activities covered. 

Cost Absorption: Regulated Industries Implement the Tranche I Reforms 

Australian scholars, businesses, and government officials alike knew implementing 

the new AML regime would be costly. Researchers at the time of the billôs passage 

concluded that ñthe new AML regime will impose substantial costs on Australia's financial 

sectorò (Ross and Hannan 2007, 147). Sathye (2008) estimated the compliance cost of the 

Australian AML regime after the 2006 Act at around 1.02 billion Australian dollars for the 

banking industry alone in 2007, or about $50 per capita. KPMG surveys of AML 

compliance professionals worldwide (including Australia) in 2004, 2007, 2011, and 2014 

all noted AML compliance costs outpacing firmsô expectations in every survey (KPMG 

2014, 7). These costs largely come from transaction monitoring, reviewing and updating 

KYC processes, and staffing (16). The Australian compliance industry expanded to provide 

services to regulated actors to meet their compliance obligations like their counterparts in 

the UK, US, and Canada. Taken together, Australian regulated industries experienced the 

same cost-cutting incentives as their Anglophone counterparts that made greater 

information sharing appealing. 

Limited Rule Expansion: Failure of Tranche II, But Extensions for Tranche I 

 The 2006 Act intended to phase in KYC and CDD obligations for ñTranche IIò 

industries including real estate agents, dealers in precious metals and precious stones and 

a range of non-financial transactions conducted by accountants, lawyers and trust and 
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company service providers. Tranche II was to take effect in 2008. But in August 2008, 

AUSTRAC adopted a revised AML rule that exempted legal practitioners from these 

obligations after the Law Council lobbied against their inclusion. This exemption was 

confirmed and extended by the Rudd government again in November 2009. Similar to the 

US case, intense lobbying by a subset of industries led to their ñtemporary exemptionò 

from AML rules that has persisted as of June 2023. Frustrated by this setback, civil society 

groups continued to pressure the government to enact the Tranche II reforms through 2010. 

The Gillard government responded in July 2010 that they would pause the process until the 

end of the global financial crisis and resume implementing Tranche II in mid-2011 

(Goldbarscht 2022). Rather than the financial crisis increasing the public issue salience of 

tax evasion and avoidance issues and spilling over to issues of corporate secrecy and money 

laundering, the government leveraged the crisis to avoid acting. 

The government eventually picked up AML issues again through regulation rather 

than legislation. In May 2013, AUSTRAC released a discussion paper to seek views on the 

need for changes to Australia's AML/CTF and CDD regimes. A year of industry 

consultation ensued, culminating in several amendments that came into force in June 2014. 

These changes were enacted by legislative instrument, which allows government agencies 

to set regulations and policies in accordance with the bill under which this authority is 

delegated. These rules now required that Tranche I reporting entities to identify and verify 

not just their customers, but any beneficial owners of a customer (including companies, 

trusts, partnerships, and several other types of entities). Furthermore, it required 

consideration of beneficial ownership as part of a reporting entityôs risk assessment and to 

implement reasonable measures to keep this information updated. Like their counterparts 
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in the US and Canada, this beneficial ownership requirement firmly shifted the preferences 

of regulated industries toward supporting a BOT law. 

These changes did not prevent Australia from receiving another poor FATF mutual 

evaluation in April 2015, which highlighted the lack of coverage of DNFBPs under its 

AML regime. In response, the Parliamentary Joint Committee on Law Enforcement 

suggested certain non-financial industries should be included under Australiaôs AML laws 

but only after conducting a costs-benefits analysis in a September 2015 report. Their 

recommendations became the focal point for ensuing hearings and consultations from 

AUSTRAC, Treasury, Home Affairs, and Parliament. Still, unregulated industries 

remained successful at lobbying for the continued pause on the Tranche II reforms both 

during and after the global financial crisis. Yet as Tranche I reporting entities saw their 

obligations broaden, this difference deepened the inter-industry preference division. These 

rifts likely undermined policymakersô efforts in the following years to adopt a BOT law. 

Additional AML/CFT revisions had been in progress prior to the release of the 

Panama Papers in response to the FATF mutual evaluation and were publicized after the 

leaks. As an immediate response, Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull promised that his 

government would create a public BOT register in the coming years. The Attorney General 

published a Statutory review of the AML/CFT regime in April 2016 reviewing options for 

the inclusion of casinos, lawyers, accountants, real estate agents, dealers in precious stones 

and metals, trust and company service providers under AML laws. This review 

complemented two parallel consultations from the Attorney General on adding real estate 

to Australiaôs AML regime and from Home Affairs on including DNFBPs under the AML 

regime, both published in November 2016. Industry and civil society groups alike expected 
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the government to re-open discussion of implementing Tranche II in 2017 and to finally 

pass legislation ï which did not come to pass. 

Limited Cost Absorption and Few Preference Shifts: AML Exemptions Stymie Broad 

Industry Group Support and Lobbying for a BOT Law 

 

The Treasury did publish a consultation about increasing the beneficial ownership 

of companies in February 2017 to keep PM Turnbullôs promise. Industry group responses 

to the consultation had greater variation and few supporters of a public BOT register 

outside of regulated industries. An overview of the variation in preferences by key industry 

groups is provided in Table 9. These inter-industry divides mostly fall along the 

(un)regulated divide, with the exception of the Law Council of Australia. 

Table 9: Industry Group Preferences Toward an Australian BOT Law (2017) 

Public Access Limit Access 
Private / 

Government-Only Access 

¶ Law Council of 
Australia 

¶ Australian Bankers' 
Association Inc. 

¶ Australian Financial 
Markets Association 

¶ Institute of Public 
Accountants (IPA)  

¶ Chartered Accountants 
Australia and New Zealand 

¶ National Real Estate 
Association 

¶ The Real Estate Institute of 
Australia 

 

Interestingly, the Law Council of Australia realized what US banking industry groups did 

not prior to the CDD rule: having access to beneficial ownership information would make 

their (and financial institutionsô) job easier, leading them to advocate for a centralized 

public BOT database. Supporting a BOT law likely was a way to appease the government 

for their continued opposition to extending AML rules to lawyers as well.  

The Australian Bankers' Association supported a verified central register with 

public access by fee, whereas the Australian Financial Markets Association representing a 

range of banks, securities, fund managers, industry service providers supported a central, 

free public BOT register. In contrast, the Institute of Public Accountants (IPA) preferred a 
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registry with government access now and public access later, while Chartered Accountants 

Australia and New Zealand supported a central registry with government-only access and 

information verification. Finally, the National Real Estate Association and the Real Estate 

Institute of Australia both opposed the BOT register but preferred a private one if the 

government were to adopt one. Their focus was on maintaining their exclusion from 

Australiaôs AML laws, but they acknowledged the benefits of greater information sharing 

and regulatory harmonization.  

 Yet resistance both within and outside of government remained high and led to a 

back-and-forth stance from successive governments after the consultation concluded. In 

May 2017, the head of the Australian Tax Office suggested that adopting BOT register 

would be a waste of government time and resources during Senate hearings. Yet in 

December 2017, the government publicly recommitted to their promise of creating BOT 

register. After the election of Prime Minister Scott Morrison in August 2018, his 

government ignored the Turnbull governmentôs previous commitment: in February 2019, 

the Treasury stated they had never committed to a register despite holding the consultation 

two years prior and making public promises to the contrary (Remeikis 2019). Opposition 

lobbying primarily from the real estate sector and law firms continued throughout this 

period, with FATF suspending its review of Australiaôs AML regime in November 2019. 

The coronavirus pandemic extended this legislative pause for over a year.  

 The lack of policy consensus remained as policymakers returned to discussing 

AML issues. Reporting by the Australian Financial Review and Regulation Asia in spring 

2021 suggested that both the Morrison government and Treasury department were not open 

to adopting a BOT law, with prominent Liberal Party Senator Jane Hume reportedly 
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refusing to back the register (Grigg 2021; Chakraborty 2021). Despite the governmentôs 

opposition, members of the Australian Parliament recognized Australiaôs failure to adopt 

a BOT law and sought to generate momentum around the stalled AML reforms of the late 

2010s. In March 2022, the Legal and Constitutional Affairs References Committee finished 

conducting public hearings about the AML/CTF regime, and the Senate AML Inquiry 

report recommended accelerating the consultation with stakeholders on implementation of 

Tranche II and the implementation of a beneficial ownership register.  

The fallout from the Senate AML report continued through spring and summer 

2022, repeating the same arguments made by unregulated professions in the US, UK, and 

Canada prior to their inclusion under their countryôs AML regime. A June 2022 article 

from the Sydney Morning Herald noted concerns from ñAustralia's Law Society, the Real 

Estate Institute of Australia, and accounting bodies about the increased regulatory burden 

such anti-money laundering laws would impose, and the risk to client privilegeò ï all 

industry groups that would be included under Tranche II reforms. The Treasury initiated a 

second BOT consultation in November 2022 around developing and implementing a 

beneficial ownership registry as well as expanding AML requirements to lawyers, 

accountants, and real estate. As of May 2023, the government has neither published the 

results of that consultation nor the comments submitted. Of the groups that have published 

their submissions on their websites, the same preferences articulated by (un)regulated 

industry groups to the 2017 consultation largely remain. The Law Council of Australia still 

opposes a public BOT register, arguing it is ñover-inclusive and unnecessarily heavy-

handedò (6). The Institute of Public Accountants echoes a similar view. In contrast, the 

Australian Financial Markets Association maintained that ñthe real benefit arising from the 
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Register will be to entities that are reporting entities for the purposes of the AML/CTF Act 

and Rules to more easily comply with their obligations and therefore, assist in the 

frustration of serious financial crimeò (2). Like their counterparts in the UK, US, and 

Canada, regulated industry groups have made arguments related to lowering compliance 

costs, whereas unregulated industry groups have made arguments related to privacy and 

proportionality. These concerns are primarily based on material compliance costs first, then 

their anticipated reputational costs. 

Australia Case Summary 

 In summary, the Australian case underscores the necessity of information collection 

rules in shaping industry preferences toward corporate transparency laws. Australia still 

has not included lawyers, accountants, corporate service providers, or real estate agents 

under its AML laws (Sharman 2017). The absence of an AML  information collection 

requirement for these industries undermines their support for greater dissemination via 

transparency laws ï though a few industry groups in recent years view information sharing 

initiated and led by the government as a means to avoid information collection in the first 

place. Industries that must comply with these obligations and would benefit from greater 

information dissemination have been unsuccessful at achieving their preferences through 

the policymaking process and have not engaged in intense lobbying like unregulated 

industry opponents have. Inter-industry disunity can undermine the lobbying efforts of 

supportive industries (Young and Pagliari 2017; Chalmers 2020), leading to adaptation 

rather than confrontation (Paster 2018). 

Discussion 
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The four cases discussed in this chapter provide evidence to support the first stage 

of corporate transparency lock-in by examining the evolution of AML reforms through the 

2000s and 2010s. Industry groups support increasing corporate transparency and seek 

legislation largely after they are required to collect information they otherwise would not 

collect. Countries that adopted more expansive AML information collection rules passed 

corporate transparency laws earlier than others (the United Kingdom). Countries that 

expanded these information collection rules in the 2010s experienced a preference shift 

among industry groups in favor of corporate transparency laws for groups that had new 

obligations or that now had to collect information on additional activities (the United States 

and Canada). Countries that adopted narrower information collection rules did not 

experience an industry preference shift, failing to garner active industry support and 

struggling to adopt corporate transparency laws (Australia). 

Taken together, this chapter illustrates how ñAML advocate states and experts had 

pushed the AML regime to a seemingly ever broader and deeper application, often over the 

objections of the regulated groupsò (Nance and Tsingou 2020, 2). These advocates have 

been able to adopt BOT laws in some countries because these earlier reforms prioritized 

the expansion of information collection rules. These rules present a lower burden compared 

to ñhardò regulations and the delegation of costly activities from the government to 

industry, both of which are harder for industry groups to oppose. Industry groups were then 

willing and able to ally with civil society groups to publicly support BOT laws as part of a 

cross-sectoral pro-transparency coalition discussed further in Chapter 6. 

This chapter primarily contributes to the newer political economy literature 

outlining the conditions under which business prefers stronger regulation, focusing on the 
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industry rather than the firm level (Woll 2008, Gjølberg 2011, Kinderman 2016, Plouffe 

2017, Atikcan and Chalmers 2019, Genovese and Tvinnereim 2019; Moehlecke 2019; 

Chalmers and Young 2020; Kennard 2020; Kinderman 2020; Perlman 2020; Brooks 2021; 

Röeper 2021; Van Den Broek 2021; Meckling and Trachtman 2022). I underscore the 

importance of domestic regulation in shaping business preferences despite growing 

international pressures from evolving standards and norms. Moreover, few researchers 

have focused on business groupsô transparency preferences, despite the fact that 

information collection and sharing rules have increased exponentially over the last two 

decades. With transparency often being a central pillar underlying ESG initiatives, my 

theory offers an explanation why supply chain, social media, and related corporate 

transparency reforms have succeeded in some issue areas and countries but not others. 

Importantly, I argue corporate transparency lock-in occurs when firms are forced to collect 

information they otherwise would not gather since increasing information dissemination 

reduces collection and verification costs in the long run. Firms that collect information as 

the core part of their business model, on the other hand, may not respond in the same 

manner; greater information sharing with other poses a financial threat (Newman 2010). 

The second main contribution of this chapter complicates the role of exogenous 

shocks in shaping policy outcomes, particularly for financial regulation (Sell and Prakash 

2004; Moschella and Tsingou 2013; Kastner 2014). Exogenous shocks are theorized not 

only to increase public issue salience about the issue under examination, but also to change 

the preferences and strategies of actors in response to the shock to protect their reputations 

and to achieve their policy preferences. This chapter argues that business preferences 

toward financial regulations like corporate transparency laws generally shift not in 
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response to the reputational threats generated by a crisis, but in response to the domestic 

material incentives and benefits that can be obtained via access to information. 

However, variation in the timing of the adoption of BOT laws among these four 

countries is only partially explained by the difference in the breadth of industries covered 

by information collection rules among them. Policy support from key industry groups is a 

necessary but insufficient factor; the presence of robust civil society and advocacy groups 

who coordinate pro-transparency campaigns are also necessary to achieving policy change. 

The next chapter examines the role of civil society groups as policy entrepreneurs who 

galvanized the pro-transparency coalition to secure greater corporate transparency. 
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Chapter 6: Policy Entrepreneurship around Corporate Transparency Laws 

 

Following from Chapter 5, this chapter aims to provide qualitative evidence for the 

second stage of corporate transparency lock-in in the United Kingdom, the United States, 

Canada, and Australia. I trace the policymaking process around BOT laws since the mid-

2000s as parallel demonstrations of the same causal process occurring in different contexts, 

focusing on the activities of civil society groups engaging in policy entrepreneurship 

around AML and tax transparency issues. I leverage both cross-case and within-case 

variation to demonstrate that civil society groups engaging in policy entrepreneurship 

activities to advocate for corporate transparency ï once they secured support from and 

coordination with regulated industry groups ï are necessary for the adoption of corporate 

transparency laws. These policy entrepreneurs leverage industry groupsô support to form 

cross-sectoral coalitions that appeal to policymakersô desire for consensus and thus have 

greater influence over the policymaking process. In countries where civil society groups 

fail to cultivate a cross-sectoral coalition with industry support, advocacy efforts to pass 

corporate transparency laws are unsuccessful. 

This chapter begins by reviewing the policy entrepreneurship hypotheses and key 

causal process observations, then follows with the case studies presented in the same order 

as Chapter 5. In the United Kingdom, UK-based members of the global Financial 

Transparency Coalition (FTC) recognized the opportunity to advocate around BOT 

because it garnered some industry backing to signal to the government that they would 

have broad support for reform and could be coupled with the more publicly salient AEOI 

and CBCR tax transparency initiatives. Although these UK-based civil society groups 

created an informal coalition, the high degree of information exchange, strategy 
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coordination, and coalition building included regulated industry groups reinforced 

policymaker consensus around BOT and its adoption. In the United States, the Financial 

Accountability and Corporate Transparency (FACT) Coalition formed in the early 2010s 

and initially struggled to be effective policy entrepreneurs around BOT. Their issue 

framing and strategizing failed to expand their coalition beyond left-leaning interest 

groups, along with ongoing industry group opposition. After FinCEN finalized the GTOs 

and CDD rules in 2016, FACT was able to leverage support from banking and title 

insurance industry groups as the basis for further cross-sectoral coalition building and to 

convince policymakers of the practical and political feasibility of BOT.  

In Canada, few civil society groups conducted dedicated BOT advocacy during the 

early 2010s, inhibiting the development of an initial coalition of likeminded interest groups 

in contrast to the UK and the US. The formation of the #endsnowwashing coalition in late 

2016 in the aftermath of the Panama Papers coalesced not only civil society groups to 

engage in issue framing, strategy coordination, and gaining access to key Canadian 

policymakers, but they also were able to bring in some industry and professional 

associations that supported BOT to convince policymakers to adopt the law. Finally, 

although the national chapters of Transparency International and Publish What You Pay 

have engaged in some BOT entrepreneurship in Australia, neither have taken on the role 

of policy entrepreneur to galvanize an (in)formal cross-sectoral coalition to advocate for it. 

Their coalition remains small and comprised primarily of progressive civil society groups. 

The combination of limited industry support and the absence of a cross-sectoral coalition 

explains why the Australian government has not adopted a BOT law as of June 2023. I 
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conclude this chapter by discussing its implications for the policy entrepreneurship, 

business power, and institutions literatures in international political economy. 

Reviewing Hypotheses and Key Causal Process Observations 

 This chapter evaluates variation in the efficacy of policy entrepreneurship activities 

among civil society groups in channeling industry support for corporate transparency to 

explain the adoption of BOT laws both across cases and over time. I start with the 

proposition that some interest groups engage in policy entrepreneurship to achieve their 

preferences: in this instance, they invest their time, personnel, and resources over an 

extended period to secure a corporate transparency law (Sell and Prakash 2004; Kastner 

2017). These interest groups engage in three key patterns of action ï reframing issues, 

coordinating strategy, and building coalitions ï to drive forward innovative policy 

proposals (Capano and Gallanti 2018). Entrepreneurial civil society groups can build 

coalitions in multiple ways, from working with similar civil society groups in their field to 

extending outreach to religious organizations, business groups, professional associations, 

and others that are outside of their usual allies in seeking policy influence. 

A key precondition of civil society groups being able to build cross-sectoral 

coalitions beyond their usual allies, though, is preference alignment among these diverse 

interest groups. Reframing issues often fails to attract industry groups into becoming 

members of a civil society coalition since industry groups are concerned primarily with the 

material impacts of proposed policies. Coalition outreach efforts are unsuccessful when 

interest groups do not share preferences. Therefore, civil society groups can engage in issue 

reframing and coalition outreach toward industry groups but find limited success until 

regulated industriesô preferences shift in alignment in response to the material benefits of 
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increasing access to information. Policymakers are more likely to endorse and enact the 

preferences of cross-sectoral coalitions since they signal broad support for policy change. 

These propositions translate to the following hypotheses outlined in Table 10. 

Table 10: Evaluating Variation in BOT Adoption 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variables 

Hypotheses Data 

Corporate 
transparency 
law adoption 
(Chapter 6) 

Business 
corporate 
transparency 
preferences 
 
Civil society 
group policy 
entrepreneurship 

¶ After the industry preference 
shift, civil society groups act 
as policy entrepreneurs by 
allying with aligned industry 
actors to expand the 
supporting coalition. The 
groups act as policy 
entrepreneurs rather than 
regulated firms and industry 
associations. 

¶ Civil society and aligned 
industry groups exchange 
information and coordinate 
strategy through an advocacy 
coalition, such as contacting 
legislators, developing 
messaging and framing 
strategies, and related 
activities. 

¶ The increase in the size and 
organizational diversity of the 
coalition supporting 
corporate transparency is the 
primary reason why more 
politicians come to support 
the law. In the absence of a 
large, cross-sectoral advocacy 
coalition, adoption does not 
occur.  

Law & regulation 
texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
Public 
consultation 
comments 
Media reporting  
Contemporary 
academic articles 
Government and 
NGO reports 
Legislative 
testimony 
Elite interviews   

 

 Causal process observations (CPOs) that support these three hypotheses are 

primarily related to the (un)observable activities of different interest groups and the 

attributions by key policy actors of the main drivers of policy change. Observing civil 
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society groups engaging in issue reframing and coalition building during the observed 

period supports the hypothesis that they are engaging in policy entrepreneurship around 

corporate transparency. For instance, releasing research reports, memos, and briefs using 

different issue frames by civil society groups would support the first hypothesis. Crucially, 

evidence of civil society group policy entrepreneurship prior to a shift in industry group 

preferences should fail at securing BOT adoption. From the side of industry groups, a 

specific group joining a civil society-led coalition after a rule change, the initial outreach 

to join the coalition coming from the civil society group rather than the industry group, and 

evidence of information exchange to produce a consistent cross-interest group strategy 

would also provide evidence in relation to first and second hypotheses. Lastly, public and 

private attributions given to the support of a large, cross-sectoral coalition as the primary 

cause for why a government adopted a corporate transparency law offers support for the 

third hypothesis.  

 CPOs that contradict these three hypotheses are primarily related to the proximate 

and background causes provided by policymakers for why they adopted a law outside of a 

domestic cross-sectoral coalition, such as complying with global AML standards, changing 

global norms around corporate secrecy, perceptions of public pressure on politicians 

around tax issues, or governmentsô reputation damage control in response to scandals like 

the Panama Papers. For instance, Buzzfeed News repeatedly claimed that their reporting 

on the FinCEN Files in September 2020 secured the inclusion of the Corporate 

Transparency Act in the annual defense spending bill in the US; interest groups and staffers 

stated that this scandal had limited, if any, impact on the ongoing negotiations. Likewise, 

the limited involvement of industry groups ï particularly from groups representing 
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regulated entities and professions ï in cross-sectoral advocacy coalitions would weaken 

the first and second hypothesis. Like Chapter 5, both a combination of publicly-available 

sources and privately-available information gathered from the 44 elite interviews 

elucidates these competing explanations. 

The United Kingdom: Domestic Civil Society Coalition Leverages Early Industry 

Group Divisions to Secure Policy Change 

 

 Alongside its growth as an international hub for illicit finance, the UK experienced 

growth in the number and diversity of civil society groups working on anti-corruption, 

money laundering, tax transparency, and related issues. But it was not until the late 2000s 

that several of these groups ï Christian Aid, Global Witness, the Tax Justice Network, 

Transparency International (TI)-UK, and the ONE Campaign ï began coordinating as an 

informal UK anti-corruption coalition. Together this UK-based coalition decided to make 

BOT one of their key anti-corruption campaign issues in mid-2012. Coalition members 

viewed BOT as the most ñwinnableò tax transparency reform for the UK because it was 

easily reframed to appeal to the priorities of other civil society groups, aligned with the 

material interests of UK regulated industry groups, and offered a simple, low cost anti-

corruption policy solution to politicians looking to position the UK as a leader on global 

development issues (Interview 15, 29, 37). The coalition also leveraged a series of domestic 

opportunities through late 2012 and 2013, such as the Google and Starbucks tax avoidance 

scandals and the UK hosting the G8 Summit in summer 2013, to increase BOTôs issue 

salience among key policymakers. BOT had become a non-contentious issue by the time it 

was passed as part of a wider business reform bill in March 2015.  

Through this case study, I argue that UK civil society groups successfully reframed 

issues and built relationships to leverage nascent regulated industry support into an 
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effective cross-sectoral coalition. These groups were only able to build this cross-sectoral 

coalition with regulated industry groups due to the UKôs comparatively expansive AML 

collection rules changing their preferences to support BOT. Together these factors explain 

why the UK ï a country normally resistant to stronger financial and transparency regulation 

ï became the second country worldwide to adopt a BOT law and the first to include a 

publicly accessible register. 

Limited Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: The Tax Justice Network Prioritizes A 

and C of the ABCs 

 

The issue of BOT overlapped with several civil society groups working on tax 

justice, government corruption, and illicit financial flows in the UK starting in the early 

2000s. Yet few groups made BOT their signature issue and dedicated resources toward 

promoting it. The most prominent example is a small group of tax and accounting 

professionals as well as activists who founded the Tax Justice Network (TJN) in 2003. TJN 

highlights the role of multi-national corporations and ultrawealthy individuals in 

perpetuating economic inequality through various tools of international legal arbitrage and 

advocates for the end of these tools worldwide. TJN spent a few years seeking long-term 

funding and building relationships with likeminded groups before publicizing their first 

two research reports ñTax Us If You Canò (TJN 2005) and ñClosing the Floodgatesò (TJN 

2007). They followed up these reports with the creation of their Financial Secrecy Index in 

2009, which combined qualitative and quantitative data to categorize countries by their 

ability to facilitate illicit finance. These research products typified TJNôs early attempts to 

engage in policy entrepreneurship around tax transparency issues. They continually built 

up an evidence base to show the scale of tax avoidance and evasion and tried to attract 

media attention to tax transparency issues through the late 2000s. 
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TJNôs growing capacity to leverage their staff membersô professional backgrounds 

and their position within transnational expert networks to influence policy debates around 

automatic exchange of information (AEOI) and country-by-country reporting (CBCR) at 

the international level has been well-studied by IPE scholars (Seabrooke and Wigan 2013, 

2016; Hakelberg 2020; Christensen 2021). These studies, however, fail to note how TJN 

did not prioritize BOT in their policy entrepreneurship. Co-founders John Christensen and 

Richard Murphy emphasized obtaining global CBCR and AEOI much more frequently in 

both their public and private communications (Interview 19). For instance, the second 

edition of ñTax Us If You Canò outlining their tax justice goals put CBCR first, then AEOI, 

then BOT (see Figure 4). TJN did not conduct outreach to regulated industry groups with 

interest in lowering their AML compliance costs to make the case of why they should 

support a BOT law either. 

 
Figure 4: 2012 TJN Table of Contents Puts BOT as the Least Important Tax Justice 

Reform 

 

 TJNôs deprioritization of BOT among the ABC tax transparency reforms was not 

unfounded. UK-based activists within advocacy groups like TJN, Global Witness, and TI-

UK faced at best a lack of political interest and at worst outright hostility toward proposing 

domestic BOT laws, even after the global financial crisis highlighted major flaws in the 
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global tax system. Policymakers and experts within international organizations dismissed 

UK civil society advocatesô calls for BOT as a political fantasy in the late 2000s: 

¶ At a ñ2008 World Bank meeting, an economist told me that what I was proposing 
was impossibleò (Interview 41). 

¶ ñI remember being a meeting in an NGO meeting in Paris in probably like 2009-

2010 and almost being embarrassed to raise beneficial ownership transparency 

with my fellow civil society colleagues because I was just like this is so so far 

from ever happeningò (Interview 29). 

¶ At an EU meeting around revising the AMLD3 around 2011, ñwe were patronized 

and were effectively laughed out of the dooréóYou are idealists living in an 

alternative reality, and this is never going to happenôò (Interview 37). 

 

These experiences subsequently meant that UK-based civil society groups were often left 

out of tax reform conversations at the international level, particularly around revising the 

FATF beneficial ownership recommendations to mandate greater information collection 

and sharing. Activists within the coalition considered an international policy campaign to 

be a long-shot and believed that trying to go through IOs like the FATF or the EU were 

unlikely to succeed (Interview 29, 30, 37, 41). Instead, they decided to pivot to a domestic-

only strategy within the UK to secure a BOT law. 

Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: Forging a Coalition, Reframing Issues, and 

Leveraging Windows of Opportunity 

 

 The civil society strategy shift materialized in the late 2000s and early 2010s 

through two streams of (in)formal coalition building that complemented one another. The 

first stream of coalition building occurred at the transnational level with the formation of 

the Task Force on Financial Integrity and Economic Development (later renamed the 

Financial Transparency Coalition (FTC) in May 2013) in September 2009. The FTC was 

conceived as a global network of activists, experts, and governments working together to 

increase transparency in the global financial system. Its initial membership included many 

UK-based organizations and provided a centralized forum to exchange information and to 
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coordinate strategy among likeminded groups in other countries. Organizations like Global 

Financial Integrity, TJN, Global Witness, and Transparency International all were initial 

members that became integral groups in both the UK and US-based coalitions. The FTC 

began working toward international reform across a range of issues related to illicit 

financial flows, including tax transparency and AML .  

Unlike TJN though, the FTC did prioritize BOT in their agenda setting with 

policymakers. Members of the FTC in partnership with Global Witness spearheaded the 

UK BOT campaign starting in March 2009 with their ñUndue Diligenceò report 

highlighting how banks work with corrupt actors and ignore the use of anonymous 

companies. A follow-up July 2009 report highlighted BOT laws as a key reform to reduce 

secrecy in the global financial system. After further internal conversations, by early 2011 

the FTC ñcame to agreement around offshore tax haven abuse, beneficial ownership or 

corporation transparencyéand anti-money launderingò as the three main areas for its 

transnational policy advocacy (Interview 15). This consensus was reflected in their 

activities, with the FTCôs biannual conferences included BOT as a core agenda item in 

most sessions from 2009 through 2020. Their consistency around BOT allowed domestic 

civil society groups to reference this transnational consensus in their own advocacy. 

Despite its prioritization of BOT as a key reform, the FTC as an independent 

transnational organization was not an integral player in organizing the UK BOT campaign. 

Most FTC member groups did not have the personnel or the resources to undertake both 

an international and a domestic campaign simultaneously. Therefore, the second stream of 

informal coalition building operated at the domestic level but struggled initially to come to 

a consensus about how far to push the UK government on reform and about whether to 
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pursue a UK BOT policy campaign at all. TI-UK initially did not support an online public 

beneficial ownership registry and expected significant resistance within Parliament and 

from UK business interest groups to such a proposal (June 2009: 28, 40). In contrast, 

Global Witnessô ñUndue Diligenceò report called for online publication of all companies 

and trusts in a central registry. These domestic divisions undermined the presentation of a 

clear civil society position on the issues and limited the efficacy of these early advocacy 

efforts. Additionally, the pushback these groups received on the international level made 

the UK-only campaign look like the better option, but civil society advocates knew that the 

campaignôs success was far from guaranteed. 

Therefore, individual staffers within Global Witness, Global Financial Integrity, 

Christian Aid, and TI-UK who believed in BOT recognized that they needed to engage in 

policy entrepreneurship to increase the likelihood of a successful campaign. They started 

coalition building by first conducting outreach and issue education with civil society allies 

from previous campaigns. These groups included Save the Children, Oxfam  (though they 

joined much later (Interview 22)), ActionAid UK, and the ONE Campaign. However, 

advocates knew that the connection between anonymous companies and development, 

poverty, and human rights abuses was not always clear. To clarify these connections, they 

focused on the theft of development and aid funding via enabled anonymous shell 

companies to bring them onboard. Financial transparency groups also allied with poverty-

focused groups specifically because they provided complementary resources that the tax 

transparency groups knew they lacked. While Global Witness and TI-UK provided issue-

specific expertise and gather credible evidence about the negative impacts of anonymous 
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shell companies, larger NGOs like Oxfam and the ONE Campaign provided media contacts 

and access to government officials to expand the coalitionôs reach (Interview 29).  

The initial structure of this coalition was informal and continued to be so throughout 

the campaign. Interest groups can choose to create a formal coalition through a 

memorandum of understanding or some other type of binding agreement, and they often 

create a joint, dedicated website for the campaign as a public-facing indicator of the formal 

coalition. Yet for the UK BOT campaign, the civil society groups involved never felt the 

need to draft a formal agreement (Interview 37). Despite the absence of a formal structure 

or operating procedures for how to conduct this campaign, members arranged regular 

check-in calls to update them on their own work and the opportunities they perceived for 

the campaign. Several highlighted their colleagues ñleaving their egos at the doorò as 

critical to the coalitionôs success. 

The coalition also sought to provide expert evidence to policymakers to reframe the 

issues. Members of the coalition produced a series of reports from 2010 to 2014 to reframe 

BOT and to make the issue more accessible, seeking to educate other interest groups and 

politicians about how corporate secrecy impacts the issues they care about. They also 

sought to build an evidence base because there was little existing research, and 

policymakers needed hard data of the scope and scale of the problems impacted by financial 

secrecy to justify supporting them. These reports included a May 2010 ChristianAid report 

about financial secrecy around football clubs, with a follow-up report on offshore 

ownership of UK football clubs from TJN in April 2015. TJN also released the second 

edition of ñTax Us If You Canò in July 2012 to jumpstart broader tax transparency 

discussions. An August 2013 survey commissioned by ChristianAid found the majority of 
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the British public opposed corporate secrecy and favored forcing the Crown Dependencies 

and Overseas Territories to make registries of ownership information public. An October 

2013 Open Society Foundation briefing paper emphasized the role of shell companies in 

facilitating terrorist, drug and human trafficking, and corrupt financing. A joint 

ChristianAid and Global Witness report from November 2013 graded different 

jurisdictions about their efforts to increase company ownership transparency. A May 2014 

ChristianAid report investigated investorsô inability to find reliable information about 

FTSE 100 subsidiaries in tax havens, limiting their ability to make sound investment 

decisions. This steady stream of ñevidence from civil society actors and the infrastructure 

of civil society in the UK was strong enough and well developed enoughé[and] at the 

ready to be able to capitalize on a political opportunity when it aroseò (Interview 24). 

Some of these windows of opportunity came the coalitionôs way, while some 

members created opportunities for themselves. For the former, multinational corporate tax 

avoidance scandals raised public and policymaker salience around tax issues. Starting in 

fall 2012 and continuing through 2014, several news outlets reported on massive UK 

corporate tax avoidance by Starbucks, Google, and Amazon (Reuters 2012; Guardian 

2012). These revelations led to a series of hearings before the Public Accounts Committee, 

spearheaded by Labour MP Margaret Hodge who had a previous, ongoing interest in tax 

transparency issues. Because corporate tax avoidance and anonymous shell companies are 

parallel issues in the tax transparency space, civil society groups and their supporters in 

Parliament played into the fuzzy edges between these issues to make the case for BOT with 

MPs. These committee hearings continued for several years to keep up momentum around 

tax transparency issues more broadly (Interview 20).  
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These hearings also provided an impetus to build a cross-party coalition of UK 

backbenchers to support BOT using different issue frames to appeal to specific politicians 

in tandem with the outside advocacy from civil society groups (Interview 19, 20, 30). 

Advocates relied on national security frames with conservatives, emphasizing the role of 

dirty money from kleptocratic regimes and terrorist financing undermining the UKôs 

security. They relied primarily on tax justice and development framings with liberals, as 

well as anti-corruption concerns (Interview 22). Together these MPs sought the ear of 

Prime Minister Cameron and reinforced the idea that tax transparency reforms ï but 

particularly BOT ï were politically possible. 

Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: Bringing in  the Trades, Industry, and Professional 

Groups and Associations 

 

To create additional opportunities for themselves, civil society coalition members 

relied on reaching out to unusual allies within the business community who they thought 

would have a material interest in greater transparency. They knew that to be successful, 

they needed to make ñit our business to be very well-connectedò (Interview 19). They first 

approached socially conscious business interest groups like The B Team and investor 

groups running pension and insurance funds who sought improve their risk management 

capacities and to minimize reputational issues of being associated with dirty money. They 

then garnered support from the Trades Union Congress, a federation of trade unions 

representing millions of UK workers, who sought to minimize issues of fraud, exploitation, 

and abuse within their respective industries via anonymous companies. Next, they 

approached policy unions and other national security-oriented groups, thinking they could 

leverage the juxtaposition of poverty alleviation and national security groups to attract 

greater policymaker attention.  
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Various business groups came into the picture around this time as well. The civil 

society coalition tried to secure the neutrality of key high-level industry groups like the 

Confederation of British Industry that represents millions of UK businesses who have to 

comply with AML rules (Interview 29). Most importantly, coalition members also courted 

quiet private support from regulated industry groups like the British Bankers Association 

because they knew it would lower the costs and reputational pressures arising from their 

customer due diligence obligations. Some of these industry groups recognized the benefits 

of working with well-regarded civil society groups for making their preferences appear less 

self-serving to policymakers. A few privately lobbied the government in favor of BOT 

prior to PM Cameronôs announcement (Interview 22, 29, 37, 41). For instance, banking 

industry groups stressed that ñpoor information sharing between banks and law 

enforcement agencies limits their ability to put in place effective AML/CFT systems and 

controlsò and provided extensive feedback to government to advocate for increased 

information sharing (2015, 37). Increasing transparency via a BOT law could resolve some 

of these issues. 

In summary, the later campaign successes of the domestic financial transparency 

groups derived from their earlier decisions to become BOT policy entrepreneurs in the UK. 

The core of the coalition included civil society groups like Global Witness, Global 

Financial Integrity, and TI-UK, then expanded to faith and humanitarian groups. The 

coalition initially reframed BOT around development and human rights issues to bring in 

faith, humanitarian, and trade groups. They also lobbied members of Parliament working 

on related tax transparency issues to become their champions in the legislature. Once 

onboard, this civil society coalition began to coordinate their advocacy strategy and 
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decided to expand the coalition to unusual allies like regulated business interest groups 

with a material interest in greater information sharing. These groupsô strengths 

complemented one another and accelerated the campaignôs ability to become salient among 

policymakers. They also leveraged domestic opportunities such as the MNC tax scandals 

to promote corporate transparency as the solution. Together these entrepreneurship 

activities increased the coalitionôs confidence in their ability to win. 

Strange Coalition Attribution: PM Cameron Highlights Support from Unusual Allies 

Among these entrepreneurial activities, the decisive one for PM Cameronôs 

decision to announce a BOT law was having public cross-sectoral support. During January 

2013 speech at Davos, Cameron announced that the third pillar for the UKôs G8 presidency 

would be company and land ownership transparency. Cameron had been looking for 

relatively affordable ways for the UK government to engage in positive foreign policy 

initiatives in the post-financial crisis age of austerity throughout 2012 (Interview 24, 29, 

37). Through consultations with academic experts and civil society advocates, including 

economist Paul Collier (who had previously met with civil society advocates and agreed to 

propose the idea to the prime minister), Cameron decided that reducing waste, fraud, and 

abuse in global development initiatives and shoring up foreign tax bases offered the best 

foreign policy approach. Cameron also stressed the cross-sectoral composition of the pro-

transparency coalition in his Davos speech: ñitôs not just those in the NGOs whoôve been 

lobbying my government on these issues, itôs those in the high rises in the City of London: 

bankers, lawyers, senior figures in financeò asking for greater transparency to level the 

playing field. This announcement marked a pronounced public shift in the political 

likelihood of adopting BOT in the UK, previously unthinkable a few years prior. 
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Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship and Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: 

Maintaining the Coalition to Secure a Legislative Victory 

 

 The pro-transparency coalition knew their best chance to push the government to 

follow through on this policy promise was in the five month window in between the 

January 2013 Davos speech and the G8 summit the UK would host in June 2013. Coalition 

members increased the frequency of calls to share information and to coordinate their 

strategy in the lead-up to the G8 (Interview 29). They prioritized building and reinforcing 

support from different factions within Cameronôs government. Christian Aid and Action 

Aid UK in particular increased pressure on Cameron to put and keep BOT on his G8 agenda 

for 2013 (Interview 19). Civil society coalition members worked to obtain government 

support from the UK Treasury, the Liberal Democrat business minister MP Vince Cable, 

and from lead law enforcement officials who went against civil servants in their respective 

ministries who opposed BOT. These advocates secured closed-door meetings with Cable 

through a personal aide rather than the usual bureaucratic channels (Interview 22, 40) and 

confirmed the preference split between rank-and-file bureaucrats in the Treasury and 

Business departments versus the department ministers (Interview 20). These bureaucrats 

opposed BOT since they saw their role as serving their client sectors and did not want to 

take policy actions that could strain these relationships. 

Yet ultimately Cable as the business minister was the only other key actor the 

coalition needed to persuade besides Cameron. A pivotal piece of research commissioned 

by Global Witness replicated a 2002 report from the UK government regulatory impact 

assessment for BOT first produced as part of its post-9/11 AML reform wave. The April 

2013 report examined costs across a variety of levels of transparency and confirmed the 

findings of the 2002 impact analysis: the costs to most businesses would be low, and the 
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ongoing costs to both business and government would be low after establishing the registry. 

Cable was compelled by this evidence because it addressed his questions about justifying 

the scope of the bill versus its costs and could assuage conservativesô cost concerns. He 

then agreed to support the coalitionôs ask for a centralized, public beneficial ownership 

registry (Interview 22, 40). 

 Additionally, the coalition sought to reinforce the perception of cross-sectoral 

interest group consensus in favor of BOT to MPs. Prior to the G8 summit, global online 

activist network Avaaz circulated a public letter stating support for public registries of 

beneficial ownership that received thousands of signatures from a broad coalition of NGOs, 

business leaders and owners, and law enforcement officers. The coalition frequently 

pointed to this letter as additional evidence of broad interest group consensus. Four former 

British home secretaries also joined campaigners in calling for the G8 to establish a "new 

gold standard" on transparency by creating public registers of the true owners of companies 

around the time of the G8 summit, further highlighting national security support for BOT. 

This diversity of interest group perspectives reinforced Cameronôs message of cross-

sectoral policy consensus within the UK. 

After the G8 summit, business minister Cable announced the release of a public 

consultation on a BOT law in July 2013 that proposed a central, public registry of beneficial 

ownership. Public consultations, private working group meetings, and public hearings 

proceeded from July 2013 through October 2014. Yet policy consensus in favor of BOT 

among industry groups was less than certain. The director of corporate governance and 

professional standards at the Institute of Directors (IoD) wrote an opinion piece for The 

Guardian in August 2013 in support of publicly accessible BOT registers. The Policy 
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Director for the CBI made a public statement supporting a public BOT register and argued 

in favor of leveling the playing field with the adoption of public BOT registers in other 

countries ï accepting the governmentôs decision and outwardly signaling that they will not 

continue to lobby against it. The International Banking Federation publicly stated they 

believed would help banks prevent money laundering as well (HuffPost UK 2013). But 

subsequent reporting from The Guardian in April 2014 underscored ongoing opposition 

from CBI, the IoD, and the Law Society and their argument that greater transparency would 

reduce the competitive advantages of these professions in the UK.  

The coalition tried to head off this opposition by trying to bring more regulated 

interest groups into coalition activities. TI-UK hosted a Business Integrity Forum, offering 

ña mixture of roundtables, forum events and briefings throughout the year in collaboration 

with members, government, academia, investors and civil society offering exceptional 

insights on current and emerging challenges and practical solutions for businesses to 

adopt.ò Members include major UK banks like Barclayôs and HSBC, as well as major tax 

and accounting firms like Grant Thornton and PwC. Despite these efforts to encourage 

support for BOT, law and accountancy groups secured private meetings where they 

continued to lobby the government to oppose the registry (Interview 37). Yet some quiet 

lobbying support secured from the banking and parts of the real estate industries offered a 

counterweight to their opposition: ñsome of the banks were keen to have the pressure taken 

off their own AML due diligence responsibilityé [they knew it] would really cheapen the 

process for them in a good way as in make less onerous and expensiveò (Interview 41). UK 

Finance (representing a variety of financial institutions) and Property Mark (a major real 
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estate interest group) privately came on board with the coalition to lobby in favor of BOT 

during this later period (Interview 28, 30). 

These preferences and lobbying activities contradict the theory somewhat, with 

several regulated industry groups opposing greater transparency. These conflicting 

statements and actions likely reflect internal business interest group battles between 

opposers and supporters of a BOT law as well as inter-industry group preferences splits 

about a publicly accessible BOT registry as highlighted in Chapter 5. Moreover, civil 

society advocates ñas a tacticédid try to utilize that where possible is to divide the 

corporate sector or some of the previous blockers to say hey there might be an economic 

interest in you jumping in favor of thisò (Interview 22). If anything, persuading key 

business groups to remain neutral and not to lobby the government about BOT was 

sufficient (Interview 29). Business disunity coupled with the strategic decision of civil 

society groups to build a strange coalition including some regulated industry groups 

enabled the Cameron government to continue pursuing a BOT law. This knowledge of 

Cameronôs preferences for cross-sectoral consensus solidified the coalitionôs strategic 

decision-making and their decision to double down regulated industry and socially 

responsible business group support; it was ñnot just the NGOs sitting in a corner whining 

about thisé[it was] two sectors saying the same thing.ò (Interview 30). 

Strange Coalition Attribution: Workers, Business, Law Enforcement, and Civil Society 

Together Depoliticize BOT  

 

Previous relationship building with government ministers and MPs became a 

crucial resource throughout late 2013 and 2014 to keep the government on track with its 

commitment. Civil servants both inside and outside of Downing Street fed the cross-

sectoral coalition information about issue framing and other potential allies to shore up 
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support (Interview 29, 41). By the October 2014 public committee hearing on the Small 

Business, Enterprise and Employment Bill, representatives from the Federation of Small 

Businesses, the CBI, the IoD, and the British Chambers of Commerce were all supportive 

of a public registry. Additional written evidence provided to Parliament in November 2014 

from the Trades Union Congress, the British Chambers of Commerce, and the IoD all 

argued in favor of a public BOT register. On the other hand, written evidence from the 

British Venture Capital Association, the Quoted Companies Alliance, the International 

Financial Centres Forum, and the Charity Law Association all pushed back on the BOT 

law to varying degrees, arguing for the information to only be accessible to the government 

to pulling the bill altogether. 

Although individual law firms and the business sections of law societies actively 

opposed BOT and succeeded at exempting some corporate entities from the reporting 

requirements, they ultimately lost the war. Having already lost the battle around CDD 

checks, major key UK banking and real estate industry groups, along with some legal 

professionals, collectively sought the benefits of information dissemination via the BOT 

register and worked with government officials to ensure access to the data through quiet 

behind-the-scenes lobbying that complemented the public lobbying of the civil society 

groups they aligned with. The combination of a cross-sectoral coalition and bundling BOT 

as part of a small business bill ensured the issue would be viewed as a non-controversial, 

technical matter rather than a political one by the time the full draft was ready (Interview 

30). The UKôs BOT law passed as part of the Small Business, Enterprise and Employment 

Act in Parliament in March 2015. 

UK Case Summary 
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 To review, an informal UK civil society coalition coalesced around the goal of 

passing a UK BOT law once they believed that their ability to influence international 

standards setting was limited. Though they lacked a formal agreement or a united public-

facing image for the campaign, these groups engaged in policy entrepreneurship activities 

that expanded their initial coalition to encompass several types of business interest groups. 

They connected anonymous companies to a wide range of policy problems, bringing in 

development and poverty-alleviation focused groups as well as garnering support from 

corporate social responsibility and national security-oriented groups. They leveraged 

complementary skillsets and resources across groups, relying on some groupôs access to 

policymakers while others provided the issue expertise to persuade those policymakers. 

They focused on building relationships with regulated industry groups interested in 

lowering compliance costs to secure their collaboration or their neutrality. Lastly, they built 

relationships with key MPs and ministry officials to ensure the government followed 

through on their policy commitments and to shape the content of the law itself.  

This diverse coalition achieved success much faster than their counterparts in the 

United States, Canada, and Australia because many more industries had to comply with 

AML information collection rules by the time the civil society groups decided to become 

policy entrepreneurs and to launch a campaign. Although some legal and accountancy 

association groups opposed the BOT law, many either supported the coalitionôs efforts or 

at least did not stand in their way. This cross-sectoral consensus around the benefits of a 

BOT law ï in part from the strange advocacy coalition, and in part directly from industry 

groups ï assuaged politiciansô concerns about the political fallout of supporting greater 

transparency. Prime Minister Cameron repeatedly referenced this diversity of 
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organizational support in his public statements, as did business minister Vince Cable. A 

post-mortem of the UK BOT campaign co-written by OpenOwnership and Global Witness 

underscored issue connections, the cost-benefits analysis report, and support from business 

interest groups as the key factors to a successful campaign (2017, 2-3). Taken together, 

evidence from the UK case study largely supports the hypotheses derived from the theory. 

The United States: From Failure with Usual Allies to Success in a Strange Coalition 

Like the UK, the US both grew as an illicit finance hub and experienced growth in 

the number and diversity of civil society groups working on anti-corruption, money 

laundering, tax transparency, and related issues. The formal US-based coalition named the 

Financial Accountability and Corporate Transparency (FACT) Coalition was founded 

around the same time as the informal UK coalition. But FACT struggled to gain traction 

for BOT advocacy with other civil society groups and with policymakers. 

Contemporaneous analyses echo this perception both inside and outside of the US: 

ñGlobal beneficial ownership transparency is unlikely in the near term. Countries 

around the world are experiencing challenges in establishing criteria to collect and 

document beneficial ownership information. Beneficial ownership transparency in 

the U.S. is uncertain. There is considerable resistance at the state level and a lack 

of Congressional support for proposed beneficial ownership legislationò (Lormel 

2013, 6). 

 

Despite producing a variety of research reports, building relationships with progressively-

oriented civil society groups and Congressional allies, and attempts to reframe the issue to 

attract a wider range of interest groups to support BOT, the FACT Coalition failed to 

overcome this resistance during the first half of the 2010s. 

 Still, these policy entrepreneurship activities enabled FACT to take advantage of 

windows of opportunity when they arose. Once the Treasury finalized the GTOs and CDD 

rules in 2016, FACT almost immediately reached out to banking and title insurance 
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industry groups about whether they would join the coalition and support a BOT bill. The 

addition of the Bank Policy Institute in particular as well as the National Association of 

Realtors and neutrality from the US Chamber of Commerce a few years later rapidly shifted 

BOTôs prospects from an if to a when. Additional cross-sectoral support from interest 

groups that are rarely aligned with one another in US politics, such as the National Fraternal 

Order of Police and Friends of the Earth, bolstered its prospects among both Republicans 

and Democrats. The BOT bill was ultimately included as part of the annual omnibus 

defense spending bill in 2020 and adopted over President Trumpôs veto on January 1, 2021. 

Through this case study, I argue that US civil society groups coordinating through the 

FACT Coalition successfully reframed issues, built relationships, and coordinated strategy 

to pass a BOT law ï but only after two rule changes enabled FACT to build a cross-sectoral 

coalition that included several key regulated industry groups. 

Limited Policy Entrepreneurship: Senator Levinôs Crusade, 2004-2014 

 Senator Levin and his staff on the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations (PSI) 

were the original policy entrepreneurs for BOT. Despite the wide-ranging exemptions 

secured by industry groups to the PATRIOT Act, Levin continued to hold hearings and 

publish reports through the PSI regarding money laundering and shell companies 

(Interview 1, 29). The PSIôs next two major investigations included a November 2003 

report investigating the use of shell companies to avoid US taxes and how this evasion is 

facilitated by US tax professionals and paired July 2004 and March 2005 reports examining 

the loopholes in the post-9/11 regime. Together these reports argued that although the 

PATRIOT Act was on its way to ending shell banking, it left the problem of shell 

companies untouched. The latter report also examined how Washington, D.C.-based Riggs 
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Bank set up shell companies used by authoritarian leaders like Chilean President Augusto 

Pinochet and Equatorial Guinea President Obiang. Riggs Bank was forced to pay $40 

million in penalties and close its Obiang accounts, and they collapsed shortly afterward 

and were acquired by PNC Bank (Michel 2021, 117). Both investigations attempted to 

increase pressure on these industries to comply with US laws (where applicable) or to spur 

Congress into ending the AML exemptions for certain industries. 

 After these hearings, Senator Levin concentrated specifically on the role of 

anonymous shell companies in enabling illicit financial flows. A coordinated series of PSI 

hearings in April, August, and November 2006 about tax havens, shell companies, and law 

enforcement issues in tracing illicit funds highlighted how a lack of beneficial ownership 

information collected by US industries and government agencies hindered US policy 

objectives and increased its issue salience among policymakers. The Senate PSI efforts 

culminated in a Government Accountability Office (GAO) report focused on beneficial 

ownership in April 2006. The GAO-run survey of state officials who are responsible for 

company formation comprised the bulk of this report and found that no states collected 

ownership information in the formation documents for corporations or verified the 

identities of corporate owners. Only four states required some ownership information when 

an LLC was formed (see Figure 5). Additionally, the PATRIOT Act AML reforms did not 

require regulated industries to collect beneficial ownership information. A 2008 FinCEN 

survey solicited feedback from industry on how and when financial institutions obtain and 

retain beneficial ownership information without this obligation, finding inconsistencies in 

financial institutions' understanding of requirements related to collecting and maintaining 

BOI both within and across industries (FinCEN 2012 CDD Rule ANPRM). Together these 
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reports and surveys underscored how few entities collected beneficial ownership 

information and how efforts to collect that information were costly for law enforcement 

and financial institutions alike. 

Figure 5: US State Requirements for Collecting 

Legal and Beneficial Ownership Information (GAO 2006, 16). 

 

 Senator Levin used these findings to continue to emphasize the importance of 

collecting and sharing beneficial ownership information as the key reform to combat 

money laundering. In the November 2006 hearing, Levin noted that ñthe irony is that we 

donôt suffer from a lack of transparency ï there is just no [beneficial ownership] 

information to discloseò under the current regulatory regime (PSI 2006, 10). His statement 

pointedly highlights the importance of separating information collection and dissemination 

in understanding the politics of corporate transparency, and how information collection 

rules offer a means to change business preferences toward transparency. Without 

regulatory requirements to collect beneficial ownership information, unregulated industry 

groups did not have incentives to support Levinôs efforts to adopt a law requiring greater 

information collection and dissemination. 

 Levinôs dogged investigations did increase pressure on the Bush administration to 

show that they were paying attention to illicit financial flows and taking them seriously. 
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The US government published a December 2005 joint money laundering threat assessment 

referencing the role of shell companies in a few chapters, a November 2006 FinCEN 

advisory warned of the potential money laundering risks related to shell companies, and a 

2007 AML strategy included ñPromoting Transparency in the Ownership of Legal Entitiesò 

that proposed extending AML rules to casinos and the insurance industry. Yet Levinôs 

political entrepreneurship around anonymous shell companies failed to attract the support 

of other Congressmembers, with Forbes noting in January 2007 after the series of 2006 PSI 

hearings that ñthere seems to be little urgency among his peersò for proposing new rules to 

end anonymous shell companies without wider interest group support. 

Despite the lack of willingness to advance his ITLEA bills to a floor vote, Levin 

continued with some additional hearings about corporate secrecy and state-level 

incorporation practices. He continued to raise the issue at two June and November 2009 

Homeland Security hearings and at another February 2010 PSI hearing, focusing on the 

security and crime implications of illicit financial flows to shift BOTôs framing toward 

more favorable national security issues. These hearings ï along with the fallout of the 

global financial crisis ï spurred FinCEN to release guidance in March 2010 on obtaining 

and retaining beneficial ownership information, focusing on a risk-based approach to CDD 

and encouraging financial institutions to cross-check for beneficial ownership information 

across business lines within their institution. 

A different response to these failures tried to shift discussions toward more publicly 

salient tax transparency issues like AEOI and CBCR rather than BOT to achieve policy 

change (Hakelberg 2020). During and after global the financial crisis, Levin organized the 

PSIôs hearings around increasing transparency in relation to multinational profit shifting 
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and tax avoidance for US bank account holders abroad. His staff recognized that the 

political momentum had shifted forward on these tax transparency reforms since the public 

sought greater regulation on financial institutions that caused the crisis, whereas the limited 

public attention toward money laundering and illicit financial flows had stalled out the 

conversations around shell companies. These hearings included: tax haven banks and both 

payroll and dividend tax abuse hearings in July 2008, US offshore Swiss bank account 

holders in March 2009 and May 2014, profit shifting by Microsoft and Hewlett-Packard in 

September 2012, Apple in May 2013, and Caterpillar in April 2014, and a final hearing on 

offshore tax evasion in February 2014. The exception was a July 2012 PSI report on money 

laundering facilitated by HSBC included a note of strong support for BOT legislation. 

While these hearings did shift the politics around AEOI and culminated in the adoption of 

the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act in 2010 mandating information sharing about 

US bank account holders in non-US banks, these hearings did not shift political momentum 

on domestic BOT or CBCR laws. 

Senator Levin did not seek a seventh term in the Senate and retired in 2014. Despite 

his active, ongoing policy entrepreneurship efforts to reframe BOT as a national security 

issue, to associate it with the negative consequences of the financial crisis, and to 

coordinate with civil society groups on providing expert testimony and research to 

persuade other policymakers during the 2010s, his policy entrepreneurship efforts failed. 

Without civil society and regulated industry group support as well as their coordinated 

advocacy, Levin lacked a cross-sectoral consensus that would attract Democratic and 

Republican politicians alike into supporting a BOT law. 

Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: The Development of the FACT Coalition 
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Entering the 2010s, political support for BOT was tepid at best and outright hostile 

at worst within the US. Senator Levin and Representative Maloney had introduced several 

iterations of a BOT bill in the hopes of appeasing enough interests to secure a floor vote. 

But two main obstacles remained in their path. The first obstacle was a lack of major 

industry group support. These industry groups opposed both domestic and international 

policymaking activity, with the opposition led by US banks to both FATF-level and US-

level BOT standards. They argued risk-based client monitoring is sufficient to address 

money laundering, and any reputational risks can be managed effectively without 

mandating more information collection and sharing (WSJ, March 2011). Domestic 

opposition lobbying from other industries against Senator Levin and Representative 

Maloneyôs proposed bills included the American Bar Association, the American Institute 

of Certified Public Accountants, the National Venture Capital Association, and the 

Managed Funds Association (Kim 2018) ï all industries excluded from the 9/11 AML 

information collection rules and that opposed disclosure requirements more broadly. 

The second obstacle was state-level opposition, primarily led by the state 

Secretaries of State and US Senators from Delaware. Though many members of the 

National Association of the Secretaries of State remained concerned about the federal 

government imposing an unfunded mandate onto the states, especially in the aftermath of 

the global financial crisis (Interview 10, 16), most lobbying activity came specifically from 

Delaware around the likely major impacts to its incorporation industry. DC-based lobbying 

firm Peck Madigan Jones was hired by Delaware Secretary of State Jeffrey Bullock to 

lobby to water down or kill various bills starting in 2013 (Kim 2018). Delaware Senator 

Tom Carper held up hearings on BOT bills before multiple Senate committees, either 
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dragging out the hearing processes or persuading allies to prevent the bill from coming out 

of the Homeland Security committee in the early 2010s. Later proposals before the 

Judiciary committee met counterproposals relying on IRS rather FinCEN for the 

information. Collectively, these tactical moves prevented any BOT bill from going beyond 

the committee stage in Congress during this period. 

In this unfavorable political environment, the FACT Coalition was created in part 

to have dedicated staffing and funding to figure out how to break the Delaware chokehold 

and to move BOT forward. The initial strategy planning sessions were an extension of the 

FTCôs drive for a global campaign devolving to focus on a US-based campaign. These 

sessions occurred toward the end of 2010 and into early 2011 and sought to determine 

whether US-based financial transparency and tax justice groups could coalesce labor, 

business, and environmental groups into organizing a campaign around these ideas 

(Interview 15). The culmination of these conversations was the founding of an independent 

organization ï the FACT Coalition ï to plan longer term strategy and to lead coordination 

across aligned interest groups. Working independently from one another had stifled the 

transparency groupsô ability to access and persuade key Hill members and staffers to care 

about issues deriving from anonymous companies. Similar to the UK-based coalition, 

campaigners involved during this period also stressed a lack of ego and collaborative 

environment that made advancing their goals easier. 

When initially devising a campaign plan, FACT was constrained by their lack of 

funding and was unable to conduct a broad-based grassroots campaign to end anonymous 

companies. Civil society groups often have insufficient resources to do everything they 

seek to do, especially when they work alone (Kastner 2014; Interview 11). Therefore, 
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FACTôs strategy had to prioritize tactics that aligned with an elite, insider-focused lobbying 

by focusing on the most relevant policymakers, such as targeting Congressmembers on 

banking and finance committees where proposed BOT bills were reviewed (Interview 15). 

Coalition members like Global Financial Integrity (GFI) referenced beneficial ownership 

and its impact on related issues whenever possible, like the role of anonymous companies 

in ivory poaching in Africa during a Senate Foreign Relations Committee Hearing in May 

2012. Along with producing various research reports and other products, FACT members 

continued to conduct research and collect the evidence they could reference in their policy 

documents to obtain support from other interest groups or from policymakers. 

Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: Working with Law Enforcement, Religious, Labor, 

Environmental, and Faith Groups 

 

But FACT knew that increasing the organizational diversity of the interest groups 

within the coalition would make their work more persuasive (Interview 38) and increase 

the probability that they would secure long-term funding for the campaign. They 

recognized the potential for bipartisan support by choosing the right issue frames, stressing 

national security implications of BOT as well as the environmental destruction and human 

rights abuses enabled by anonymous companies that had not usually been associated with 

these issues (Interview 15). Law enforcement groups ï particularly the National Fraternal 

Order of Police, whose members faced anonymous company dead-ends when investigating 

a variety of criminal activities ï became early coalition members and lobbied in favor of 

BOT for the coalition. Smaller business groups like the Main Street Alliance and faith-

based organizations like Jubilee USA became key early partners in the BOT campaign as 

well once they understood the connection between anonymity and fraud (Rialet and Hays 

2023). While Republican offices would not take meetings directly with FACT or tax justice 
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groups, they would meet with law enforcement, business, and faith groups and listen to 

them when they raised transparency issues. These alliances allowed FACT to overcome its 

early funding barriers as well by building connections with larger, well-funded groups 

whose members were negatively impacted by anonymous companies. A high-ranking 

AFL-CIO member and the executive director of FACT at the time went around to different 

funders, underscoring their accomplishments in obtaining some Republican support and 

starting to build a cross-sectoral coalition (Interview 15, 18). These achievements secured 

FACT long-term funding from several major foundation donors. 

Foundation funding also enabled FACT members to produce more in-depth 

research reports and to better coordinate their lobbying efforts. A September 2014 Global 

Witness report ñThe Great Rip Offò focused on a range of negative outcomes from 

anonymous companies in the US, such as the Iranian government purchasing a New York 

skyscraper in violation of anti-terrorism sanctions. GFI published a book on global illicit 

financial flows in September 2015, noting the role of anonymous companies in facilitating 

these flows. FACT produced a series of ñFACT Sheetsò summarizing the harms 

perpetuated by anonymous shell companies. They also participated in advocacy days on 

Capitol Hill, with the first including US Public Interest Research Group, Jubilee USA 

Network, the Main Street Alliance, and the American Sustainable Business Council 

representing early cross-sectoral coalition members in April 2014. By November 2015, 

FACT had expanded its initial coalition to over 30 members across a variety of labor, 

environmental, human rights, and faith groups, continuing to seek out new members that 

would increase its organizational diversity. 
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These early cross-sectoral coalition building efforts did not find the most supportive 

environment in the executive branch. Although President Obama had been one of the co-

sponsors of Senator Levinôs original 2008 BOT bill, his administration took inconsistent 

positions on the issue. A 2013 Open Government Partnership report documenting progress 

on the USôs commitments found that the Obama White House claimed they were strongly 

advocating for BOT legislation, but the ñcivil society groups interviewed were not aware 

of aggressive legislative advocacy by the White Houseò (OGP 2013, 8). Moreover, the 

2013 OGP report highlighted ongoing industry group resistance as a key obstacle to 

legislation (44), echoed by contemporaneous Financial Times reporting in June 2013. By 

March 2014, the administration had privately conceded on pressing for either an IRS or 

FinCEN-based BOT bill (Reuters August 2016). The 2015 follow-up OGP report 

referenced greater commitment from the Obama Administration for supporting a bill that 

would collect beneficial ownership information through the IRS and for advancing the 

CDD rulemaking, suggesting somewhat greater alignment between the executive and civil 

society groups around tangible policy achievements. Overall, ongoing policy 

entrepreneurship by FACT struggled to gain traction in the executive branch. 

One area where FACT had made some progress was around CDD rules for financial 

institutions. FACT and its members had participated in working group meetings with 

FinCEN since the publication of the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking in 2012. They 

tried to make the case to the banking industry that adopting a BOT law would lower their 

burden under the CDD rule. A March 2012 American Banker article quoted the director of 

government affairs for Global Financial Integrity, who argued that banks should be in favor 

of Senator Levinôs proposed law because it would shift the burden of information collection 
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back onto the state governments. By the publication of the notice of proposed rulemaking, 

the banking industry had obtained a few key concessions, such as not having to verify the 

beneficial owner information and only having to collect information for new rather than 

existing accounts (American Banker August 2014). While FACT members were unhappy 

with these concessions, they prioritized pushing the government to finalize the CDD rule 

so at least some beneficial ownership information would be captured. A March 2015 letter 

from FACT argued that the US government should end the temporary AML exemptions 

and encouraged FinCEN to finalize the CDD rule. Ultimately this initial law enforcement-

financial transparency group coalition (VICE, December 2014) continued to work against 

the opposition from the private sector coalition spearheaded by the Chamber of Commerce 

and the American Bar Association (March 2016) to secure this smaller victory. 

Although the CDD rulemaking stalled for a few years, FinCEN had made substantial 

progress on amending the text of the CDD rule for financial institutions as well as the 

geographic targeting orders (GTOs) for title insurers. These policies were largely finished 

long before major scandals and leaks during late 2015 and early 2016. In December 2015, 

the New York Times reported on high value purchases of New York City real estate by 

corrupt actors through anonymous companies, from politicians to criminals to sanctioned 

governments. A December 2015 report from the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy 

also highlighted Delawareôs role as an onshore tax haven aided by anonymous 

incorporation. This was followed by the airing of the Global Witness undercover 

investigation into prominent NYC law firms being willing to set up anonymous companies 

for suspicious foreign clients in January 2016 prior to the release of the Panama Papers in 

April 2016. The Treasury would not have been able to finalize these policies as quickly as 
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they did (January and May 2016, respectively) if they had not been working on these issues 

for years prior with ongoing pressure from the FACT Coalition. 

In summary, some civil society groups like Global Witness and Global Financial 

Integrity had been working on tax transparency issues largely in isolation prior to the 

2010s. Politicians in Congress and the White House struggled to cultivate broader political 

interest or support for BOT in the face of industry and state-level opposition. It was not 

until the founding of FACT Coalition in 2011 to coordinate corporate and tax transparency 

advocacy that a coalition began to coalesce. FACT slowly built relationships with law 

enforcement, faith-based, environmental, and labor groups and secured consistent funding 

several years into the campaign. Nevertheless, they did not pursue partnerships with 

regulated industry groups like banks prior to 2016 because ñthey were the longest, hardest 

shotò (Interview 15, 17), highlighting the absence of a perceived alignment of interests or 

institutional opportunity to incorporate the banking industry as part of the cross-sectoral 

coalition. Despite their policy entrepreneurship activities, FACT had made little 

substantive progress toward adopting a BOT law in the US. 

Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: Rule Changes Enable Bringing Banks and Real 

Estate Groups into the Coalition 

 

Several media and policy observers emphasize the release of the Panama Papers in 

April 2016 as the tipping point for BOT advocacy in the United States.7 Revelations of 

corruption, money laundering, and tax avoidance from celebrities to dictators alike 

galvanized global public attention to the scope and scale of illicit financial flows enabled 

by anonymous companies. FACTôs immediate response to the Panama Papers illustrates 

 
7 ñThe Panama Papersða trove of more than eleven million documents leaked, in 2016, from the files of a 

now defunct Panamanian law firmðbrought the shell-company issue into focus, leading to the enactment, 

in January 2021, of the Corporate Transparency Act.ò (The New Yorker, February 2023). 
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their limited organizational diversity and the comparatively small size of the coalition at 

the time (see Figure 6). They sent a letter to the heads of FinCEN, Treasury, and OMB 

respectively encouraging them to finalize the CDD rule with the following signatories: 

 
Figure 6: April 4, 2016 FACT Coalition Panama Papers Letter Signatories 

 

These signatories represented labor, environmental, consumer rights, and small business 

groups and signaled some broader consensus about the need for greater information 

collection and dissemination. Yet absent from the letter were any major business interest 

groups that would attract attention and support from Republican politicians. Moreover, the 

Panama Papers did not disclose any information that either members of the advocacy or 

the policy community had not known or strongly suspected prior to the leaks, and public 

attention to anonymous shell companies faded by the early summer after the first wave of 

reporting by major outlets like the Washington Post and the New York Times. 

 What did change, however, was that FinCEN announced the GTOs in January 2016 

and finalized the CDD rule in May 2016 over four years after it was first proposed. The 

Obama administration wanted to demonstrate that it was taking the leaks seriously, and 

finalizing the already-finished CDD rule was an obvious response. The political 

environment around BOT shifted significantly after this point ï not from the media 
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attention and public salience driven by the Panama Papers, but from the changing material 

interests of key industry groups. Banks now fully understood that greater beneficial 

ownership transparency would help them to meet their regulatory obligations (Interview 

1). FACT leadership reached out to key banking industry groups in early summer 2016 to 

invite them into the coalition now that their interests around increasing transparency 

aligned (Interview 2, 6, 11). By the end of the summer, FACT now had all three legs of the 

stool that that they thought were necessary to obtain a win on BOT: civil society, financial 

institutions, and law enforcement. 

Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship & Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: Expanding 

Active Supporters, Neutralizing Remaining Opponents 

 

The banking industry made their preferences publicly known in short order. In 

August 2016, The Clearing House Association (which became the Bank Policy Institute 

after a merger with the Financial Services Roundtable in July 2018) published a letter in 

favor of both Senators Grassley and Leahyôs and Representatives King and Maloneyôs 

BOT bills and advocated for any bill to include access to the beneficial ownership database 

for compliance purposes. FACT leveraged this shift from the banking industry into another 

round of outreach to unlikely partners. Members of the Kleptocracy Initiative at the 

conservative-leaning think tank the Hudson Institute began producing research about the 

role of anonymous companies in funneling kleptocratsô finances into the US, so FACT 

brought the Hudson Institute into the coalition. A letter from 24 small asset managers in 

favor of the Senate BOT bill followed in September 2016, arguing that a BOT law would 

help them to identify risks and to steer companies toward more responsible conduct. These 

firms were also looped into coalition activities. 
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Yet the federal-state divide remained and continued to be a main obstacle to 

legislation. An anonymous legislative staffer confirmed that nothing was going to happen 

around BOT before the end of 2016 despite both policymaker attention from the Panama 

Papers and the preference shift from financial institutions (McClatchy, August 2016). 

Delaware would only accept a federal solution that would level the playing field across all 

states, as well as limit the direct cost burden on states themselves. On the other hand, 

Delawareôs state and federal-level representatives began to resent being viewed as ñthe bad 

guyò on these issues within the Democratic caucus and sought to work with FACT and the 

financial institutions to resolve the impasse. The Senators and Secretary of State from 

Delaware thus shifted from opposition to neutrality to active support over 2016 to 2019 as 

evidenced through interviews and public letters (Interview 2, 3, 11, 21, 26, 38). Ensuring 

that collecting beneficial ownership information would only be a federal-level obligation 

rather than a state-level obligation assuaged majority of the concerns that the federal 

government was giving the states an unfunded mandate (Interview 16, 17). Coupled with 

seeming inevitability of policy change at some point, this encouraged Delawareôs 

representatives to want to shape the details of the law rather than continue to oppose it 

outright. Delaware Secretary of State Bullock publicly endorsed a BOT bill in June 2018. 

Diversifying the types of business interest group support became a priority for FACT. 

The B Team, a business-focused corporate social responsibility group, worked to persuade 

the heads of member multinational corporations to support BOT. They published a letter 

in July 2017 signed by the CEOs of six major multinational corporations in favor of BOT. 

Two major players from the petrochemical industry lobbied in favor of BOT with 

legislators as well. Exxon-Mobil supported BOT to minimize the impact of sanctions 
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oversight and compliance costs within their supply chain and to minimize the risk of being 

exposed for working with dictators and corrupt officials. Dow Chemical supported BOT to 

increase oversight and compliance from their subcontractors and various suppliers to verify 

the quality and safety of their goods, as well as to minimize their losses from fraud. 

Leadership from the National Foreign Trade Council ï which had published a statement 

opposing BOT in June 2013 ï by August 2018 reversed course and publicly endorsed BOT. 

 The most important additions, though, were regulated industry groups that both 

supported and actively lobbied for BOT. Support from these groups reinforced the 

perception of meaningful support coming from the actors that would be most impacted by 

the law. The residential real estate professionals impacted by the GTOs engaged in 

advocacy through their associations. Both the National Association of Realtors and the 

American Land Title Association signed a May 2019 joint real estate trade association 

letter in support of the Corporate Transparency Act of 2019 to lower their compliance 

burdens, and FACT gained their ongoing participation in the coalition. The banking 

industry also activated their lobbying machine in earnest starting in 2018, engaging in an 

expensive, highly coordinated campaign with guidance from FACT about where they 

needed additional support. BPI hired at least three lobbying firms to conduct outreach for 

them (Kim 2018). Coalition members involved during this period highlighted the number 

of resources and high level of commitment, particularly from the Bank Policy Institute:  

ñBPI at this point really decided that this was their top priority. And so they were 

not just writing letters to support. They were actively going and lobbying 

Republican members to support it. And the head of the BPI, Greg Baier, was deeply 

and personally invested in this. He used to head AML compliance for JP Morgan, 

so AML issues are really in his wheelhouseéSo he would go meet with the 

Republican members directly, and he would talk to him about it at fundraisers, and 

he also stepped up his advocacy substantially this at this pointò (Interview 2, 5). 
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ñWith the Bank Policy InstituteéThey were able to just put on a full court lobbying 

press. So the thing just escalated wildly. It wasn't just like four or five of us doing 

the rounds in Congress like it had been for the past two or three years. They were 

organizing automated callings and stuff, they would fund lobbying groups, they 

were farming out op-eds that PR firms had written to randoms out in key places, in 

local press for key senators and stuffò (Interview 12, 21). 

 

Together, these pressures from financial industry groups, some residential real 

estate groups, and a few major MNCs increased pressure on many remaining opposing 

business interest groups to become neutral at minimum. The US Chamber of Commerce 

shifted from active opposition to neutrality after pressure from central member the Bank 

Policy Institute over 2016 to 2019 (Interviews 1, 2, 3, 5, 23, 32). Members on the Chamber 

Board were cowed by the threat from some banking industry members that they would pull 

out of the capital markets arms of the chamber, taking their substantial funding and 

resources along with them. This shift meant that the remaining opposition primarily came 

from the National Federation of Independent Businesses, which coordinated a Koch-

affiliated small business campaign with claims about privacy and from the American Bar 

Association and the alternative investment industries (private equity, hedge funds, etc.) 

with claims about high costs and risk management issues. 

Core coalition members continued to research and draft reports to expand the 

evidence base and to bolster the policy arguments for BOT. Key reports included a joint 

Global Witness and GFI report ñChancing It: How Secret Company Ownership is a Risk 

to Investorsò in September 2016; ñThe Library Card Project: The Ease of Forming 

Anonymous Companies in the United Statesò by GFI in March 2019; ñOn The House: How 

Anonymous Companies Are Used To Launder Money In U.S. Real Estateò by Global 

Witness in September 2020; and ñThe Future of Beneficial Ownership in the United Statesò 

in December 2020. Other evidence countered narratives from the opposing coalition about 
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the high costs to business and the threats to privacy from a BOT law. For instance, a 2016 

EY study found that 91 percent of business owners think it is important to know the 

beneficial owners of a company, and a 2018 Small Business Majority poll showed that 77 

percent of small business owners in the US supported a BOT law (Rialet and Hays 2023). 

These studies reinforced the variety of issues impacted by anonymous companies and 

countered NFIB narratives of strong opposition from small business owners. 

Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities and Strange Coalition Attribution: Attracting 

Republican Support for BOT Adoption 

 

The new business-law enforcement-civil society coalition now not only had greater 

ability to push forward their priorities, but also to prevent policy outcomes they did not 

want. In summer 2018, the FACT Coalition prevented a broader AML reform bill from 

coming out of committee when one of the committee members had BOT removed from the 

draft bill, signaling the coalitionôs strength (Interview 17, 18, 38). They found additional 

support from the Fraternal Order of Police to kill the bill when BOT was removed as well 

(Interview 1). This victory against an incomplete piece of legislation solidified emerging 

bipartisan support and increased confidence within Congress that a BOT law would happen 

(Interview 18, 38). Law enforcement groups that had been lobbying in parallel to FACT 

since the early 2010s increased their activity as well. The National Fraternal Order of Police 

and National Defense Attorneyôs Association had favored the bill but had not provided 

lobbying resources consistently to the coalition directly until around 2018 (Interview 18, 

35). With all members of this strange coalition of civil society, business, and law 

enforcement not only agreeing on the same policy position, but also devoting considerable 

resources to lobby for BOT, more Congressmembers believed that they law would likely 

be adopted before the end of the Trump administration. 
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On the other side, industry groups in law, accounting, hedge funds, private equity 

and others that had successfully exempted themselves from the post-9/11 AML reforms 

and continued to avoid rules to collect customer due diligence information persisted in 

lobbying against the BOT law. The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

hired three different lobbying firms, Koch Companies Public Sector hired two firms, and 

the National Venture Capital Association hired one firm to lobby on their behalf on BOT 

and related financial regulation issues (Kim 2018). They attempted to insert ñpoison pillsò 

into the legislation (Interview 23) and sometimes succeeded, such as expanding the number 

entity types exempted from having to report beneficial owner information and killing a 

provision in the broader AML reform package that would require more professions to 

collect customer due diligence information. Yet with public, vocal support from key 

industry, trade, and professional association interest groups who had opposed BOT prior 

to 2016, passing a standalone BOT law became increasingly likely. 

The first BOT bill to move out of committee did so in summer 2019, due largely to 

support from several actors that would have been unthinkable a few years before: farther-

right members of the Republican caucus and high-ranking members of the Trump 

administration. Tom Cotton and Marco Rubio endorsed BOT for its national security 

implications and because the business community was now onboard, becoming key co-

sponsors on later iterations of the bill (Interview 1, 2, 3, 9, 32). Treasury Secretary Steve 

Mnuchin supported a BOT law as well and made several public statements about the 

subject (Interview 17, 18, 21, 32). His primary concern was whether to heed the interests 

of the bank and credit union industry associations who wanted cost-cutting measures 

sooner rather than later, or to push for a more comprehensive BOT law that would appeal 
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to international allies like the UK (Interview 7). The Corporate Transparency Act of 2019 

ultimately went to a House floor vote in October 2019. FACT hoped that the Trump White 

House would put out a ñstatement of administration policyò in support of the bill prior to 

the vote, but it was not published until after the House floor vote had already started ï and 

less positive about than the draft had been the night before (Interview 17, 21). While high-

level Republican support helped to persuade many remaining opposers, the bill did not 

survive a floor vote. 

Although the cross-sectoral coalition had weakened the opposition and was able to 

limit their influence over many details in the final bill, they realized they lacked political 

support to pass BOT as a standalone piece of legislation. Rather, FACT proposed including 

BOT as part of a wider must-pass legislative package, such as the annual budget bill. 

Congressmembers aligned with the coalition ended up inserting BOT into a broader 2019 

AML reform bill and then as part of the annual must-pass national defense spending bill in 

summer 2020 (Interviews 1, 17, 35). These two moves linked BOT to a broadly favorable 

area of national security issues, giving legislators greater political cover to pass BOT 

without having to state their explicit support for it. While hashing out the final details of 

the Corporate Transparency Act almost led to it being pulled from the defense spending 

bill, negotiators in the House and Senate were able to reach an agreement that worked for 

most. The Act became law on January 1, 2021, after Congress overrode President Trumpôs 

veto in December 2020. 

US Case Summary 

 To review, Senator Levin tried and failed to pass a BOT law as a policy 

entrepreneur several times from the mid-2000s through the mid-2010s. This failure is 
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attributed to a lack of both industry group support and civil society group advocacy for 

BOT. The FACT Coalition formed in the early 2010s to advocated for BOT and engaged 

in long-term policy entrepreneurship by issue reframing, coalition building, and 

coordinating strategy both before and after they received ongoing funding. Coalition 

building among likeminded or politically similar groups, however, was less effective at 

convincing policymakers to going against the largely unified preferences of business 

interest groups. First obtaining support from small business associations, then regulated 

financial institution and title insurer groups, then large business associations, FACT 

integrated these groups into a ñstrange coalitionò rarely seen in DC today. Collectively, 

this new cross-sectoral coalition weakened the opposition and accumulated greater 

influence over the policy process ï but only after changes to information collection rules 

changed the material interests of banking and real estate industry groups. This growing 

coalition size and diversity enabled FACT to overcome the remaining opposition from the 

well-resourced alternative investments industries and the legal profession. 

Canada: Waiting for Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship 

Like the UK, Canada had implemented comparatively expansive AML reforms 

mandating the collection of customer due diligence information from many industries after 

9/11. However, because of its smaller population, Canada had fewer civil society groups 

working on anti-corruption, money laundering, and tax transparency issues in this period. 

While these groups had individually made some connections between anonymous 

companies and natural resources, development, and corruption issues, no group had 

prioritized BOT for a policy campaign. It was not until after the Panama Papers that 

Canadians for Tax Fairness, Transparency International (TI)-Canada, and Publish What 
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You Pay (PWYP) Canada banded together to launch the #endsnowwashing campaign to 

push for the adoption of a BOT law.  

This coalition engaged in many of the same activities as their British and American 

counterparts. They reframed the issues to increase their salience among policymakers, 

produced research to aid in reframing and contributing evidence to the policymaking 

process, met with usual allies, participated in government consultations and working 

groups, and other related activities. However, they recognized that the most effective form 

of entrepreneurship they could undertake was integrating business groups into their 

coalition, particularly regulated industry groups that could lower their costs with greater 

transparency. This cross-sectoral coalition galvanized quickly and was able to dampen 

much of the opposition from within the business department and from remaining 

unregulated interest groups around passing a BOT law. They were further aided by changes 

at the provincial level, with both British Columbia and Quebec adopting versions of a BOT 

register. Through this case study, I argue that a Canadian BOT law has been delayed due 

to the absence of policy entrepreneurship from civil society groups. Although the country 

had similarly broad AML laws as the UK and had latent support for greater transparency 

from regulated industry groups, policymaking stalled without civil society 

entrepreneurship activities around corporate transparency. 

No Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: Extractives Industry over Money Laundering 

Canada entered the 2010s with corruption as a highly salient issue among the public 

due to several major domestic scandals related to corruption and taxation. Canada Uncut ï 

a global grassroots movement around ending tax avoidance by corporations and the 

wealthy with chapters in the US, UK, and Australia ï focused on austerity measures and 
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cuts to public services in the wake of the global financial crisis. This decentralized mass 

movement primarily engaged in outsider advocacy tactics like protests and demonstrations 

demanding increased taxation on corporations and the wealthy (Christians 2012, 298). But 

Uncut Canadaôs activities died out by early 2013, along with broader grassroots organizing 

around these issues. The Charbonneau Commission, a government inquiry into corruption 

around public construction contracts and the role of organized crime in the construction 

industry in Quebec, began in October 2011 and stretched on for four years. When the 

commission ended in November 2015, their findings led to the high-profile convictions of 

the mayors of Montreal and Laval. Neither of these grassroots or government-led initiatives 

made a clear connection to the role of anonymous companies in enabling these types of 

illicit activities though. 

Despite this increased public salience of tax transparency and corruption issues 

prior to 2016, there was relatively little discussion of BOT in Canada at either the provincial 

or the federal level to suggest political momentum around the issue. A November 2011 

Department of Finance consultation paper suggested requiring regulated entities to take 

reasonable measures to collect and to verify beneficial ownership information. The report 

also included BOT as a suggested policy measure despite opposing testimony from KPMG 

Forensics, while testimony from Global Financial Integrity before the Standing Committee 

on Finance in the House of Commons in February 2013 argued in favor of BOT. A March 

2013 Senate Committee review of the AML/CFT act included a submission from the 

Canadian Bar Association reiterating the claim that the legal profession should be exempt 

from the rules and discussion the high costs of collecting and verifying beneficial 

ownership information. A follow-up Department of Finance money laundering assessment 
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in July 2015 again stated that a lack of wider collection, verification, and sharing of 

beneficial ownership information was a key gap in the Canadian AML regime.  

Yet these parliamentary and governmental discussions translated to few concrete 

policy commitments from the government. The 2014 AML law did require regulated firms 

to collect beneficial ownership information similar to the US GTOs and CDD rules. On the 

other hand, none of Canadaôs OGP Action Plans in the 2010s committed to adopting a BOT 

law. Without signals from civil society groups to make concerted effort to press the issue 

with government or active consideration of BOT by the federal government, regulated 

industry groups did not use their resources to lobby on the issue. 

Proposals for a BOT law also ran into issues related to federalism. Unlike the US 

where all incorporations occur at the state level, corporate entities in Canada can choose 

whether to incorporate at the provincial or the federal level. The majority of individuals 

choose to incorporate provincially rather than federally because all of their business occurs 

within one province and is cheaper to do. Yet this distinction means that like the US, 

reaching a consensus with the provinces about setting up both federal and provincial-level 

BOT registers without the requisite financial support from the federal government 

presented a serious obstacle to passing a BOT law. For instance, the Conservative Harper 

government supported PM Cameronôs call for BOT registers after the 2013 G8 summit but 

did not make a formal commitment to adopting a public BOT register afterwards. He 

argued that further consultation with the provinces was needed before any concrete 

legislative proposals could come forward (Fekete 2013a, 2013b). The provinces did not 

take up these consultations until the late 2010s. 
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There was policy momentum, however, around increasing transparency in the 

extractives industry. Because natural resources are the largest percentage of Canadaôs 

economic output after government services, members of the public and civil society groups 

alike advocated for greater disclosure. A collective of natural resources-focused groups 

including MiningWatch, IMPACT, and PYWP Canada developed and led a successful 

campaign to increase transparency in the petrochemical industry during the early 2010s. 

These groups realized that the global Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI) 

that the Canadian government had signed onto as a non-binding soft law commitment 

would not translate into policy change without pressure from domestic interest groups. 

Engaging with industry groups was central to this campaign, with PWYP Canada 

convening a multi-stakeholder Resource Revenue Transparency Working Group whose 

negotiations and subsequent lobbying contributed substantially to the final law (Van 

Alstine 2014; Ciupa and Zalik 2020). The Canadian government adopted the Extractive 

Sector Transparency Measures Act in December 2014 that went into effect in June 2015. 

The law requires mining, oil, and gas entities to disclose and report specific payments made 

to any level of government in Canada and internationally. Similar to the previous 

corruption scandals, though, policymakers and advocates did not consistently make the 

connection between anonymous companies, corruption, and tax avoidance in making the 

case for greater extractives transparency. 

Parallel to these efforts to increase extractives transparency, the Department of 

Finance and Senate Banking Committees continued to hold hearings and produce reports 

about incremental policy changes and recommendations for the Canadian AML regime. A 

Department of Finance proposal from November 2011 suggested that reporting entities 
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should be required to report BOT information. Subsequent hearings in February and March 

2012 before the Senate Committee on Banking, Trade, and Commerce reviewed the newest 

draft PMLCFTA, which proposed requiring that regulated entities verify the beneficial 

ownership information they collect. Progress stalled for a year until February 2013 hearings 

before the Standing Committee on Finance about tax evasion, including discussion about 

how lack of knowledge of beneficial owners enables the problem. Their May 2013 

summary report recommended a requirement to collect this information. This report was 

quickly followed by a March 2013 Senate Committee on Banking, Trade, and Commerce 

report on how Canada had made little progress on its global AML/CFT obligations.  

Notably, most of the civil society groups providing input to these consultations 

about BOT were not Canadian-based. Representatives from Global Financial Integrity and 

the Tax Justice Network from the US and the UK provided key testimony arguing in favor 

of a Canadian BOT law. The Halifax Initiative, a civil society group that sought to increase 

transparency and accountability for international financial institutions that went defunct in 

2015, was the only major Canadian group publicly invited to testify and commented on 

BOT. This comparative lack of domestic policy expertise reflects how few interest groups 

were working on tax justice and anti-corruption reforms in Canada during this period. 

The extractives coalition did try to leverage their win on extractives transparency 

for a wider BOT commitment in Canadaôs OGP National Action plans. Despite support for 

including BOT from PWYP Canada, the Global Organization of Parliamentarians Against 

Corruption, Partnership Africa Canada, MiningWatch Canada, InterPARES, and 

Canadians for Tax Fairness, the government ultimately did not include it the 2012-2014, 

2014-2016, or the 2016-2018 plans. Taken together, these policy moves suggest little 
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political interest or willingness among MPs or bureaucrats to engage in political 

entrepreneurship around corporate transparency. 

In summary, although Canada had civil society advocacy and some government 

action taken around natural resources transparency, BOT was not a meaningful part of this 

agenda. Some policy discussions had started to connect development, foreign aid, tax 

evasion, and corruption with BOT, but none had resulted in a concrete action plan for 

pursuing policy change from civil society groups (Interview 31). Furthermore, this 

conversation largely was driven by US and UK-based civil society groups rather than 

Canadian groups. Aside from a December 2015 report from Canadians for Tax Fairness 

report referencing a lack of beneficial ownership information as facilitating tax evasion and 

making tax enforcement more difficult, no civil society groups had decided to engage in 

entrepreneurship activities around BOT. Therefore, although regulated industry groups had 

an interest in greater transparency to lower their compliance burden, there were no 

Canadian civil society groups making the case for greater transparency and giving industry 

groups an opportunity to lobby for stronger regulation in a coalition. 

Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship and Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: 

#endsnowwashing Builds a Civil Society Coalition 

 

The Panama Papers leaks did not translate into any immediate policy changes from 

the Canadian government, but the disclosures did highlight the wide array of issues 

impacted by anonymous companies and lead to greater enforcement actions for existing 

laws. Reporting from the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation and the Toronto Star 

underscored the role of anonymous companies in fueling rising housing prices from foreign 

buyers, an increasing number of Chinese investments made with suspicious funds, tax 

avoidance by MNCs, and a host of other issues. Shortly after the leaks, an unnamed 
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Canadian bank was fined over $1 million for failing to report a suspicious transaction and 

various money transfers right after the leaks (CBC 2016). The Canadian Revenue Agency 

began using the data to recover taxes from some of the Canadians identified in the papers. 

Yet public attention and electoral pressure on policymakers had faded around these issues 

by summer 2016 like in the US and UK. 

 Unlike the global financial crisis several years prior, the Panama Papers leaks 

altered civil society groupsô perception of the possibility to organize around BOT as a 

standalone issue (Interview 28, 31). Although a few Canadian civil society groups had been 

working on tax justice and transparency issues prior to the leaks, they had not coordinated 

their efforts into creating a formal coalition or campaign. The initial policymaker attention 

to the leaks, combined with the multitude of problems that could be tied to anonymous 

companies, revealed the possibility of organizing a policy campaign around BOT. The start 

of the #endsnowwashing coalition, comprised of PWYP Canada, TI-Canada, and 

Canadians for Tax Fairness, began with a letter to the finance and business ministers in 

December 2016 (see Figure 7). This letter already captured a diverse cross-section of 

interest groups representing tax justice, labor, natural resources, and human rights issues 

that understood the issue from the Canadian extractives campaign or from the evidence 

provided by the US and UK campaigns related to their issue area. The variety of signatories 

suggests that the core coalition members had already begun to reframe the issues and to 

build relationships among their usual allies to signal consensus around BOT for 

policymakers. TI-Canada had also received a small grant from a large funder to finance a 

report investigating issues results from a lack of beneficial ownership information by the 

end of 2016, but not for a full domestic policy campaign. 
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Figure 7: December 2016 Canadian Coalition Letter Signatories 

Still, there were few other interest groups discussing BOT at the time. Adam Ross, 

TI-Canadaôs beneficial ownership researcher, claimed that ñfive years ago, we were the 

only ones talking about beneficial ownership in Canadaò during a public panel in October 

2022. To increase dedicated, ongoing advocacy activities from other interest groups, the 

three core coalition members decided to model their campaign on the successful extractives 

industry transparency campaign led by PWYP Canada a few years prior. Like the US and 

UK BOT and the PWYP campaigns, the coalition would rely on a division of labor among 

one another based on access to other interest groups, financial resources available, and 

relevant expertise (Interview 39). They also recognized that they would need government, 

industry, and civil society interest groups on the same side of the issue and coordinating 

together to achieve success. But their first round outreach to industry groups and 

policymakers lead to little meaningful engagement; although a BOT law would reduce 

agency duplication and lower overall costs for regulated industries, no industry groups or 

politicians seemed willing to spend the political capital on it (Interview 34).  

The coalition eventually obtained funding from the Open Society Foundation in fall 

2017 to expand their activities. Before then, however, they borrowed the term 
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ñsnowwashingò from a January 2017 Toronto Star article to name their campaign and to 

underscore the misuse of Canadaôs international reputation to launder money. TI-Canada 

also released its first BOT-focused report in December 2016, with coalition follow-up 

reports in December 2017, March 2019, May 2020, and January 2022 respectively. Making 

reports public, even if there was little media or policymaker interest when they were first 

published, meant the coalition had the necessary evidence base ready to go to make the 

argument to different stakeholders in the future (Interview 39). As other media members 

became more educated on BOT, they began to dive into different aspects of the issue and 

conduct more in-depth reporting compared to the original Panama Papers reporting, 

partially using the coalitionôs research as a jumping off point (Interview 34, 44). Issue 

reframing alongside media and policymaker education gave the coalition some of the 

necessary tools to try to convince policymakers to care about BOT. 

Yet obtaining a firm commitment from Prime Minister Trudeauôs government to 

initiate a government consultation for a BOT law proved difficult. In December 2017, 

finance ministers from all of the provinces announced their intentions to commit to BOT 

register. They did not announce a commitment to public registers, but rather pledged to 

have regulated entities collect and hold information on request to be made available to 

government authorities. Both provincial and federal finance bureaucrats did not feel that 

Canada had to go beyond the international FATF standards by adopting a public register. 

Some industry groups like the Canadian Bankersô Association put out a supportive press 

release praising the ministersô statement, signaling that the civil society coalition had at 

least some backing from some industry actors. But this statement did not mean that the 

issue was salient for most policymakers. February 2018 reporting from the Toronto Star 
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found that ñthere is so little urgency around the issue that when the conversation turns to 

collecting beneficial ownership information, provincial ministers take bathroom breaks.ò 

Figuring out ways to increase issue salience among policymakers became the 

coalitionôs top priority. In March 2018, the #endsnowwashing coalition hosted roundtable 

discussions with private sector stakeholders about the technical considerations needed for 

a public, pan-Canadian BOT registry. Hosting a public event with cross-sectoral 

participation was intended to signal to the government that there was wider consensus 

around the issue. When taking meetings with MPs, civil society coalition members often 

found that many could not wrap their head around the problems and the risks generated by 

anonymous shell companies. As a result, coalition members would use hockey bags full of 

cash videos to shock and awe policymakers and potential coalition members alike into 

understanding why it was important (Interview 39). The coalition also relied on the 

complementary expertise among its membership, from former corporate lawyers to tax 

justice activists to law enforcement, to generate evidence of money laundering in different 

sectors to persuade policymakers. 

Outside reports helped to make the case as well. Peter German, a former high-

ranking RCMP member turned private consultant, published a report about money 

laundering in British Columbia casinos in March 2018 to highlight how anonymous 

companies enabled by accountants, lawyers, and corporate formation agents facilitated 

cash flows. This report received substantial reporting and some public attention. In May 

2019, British Columbia announced the formation of the Cullen Commission to investigate 

all forms of money laundering through the province and to make recommendations based 

on the results of the investigation. The final report published in June 2022 and supported 
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the creation of a centralized public beneficial ownership registry. Both sets of inquiries 

generated minor domestic scandals that galvanized policymaker attention to anonymous 

companies and money laundering, even if they did not sustain public attention outside of 

their respective provinces for long (Interview 33). 

These issue reframing and relationship building efforts were aided by the 

governmentôs broader AML policy review over spring and summer 2018. Civil society 

groups participated in government hearings and working groups and allowed them to 

identify any industry group supporters and opposers they had not yet encountered. When 

the draft AML amendment regulations were released in June 2018, the coalition used them 

as an opportunity to discuss the benefits of increasing transparency to lower regulatory 

costs with regulated industry groups. 

Limited momentum at the federal level was assisted by policy consultations and 

changes at the provincial level, which were arguably more consequential because the vast 

majority of incorporations occur within the provinces. Furthermore, these changes 

occurred in two of the most economically important provinces of Quebec and British 

Columbia. In March 2019, Quebec included a pledge to strengthen corporate transparency 

in its annual budget; the province followed through on this commitment by announcing a 

consultation in October 2019. The coalition worked to ensure that both industry and civil 

society groups came out publicly in favor of BOT in submitting comments for the Quebec 

consultation (Interview 32). The March 2020 budget included a public, searchable, free 

BOT register as part of its existing corporate register.  

Similarly, in April 2019 British Columbia passed the Land Ownership 

Transparency Act that required all property owners to publicly disclose beneficial 
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ownership information in response to reporting about money laundering through BC real 

estate that went live in November 2020. This law was followed by a consultation for a BOT 

register in January 2020. Taken together, this consistent provincial-level momentum 

around passing BOT laws with free public registries increased pressure on the Trudeau 

government to adopt a federal-level law and to facilitate harmonization across the 

provinces. These provincial shifts meant that opposing BOT outright was no longer feasible 

for unregulated business groups, so they shifted toward shaping the specific details of any 

proposed legislation (Interview 28, 31, 43). 

The coalitionôs growing expertise and advocacy also led to TI-Canada and 

Canadians for Tax Fairness being invited to provide feedback on a related corporations bill 

that would require private companies registered at the federal level to keep and maintain a 

registry of individuals with significant control. This bill was passed in December 2018 and 

went into effect in June 2019, although the coalition sent a follow-up letter encouraging 

the government to go even further and include a free, public, pan-Canadian BOT register 

in the federal budget. Now that the issues were more salient to policymakers, the federal 

government included amendments to make federally incorporated beneficial ownership 

information more available to tax authorities and law enforcement in its 2019 budget. 

In summary, #endsnowwashing actively reframed issues, coordinated strategy, and 

built a coalition consistent with the activities of policy entrepreneurship. They discussed 

issues ranging from taxation to real estate to corruption, took opportunities at the provincial 

and federal level to insert BOT onto the policy agenda, and sought both civil society and 

regulated industry group allies to grow their capacity to access and persuade policymakers 
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to support BOT. Support from regulated industry groups became especially critical in the 

later stages of the campaign. 

Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: Persuading Regulated Industry Groups to Lobby 

These provincial-level changes were coupled with increased outreach from 

members of the civil society coalition to industry groups. Advocates initiated discussions 

with regulated industry groups in real estate, accounting, law, banking, money services 

businesses, and several other interest groups throughout 2019. These groups largely 

supported BOT, but their willingness to lobby the government in line with the coalition 

varied. The banking and insurance industries made few clear public statements in support, 

such as a May 2019 banking association consultation comment supporting a public BOT 

register, while the Federation of Law Societies publicly voiced their support in contrast to 

the bar associations. The real estate and legal professions specifically sought access to the 

registry in the event they were forced to conduct CDD, with the powerful Ontario Real 

Estate Association eventually voicing its support. The #endsnowwashing coalition did 

ensure that they coordinated with regulated industry groups to submit supportive comments 

in provincial-level consultations during this period (Interview 31, 38). Finally, small 

business interest groups were neutral on the issue and engaged in limited lobbying. 

Perceptions among small business group members of the reporting process being tedious 

declined the longer they had been complying, but many were still concerned about privacy 

and fraud risks (Interview 43). With additional support from the RCMP onboard and the 

broader law enforcement and national security communities, the same civil society-

business-law enforcement trifecta came together in Canada by late 2019. 
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Still, similar to the UK, business department bureaucrats continued to oppose calls 

for BOT, in contrast to support from finance bureaucrats focused on AML compliance and 

law enforcement within Canada (Interview 28, 31, 33, 42). Business ministers feared that 

requiring BOT would make Canada a less business-friendly destination and lower their 

ranking on the Ease of Doing Business Index from the World Bank, as well as lead to push 

back from the small business community (Interview 42). Others attributed the opposition 

to a small-c conservative mindset among government bureaucrats, who are more concerned 

about career security and advancement rather than pushing forward reform agendas 

(Interview 33). These internal government divisions decreased the likelihood that PM 

Trudeau would take federal action on BOT. 

The coalition sought to overcome this division between the finance and business 

departments through their advocacy tactics. They knew that the Open Government 

Partnership Summit co-hosted by Canada in May 2019 would be a crucial event for 

increasing policymaker issue salience, getting interest groups to publicly support BOT, and 

putting pressure on opposing bureaucrats. The coalition hosted a series of panels on BOT 

throughout the summit, and although it had not been a priority for the Canadian government 

at its start, by the end of the summit was one of the top issues mentioned by attendees. 

These panels brought together senior bureaucrats from provinces and the federal 

government to brief them on the issues and allowed the coalition to push back on claims 

about the negative impacts to businesses as well (Interview 31, 39). 

Strange Coalition Attribution: #endsnowwashing is Too Large and Diverse to Ignore 

These mutually reinforcing pressures from the cross-sectoral #endsnowwashing 

coalition and from provincial-level policy changes produced federal recognition. Prime 
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Minister Trudeau could no longer ignore calls for greater transparency coming from 

usually opposing sectors. He gave mandates to both the finance minister and the 

Innovation, Science, and Industry minister to proceed with BOT consultations in December 

2019. The latter department moved quickly and announced a announces consultation on 

federal BOT register in February 2020. Members from across the coalition submitted 

comments to the government. But the start of the coronavirus pandemic put BOT on the 

backburner for several months as the government responded to the crisis. In the interim, 

finance minister Bill Morneau resigned in August 2020 as part of the fallout from the WE 

Charity scandal; Deputy Prime Minister Chrystia Freeland was appointed in his place. As 

a former investigative journalist familiar with money laundering issues, there was now a 

high-ranking government official in place who strongly supported passing a BOT law with 

a free public registry. She pushed back against senior bureaucrats in several departments 

to move the consultation process forward during the coronavirus pandemic. 

An added final push in favor of BOT came from another extension of AML due 

diligence requirements to casinos, real estate agents, accountants, and a few other 

professions starting in June 2021. Although these rules did not take effect until after the 

government had committed to adopting a BOT register, they increased the number of 

industry groups that would benefit from greater information dissemination lowering their 

compliance costs. The proposed register would be interoperable across provinces and 

require data verification to maximize its utility to businesses and law enforcement alike. 

Including a BOT commitment in Canadaôs 2021 budget from PM Justin Trudeau further 

insulated the proposal from opposition from bureaucrats in the countryôs Ministry of 

Innovation, Science, and Economic Development (ISED) who opposed BOT. The 
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government ultimately accelerated its initial commitment to adopting a BOT register by 

2025 to 2023 in the wake of the Russian invasion of Ukraine in its 2022 budget. The ISED 

minister published draft BOT legislation in March 2023 including a free, public, central 

registry that verifies beneficial ownership information. The draft bill passed the House in 

June 2023 for a vote by the Senate and likely Royal Assent in September 2023. 

Canadian Case Summary 

 To review, the #endsnowwashing coalition engaged in a range of policy 

entrepreneurship activities over a seven-year period to pass a BOT law. They produced 

research across several related issue areas to educate other stakeholders, conducted 

outreach to a wide range of interest groups (particularly regulated industry groups), and 

sought access to key policymakers to build a consensus in favor of a BOT law. Together 

these activities and broad-based interest group support pressured PM Trudeau to adopt a 

BOT law. The Canadian case also underscores a lack of policy entrepreneurship from the 

side of industry groups in pushing for greater corporate transparency without prior civil 

society leadership. Regulated industry groups did not become engaged in advocating for 

BOT until the civil society coalition existed and solicited their support. These shifts in 

policy entrepreneurship moreso than information collection rules capture parallel 

demonstrations of the theory in the US, UK, and Canadian cases despite somewhat 

different sequences of events, with industry groups needing a material incentive and 

political ñcoverò from civil society groups to engage in lobbying for greater transparency. 

Australia : The Failure of Civil Society Groups to Build a Cross-Sectoral Coalition 

Unlike the British, American, and Canadian cases, the Australian case is marked 

by the relative absence of evidence of policy entrepreneurship activities from civil society 
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groups, much less industry groups or individual policymakers. The global financial crisis 

and the Panama Papers attracted some policymaker and public attention to tax transparency 

and AML issues but little public pressure to follow through on these commitments, such 

as not implementing the Tranche II reforms that would have broadened the information 

collection rules to more industries. Civil society groups like Transparency International 

(TI)-Australia and Publish What You Pay (PWYP) Australia engaged in some issue 

reframing and coalition building around BOT, yet neither group sought to engage in a 

dedicated campaign around BOT. Fewer industry groups supported BOT, and even fewer 

were willing to lobby in favor of legislation. Green MP Peter Whish-Wilson was the only 

legislator who could be considered a policy champion for BOT during the late 2010s, but 

he was not a member of the majority. Members of the government and in the bureaucracy 

stonewalled the 2017 consultation and recommendation process from the Treasury as well. 

The new government under Prime Minister Albanese initiated a new BOT consultation in 

November 2022, but it has not made a commitment to adopting a law. I argue that the 

comparatively narrow AML information collection rules combined with the inability of 

civil society groups to build a coalition with regulated industry groups has hindered the 

adoption of a BOT law in Australia. 

Limited Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship: Extractives Industry and MNC Tax 

Avoidance Advocacy Over Money Laundering 

 

The Australian government had announced the postponement and eventual 

abandonment of its Tranche II reforms to include lawyers, accountants, and real estate 

agents under the AML regime by 2011. Seeing little forward progress on the AML file, 

civil society groups pivoted toward extractives transparency and CBCR as their primary 

focus, leaning on the public salience of harms from Australiaôs large mining industry and 
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tax avoidance by multinational corporations. For the government, capturing greater tax 

revenue after the global financial crisis to minimize public backlash from ongoing austerity 

measures became the priority. This public attention culminated in a July 2014 scandal 

where future PM Malcolm Turnbull was accused of investing in ñvulture fundsò through a 

Cayman Islands entity. Some civil society groups tried to maintain public salience around 

corporate tax transparency. A TJN Australia and United Voice report in September 2014 

railed on how little corporate tax major Australian MNCs pay (Aston 2014; Aston and 

Wilkins 2014). followed by February 2015 reporting of further shifting by wealthy families 

and MNCs alike of taxes to Singapore and Hong Kong (Khadem 2015). 

Yet this media reporting generated an uneven political and policy response. The 

grassroots Australia Uncut chapter started in 2011 and engaged in on-and-off advocacy 

around both the Turnbull and MNC tax scandals through 2014 and 2015. But this chapter 

stopped staging public protests, submitting consultation comments, and signing public 

petitions by 2017. In a study comparing tax justice issue framing and contentious political 

action during the late 2000s and first half of the 2010s, Vaughan (2019) finds that 

international tax justice claims were largely absent from Australian media from 2008 to 

2013 (744). He also finds that there were no significant levels of protest in Australia during 

this period, signaling public issue salience yet little tangible voter pressure on politicians 

to address these issues (746). This conclusion is supported by the failure of proposed 

legislation to increase corporate tax transparency that would have exempted around 1,000 

Australian-owned private companies after claims that wealthy owners could face 

kidnapping threats (Hurst 2015). Public pressure put on the Liberal coalition Abbott 

government was insufficient to lead to policy change. 
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There was similarly little change and advocacy around Australiaôs AML laws. In 

December 2013, the Attorney General and AUSTRAC launched of first statutory review 

of the AMLCTF regime that concluded in 2016 with strong disapproval of the current 

regime. Some minor amendments to the AMLCFT Act did come into force in June 2014 

before the end of the review period. Reporting entities were now obliged to identify and 

verify not just their customers, but any beneficial owners of a customer (corporate or trust). 

It also included a definition of a beneficial owner as the natural persons who ultimately 

own or control the customer (whether directly or indirectly). However, the Tranche II 

reforms were not included in this package despite civil society groups calling for its 

inclusion. Parallel to these domestic changes, Australia held the presidency of the G20 

when its members agreed to the G20 High Level Principles on BOT in November 2014. 

Australia agreed to this nonbinding international commitment alongside the UK, US, 

Canada, and many other G20 members as part of its ongoing AML review. 

Agreeing to the G20 Principles did not translate into immediate policymaking 

action, but the development of Australiaôs first OGP National Action Plan offered an 

opportunity for civil society groups to put BOT on the agenda. PWYP Australia as a 

coalition of around 30 humanitarian, faith, environmental, research, and union 

organizations had primarily conducted advocacy around CBCR and extractives bribery 

payments during this period. They submitted a comment about the draft OGP plan, 

suggesting that the government should commit to a publicly accessible central BOT 

registry. The 2016-18 National Action Plan did include a commitment to host a cross-

sectoral consultation on the details, scope, and implementation of a beneficial ownership 

register for companies that would be made available to the relevant authorities. The Liberal 
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Coalition Turnbull government ï who took over from the Abbott government in September 

2015 after political fallout from the austerity measures and other political scandals ï 

promised that they would have a set of recommendations by the end of 2017.  

Nevertheless, similar to the Canadian case, there were no civil society groups 

engaging in consistent policy entrepreneurship activities around BOT to make the case for 

greater corporate transparency in the first half of the 2010s. According to current and 

historical versions of their websites, TI-Australia, TJN Australia, and PWYP Australia did 

not produce policy reports, fact sheets, or other public-facing advocacy material about BOT 

prior to their consultation submissions in 2017 (the only exception is PWYP Australiaôs 

OGP submission). Civil society groups prioritized advocacy around higher public salience 

issues: the extractives industry and taxation of MNCs.8 Ultimately the absence of industry 

group support and the governmentôs limited political willingness to work on BOT made 

prioritizing these issues less attractive to civil society groups. 

Limited Civil Society Policy Entrepreneurship and Cross-Sectoral Coalition Activities: 

Civil Society Groups Find Few Resources and Few Allies 

 

Public attention toward BOT was briefly raised by the Panama Papers in April 

2016. As an immediate response, PM Turnbull promised that his government would create 

a public BOT register in the coming years a few weeks ahead of the UK hosting an 

international anti-corruption summit. This promise was complemented by a similar 

commitment by the then-Resources Minister Josh Frydenberg to implement the EITI 

standards around extractives industry transparency around this time. The Treasury 

eventually initiated a consultation about increasing the beneficial ownership of companies 

 
8 Australia may become the first country in the world to implement a public CBCR law when Parliament 

votes on a bill in June 2023. 
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in February 2017, with TI-Australia, TJN Australia, PWYP Australia, and Action Aid 

Australia all submitting standalone comments in favor of a central public registry. 

Some of these civil society groups benefitted from having some existing cross-

sectoral membership. For example, PWYP Australia represents faith, environmental, and 

human rights groups, which allows them to both demonstrate broad support for an issue 

and to draw on different skills, expertise, and voices when needed with policymakers. TI-

Australia has a corporate membership program and regularly meets with these partners to 

discuss policy issues. Between these four groups, they coordinate significantly on their 

government relations: information sharing, lobbying, finding friendly legislators who 

might become policy champions in Parliament, long-term strategizing, and so on 

(Interview 17). These complementary strengths should have offered powerful resources 

similar to the UK, US, and Canadian interest group coalitions. 

However, these civil society groupsô comments led to little other meaningful 

advocacy or cross-sectoral coalition-building activities around BOT. Research production 

and issue reframing comprised the two most common activities among engaged civil 

society groups. TI-Australia published a position paper in April 2019, along with additional 

fact sheets in April 2021 and their consultation submission from August 2021. The only 

other materials they have produced include an infrastructure piece from July 2021 and an 

October 2021 response to the Pandora Papers. PWYP Australia published an oil, gas, and 

mining report in July 2020 calling out the industry actors who support and oppose BOT. 

These groups funneled their research to the media and offered their input as policy experts 

as these issues arose in the news. Compared to their counterparts in the UK, US, and 
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Canada, Australian civil society groups produced much less evidence to make a convincing 

policy case domestically. 

Sustaining public attention toward these issues proved difficult as well since these 

civil society groups found it difficult to come up with short, compelling narratives for a 

public audience. They recognized that BOT was a niche, technocratic issue that made it 

more difficult to articulate the concrete material impacts of anonymous companies without 

reference to scandals, court cases, fines, or jail time. An ABC article in February 2018 

examined criminal money laundering though Australian real estate, and a Sydney Morning 

Herald in August 2019 connected BOT to criminal money laundering through casinos. 

Several reports in November 2021 emphasized how illicit financial flows can increase 

residential real estate prices. These articles exemplify the few instances of reporting after 

the Panama Papers and attempts to raise public issue salience around anonymous 

companies. Yet like the other three country cases, no grassroots movement around BOT 

materialized from efforts to increase public awareness. 

Another key aspect of these groupsô advocacy included working with the EITI and 

the OGP representatives in Australia to push for BOT in the oil, gas, and mining sectors 

specifically. Although media reporting often focused on money laundering through 

Australian casinos and real estate, the natural resources sector is one of the largest in the 

country and has a long history of illicit financial flows. They engaged with federal ministers 

in the finance and natural resources departments, met with opposition politicians from 

Labor and the Greens, and submitted comments for related public consultations. Despite 

civil society groups meeting with industry associations and investor groups to try to expand 

the diversity of interest groups supporting BOT, when these groups asked industry 
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associations to spend some of their political capital advocating for BOT, they said they 

were not willing to do so (Interview 17). 

The one prominent exception of public industry support for BOT came from the 

global natural resources company BHP and their foundation. While MNCs like Rio Tinto 

and Deloitte are corporate partners of TI-Australia, only BHP were willing to be vocal in 

their support for BOT, such as publishing a fact sheet in February 2018 connecting mining 

corruption to anonymous companies and supported legislative change. This lack of support 

from its corporate partners likely stems from several of these companies being implicated 

in tax and money laundering scandals themselves. When TI-Australia member bank 

Westpac faced massive AML violation fines in late 2019, the group pledged to work with 

the bank to strengthen their compliance. On the other hand, TI-Australia advertises 

strengthening brand reputation as the first reason why to join as a corporate member. 

Therefore, it is probable that the industry and firm-level relationships the Australian tax 

justice civil society groups are motivated primarily by reputational concerns rather than 

meaningful information exchange and cooperation to achieve mutual policy goals. 

No Strange Coalition Attribution: Ongoing Opposition from Australian Bureaucrats 

and Politicians 

 

Resistance both in and out of government remained high and led to multiple policy 

reversals and recommitments from the government. In May 2017, the head of the 

Australian Tax Office suggested that BOT register would be a waste of government time 

and resources during Senate hearings. Yet in December 2017, the government recommitted 

to their promise of creating BOT register. After the election of PM Scott Morrison in 

August 2018, the government either forgot about or ignored this commitment by the 

previous government: in February 2019, the Treasury said they had never committed to a 
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register despite holding a consultation two years prior and public promises to the contrary. 

After the disruption of the coronavirus pandemic, reporting by the Australian Financial 

Review and Regulation Asia in spring 2021 suggested that both Morrison government and 

Treasury department were not open to BOT register, with prominent Liberal Party Senator 

Jane Hume reportedly refusing to back the register. 

Greens MP Peter Whish-Wilson was the only Australian politician who 

consistently supported a BOT law during this timeframe. The Greens included a BOT 

register in their tax avoidance policy in 2016. Whish-Wilson asked questions in Parliament, 

to the Treasury, and to the Australian Tax Office repeatedly about the details and the 

timeline for following through after the 2017 consultation. The May 2018 response he 

received from the Treasury highlighted bureaucratic opposition to a BOT law as well: 

ñTreasury also engaged with the Australian Securities and Investments 

Commission (ASIC), the Australian Taxation Office and the Australian Transaction 

Reports and Analysis Centre as part of this consultation process. These agencies 

supported increasing transparency of beneficial ownership information for 

companies, and supported a register of beneficial ownership as one avenue to 

achieve this objective. However, ASIC does not support implementing a register 

on its current information technology platforms.ò 

 

Whish-Wilson also highlighted opposition lobbying from the legal profession as a key 

obstacle to legislative change in October 2021. But because the Greens are much smaller 

than the Labor, Liberal, and National parties, his efforts failed to gain broader traction 

within Parliament during the Turnbull and Morrison Liberal governments. 

These limited policy entrepreneurship activities from civil society groups and 

individual politicians alike proved unsuccessful at pressuring Australian policymakers. The 

second Australian OGP National Action Plan for 2018-2020 removed the governmentôs 

commitment to adopting a BOT law. A 2021 independent report on 2018-2020 OGP 
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National Action Plan asking why Australia had made no progress on BOT reforms stated 

that ñaccording to Australian civil society, the government lacked interest in continuing 

these policy areasò (3). Although a May 2018 economics reference committee report 

recommended a public BOT register based on the feedback to the governmentôs February 

2017 consultation, neither the Turnbull nor the Morrison governments moved forward with 

a BOT law. Unlike the UK, US, and Canadian cases, these government could not point to 

industry support as part of a cross-sectoral coalition to justify adopting a BOT law. 

Renewed media reporting after Russiaôs invasion of Ukraine underscored 

Australiaôs laggard global status on BOT and the implementation and enforcement of its 

existing AML  laws. But PM Turnbull was more preoccupied with his party winning re-

election in May 2022, with the election of Labor MP Anthony Albanese as PM shifting the 

policy landscape around BOT and AML. The Labor Party included a public BOT register 

as a key pillar of its fair tax plan and had the Treasury initiate a consultation in November 

2022. While a civil society coalition spearheaded by TJN Australia, TI-Australia, and 

PWYP Australia submitted a response to this consultation paper, they did not have any 

regulated industry groups co-sign the letter or reference support from these groups as a 

primary justification for why the government should adopt a BOT law. They did highlight 

opposing industry and professional association groups, arguing the ñcontinued claims by 

lawyers and peak bodies representing corporate directors and owners of privacy and other 

risks are highly exaggeratedò (2022, 22). It is unclear as of June 2023 whether this 

consultation will have the same failed outcome as the one previously initiated in 2017. 

Australia Case Summary 
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In summary, the lack of industry group support and thus the ability for civil society 

groups to build a cross-sectoral coalition has inhibited the adoption of a BOT law in 

Australia. Neither TI-Australia nor PWYP Australia created an (in)formal cross-sectoral 

coalition or specific campaign to pressure the government to adopt a BOT law. Due to 

limited domestic AML  regulation, civil society groups saw few institutional opportunities 

to engage in coalition building with regulated industry groups that would benefit from BOT 

and generate momentum for policy change (Interviews 13, 36). They struggled to persuade 

individual politicians and bureaucrats to support and advocate for BOT besides Greens MP 

Whish-Wilson. Taken together, the absence of the necessary conditions for corporate 

transparency lock-in in Australia explains why the country has not passed a BOT law. 

Discussion 

 In this chapter, I provide evidence to support the second half of the theorized 

process of corporate transparency lock-in: civil society groups engage in policy 

entrepreneurship and succeed when they integrate supportive industry groups into a large, 

diverse coalition that can pressure governments to adopt corporate transparency laws like 

BOT. In other words, policy entrepreneurship by civil society groups is necessary but 

insufficient for the adoption of corporate transparency laws. Without some backing from 

and coordination with regulated industry groups, advocates find that their entrepreneurship 

activities struggle to gain wider traction among policymakers. 

This chapter underscores newer insights from public policy research that 

conceptualize policy entrepreneurs not as specific actors who engage in the same activities 

regardless of their organizational setting, but as a set of activities that vary based on their 

positionality (Capano and Gallanti 2018, Petridou and Mintrom 2020). Within comparative 
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politics and international relations, research in this area first challenged the notion that 

businesses and NGOs have different strategies and actions when often they leverage their 

networks in similar ways across various policy battles (Sell and Prakash 2004). Recent 

studies of financial regulation have provided additional evidence that both civil society 

groups (Kastner 2017) and industry groups (Montalbano 2020) engage in policy 

entrepreneurship, using the same tactics to achieve their goals. While in some cases these 

entrepreneurs may have distinct attributes, such as their professional qualifications, that 

give them greater credibility within domestic and international policymaking spaces 

(Seabrooke and Wigan 2016), I suggest these attributes become relevant due to the 

institutional position of the specific actor.  

Interest groups, bureaucrats, and legislators alike are acutely aware of which 

entrepreneurship activities are accessible to them based on the structural constraints of their 

position. For instance, one civil society activist discussing their relationship with a 

government bureaucrat underscored both actorsô awareness of their limitations: 

ñit was a mutual relationship because they wanted to see this agenda progress as 

well. And right thing we could do and say, as an outsider, that they couldn't. And 

also there were things that we could go and speak to other of their colleagues or 

other parts of government that they couldn't because of how the hierarchies 

workedò (Interview 29).  

 

To paraphrase Bob Seger: we used them, they used us, and we didnôt care because we had 

the same goal ï and knew how to work around one anotherôs limitations. 

Furthermore, since policy entrepreneurs innovate primarily by reframing issues and 

build coalitions by networking and team-building (Capano and Gallanti 2018, 30; Petridou 

and Mintrom 2020, 3), the types of policy entrepreneurship activities researchers expect 

different actors to do should vary based on their position. For instance, legislators often do 
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not have the time to engage in the longer-term strategy coordination but are willing and 

able to reframe the issues and build relationships with members in other parties. Whereas 

Senator Levin in the US was personally invested in long-term strategy coordination, UK 

MP Hodge and Australian MP Whish-Wilson were not involved in these activities. 

Bureaucrats are in a similar position, focusing on building relationships with likeminded 

officials across government departments. Business minister Vince Cable in the UK and 

finance minister Chrystia Freeland in Canada represent taking these types of actions. Civil 

society advocates may not be able to foster relationships with certain actors, but they can 

produce the evidence and find other interest groups who can gain access to those actors. 

The FACT Coalition using the National Fraternal Order of Police and the Jubilee Network 

to gain access to Republican legislators exemplifies this type of action. These activities 

therefore can change over time or as individual actors occupy different positions, such as 

moving from government to business to civil society positions. This approach ï 

understanding policy entrepreneurship as sets of actions rather than specific actors who do 

the same actions ï enables a more nuanced understanding and theorization of its influence 

from domestic policymaking to global standards setting. 

Following from this logic, this chapter also complicates the role of business in 

shaping policy outcomes. A long-standing area of research across subfields in political 

science is how researchers conceptualize and theorize the power held by business and civil 

society groups. One approach is to view business as co-opting civil society groups to limit 

the scope of reforms, while another is to view civil society groups as using business groups 

to their tactical advantage to get reforms over the line and into law. This chapter 
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underscores the agency of interest groups on both sides of the equation to create, join, and 

sustain coalitions to achieve their policy preferences. 

Still another perspective is that civil society groups and legislators alike seek to 

exploit inter- and intra-industry divisions where possible when trying to regulate industry. 

This chapter reiterates the importance of divisions in business preferences as a key resource 

in securing stronger regulations. Climate researchers and CSR/ESG researchers more 

generally have emphasized the role of strengthening regulation in generating divisions both 

across and within industries in favor of additional rules. Brown, Kenno, Lau, and Sainty 

(2021) find that industry stakeholders believe the transparency requirements of Canadaôs 

extractives transparency law have improved the reputation of the sector at little financial 

cost to the industry, making them more likely to support greater transparency in other 

sectors. Meckling and Nahm (2021) argue that states have agency in (de)mobilizing interest 

groups and in changing their preferences or their level of influence, with higher capacity 

states being more successful at obtaining their preferences. Overall, hard law is more 

effective than voluntary standards in generating these preference splits (Gjølberg 2011). 

Finally, this chapter relates to debates about the relationship between domestic 

institutions and international standards setting in shaping policy outcomes. In areas like 

financial or ESG regulations where voluntary initiatives and international soft law 

commitments abound, one might expect the domestic politics of powerful or peer countries 

to have a substantial effect on policy outcomes in other countries. I provide evidence of the 

limits of cross-national layering, where policymaking in one jurisdiction influences another 

jurisdiction, when domestic interest groups are strong overall and where domestic 

advocacy groups are shut out of international decision-making settings (Farrell and 
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Newman 2014, 2015). Under these conditions, global standards setting processes, 

transnational initiatives, and politics in other countries have comparatively limited 

influence over domestic lawmaking. While they may provide a rhetorical resource that 

advocates and policymakers alike can refer to in framing the issues, they are not a primary 

driver for policy change. Tax justice advocates themselves emphasized the necessity of 

domestically-driven policy campaigns: ñpolitics and activism need to be local to get real 

tractionò (Shaxson 2023). 

Nevertheless, these two process tracing chapters leave several questions 

unanswered. The first question is whether these cross-sectoral coalitions actually have 

greater influence over policy. In Chapter 7, I use regulatory comments data from the United 

States to test whether the FACT Coalition and its members achieved more of their policy 

preferences in the first of three BOT rulemakings. The second question is whether the 

evidence collected better supports any competing explanations of the source of business 

preferences or the source of policy change. In Chapter 8, I examine the role of exogenous 

shocks in increasing issue salience, of international factors from IOs and transnational 

advocacy networks in facilitating policy diffusion, and of federalism in creating 

opportunities for regulatory arbitrage in determining the adoption of corporate 

transparency laws. 
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Chapter 7: Evaluating Interest Group Coordination and Influence over BOT Laws 

 

Chapters 5 and 6 qualitatively tested the process of corporate transparency lock-in 

across four Anglophone countries. This chapter assesses quantitative evidence related to 

the last two steps of corporate transparency lock-in (see Table 11). First, interest groups 

exchange information among each another as main part of their strategy to influence 

policymaking around corporate transparency laws. Interest groups that are part of the 

FACT Coalition should exchange more information with one another compared to their 

opponents because they are members of a formal advocacy coalition. Second, this cross-

sectoral coalition has greater influence over corporate transparency policies. They secure 

more of their policy preferences within the final rules compared to the opposing 

unregulated industry groups. 

To evaluate these steps in the causal process, I analyze 450 public comments on 

proposed BOT regulations in the United States from May and December 2021. These 

comments responded to the Financial Crimes Enforcement Networkôs (FinCEN) advanced 

notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPRM) and notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) 

before the agency promulgated the first of three final BOT rules in September 2022. 

Although FinCEN is conducting three rulemakings in total to implement the USôs BOT 

law, this analysis focuses on the first and arguably most critical of these rulemakings. To 

the best of my knowledge, this is the first study that combines analyses of interest groupsô 

strategic coordination and policy influence together, bridging the gap between research in 

both areas to answer the critical question of whether interest groups that coordinate their 

activities collectively have greater policy influence. 
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Table 11: Evaluating Coalition Coordination and Influence 

Dependent 
Variables 

Independent 
Variable 

Hypotheses Data 

Information 
Exchange 
 
Policy 
Influence 

Cross-sectoral 
coalition 
membership 

¶ Civil society and aligned 
industry groups exchange 
information and coordinate 
strategy through an advocacy 
coalition, such as contacting 
legislators, developing 
messaging and framing 
strategies, and related 
activities. 

¶ The new pro-transparency 
coalition has greater 
influence over the contents of 
the final law and regulations 
than the opposing coalition. 

Law & regulation 
texts 
Lobbying 
disclosures 
Consultation 
comments 
Government and 
NGO reports 

 

I begin by describing public consultation processes for policy proposals and 

reviewing research findings from this literature that are relevant to the theory. I highlight 

quantitative and mixed methods research using consultation comments as data to assess 

interest group influence over policy outcomes and to measure strategic coordination among 

interest groups. Drawing from this literature, I then outline the hypotheses in greater detail. 

Next, I describe the data and process used to test the information exchange hypothesis and 

conduct a text reuse analysis to assess which commenters exchanged more information for 

this rulemaking. In the following section I examine the policy influence hypothesis by first 

describing the data, variables, and models used for this part of the analysis. I use regression 

analysis to assess whether certain interest groups had more of their policy preferences 

represented in the final rules or were more likely to share text with the final rule.  

My findings in this chapter provide qualified support for the final two steps of 

corporate transparency lock-in. First, I do not find evidence from the text reuse analysis to 

support the hypothesis that FACT Coalition members exchanged more information with 
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each other compared to outsider interest groups. Financial industry, state government, and 

some business interest groups exchanged information among each other to coordinate the 

messaging strategy in their comments, but there is no evidence of cross-sectoral interest 

group coordination through submitting highly similar comments on the proposed 

regulations. Through additional qualitative analysis, I suggest that a likely explanation for 

this finding is that measures of text similarity across comments fails to capture substantive 

coordination across interest groups to influence policy.  

Second, I find that the interest groups that endorsed the final cross-sectoral FACT 

Coalition letter supporting the Corporate Transparency Act did have greater influence over 

the final BOT rules. FACT-aligned interest groups achieved nearly double of their 

preferred policy outcomes compared to non-aligned groups. However, I do not find any 

support for greater text reuse by FinCEN in the final rule from FACT-affiliated 

commenters; longer comments were more similar to the final rule as an artefact of their 

length rather than any specific attributes of a given commenter. I conclude with a 

discussion of issues related to missing data, of the three mass comment campaigns evident 

in these data and their role in influencing regulatory politics, and of the conclusions and 

implications of this chapter for comparative politics and international research on business 

influence over domestic regulations and international standards. 

Public Consultations: Who Participates, and Who Has Influence? 

 Public or notice-and-comment consultations are initiated when a government 

agency or department posts a proposed regulation or legislation on its website and gives 

the public a defined period to respond to the proposed text directly, or to respond to specific 

questions posed by the government actor seeking feedback on the proposal. The 
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government department who published the consultation then reviews these comments and 

produces a response memo or report about the comments received along with the final 

legislative or regulatory text. Some countries allow individuals and organizations to submit 

their comments confidentially so only the relevant government employees or legislators 

can see their comments; other countries make all of the submitted comments public. Other 

types of actors, such as international organizations like the FATF, have taken up similar 

public consultation processes on international standards and rules. Overall, the intent of the 

public consultation process is to allow members of the public to review and to have input 

over the policies that impact their lives. 

Analysis of legislative and regulatory comments has been used to assess variation 

in interest group influence over policy outcomes and what group-level traits contribute to 

this variation, primarily in the United States and the European Union but increasingly in 

other countries as well (see overviews in Yackee 2019, Carpenter et al. 2020). This research 

consistently replicates three main findings. First, regulatory participation is costly. 

Commenters must be aware of the proposed rules or legislation, and it often takes 

considerable time, effort, and energy to read and respond to them in depth. This finding is 

supported by the fact that the vast majority of US rulemakings receive zero comments; it 

requires too much effort for even well-resourced interest groups to follow all government 

rulemakings (Judge-Lord 2019). Second, commenters require technical expertise to be 

influential during a rulemaking. Regulators seek knowledge and advice from experts in the 

field to raise relevant issues or potential options for regulators to consider and often 

incorporate their recommendations accordingly. Lastly, business interest groups participate 

in rulemaking processes at higher rates and often have greater influence over regulatory 
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outcomes. The combination of incentives to participate, knowledge of the regulatory 

process, and expertise in certain policy areas make business interest groups both more 

likely to comment and to have influence over regulations compared to other interest groups. 

A parallel strand of research using comments data examines factors that condition 

regulatory participation and influence. Nelson and Yackee (2012) find that messaging 

consistency and group diversity make coalitions more likely to have influence over US 

regulations. Pagliari and Young (2014) argue that actor plurality matters for influence over 

US financial regulations: the power of financial industry groups decreases when other 

private sector groups lobby. However, a later study somewhat contradicts these findings 

and argues that the financial sector has greater unity when facing a threat, and that business 

groups more frequently come together to mobilize and to express similar preferences when 

finance faces new regulations (Pagliari and Young 2017). Related research by Mertens 

(2019) finds that while large coalitions benefit large firms, high public issue salience harms 

large firms' regulatory influence within the EU. US agencies favor recommendations from 

organizationally diverse coalitions rather than bipartisan or business-dominated coalitions, 

especially when they are larger and well-resourced with low policy salience (Dwidar 2022). 

Taken together, coalition size, resources, organizational diversity, issue unity, and issue 

salience all condition interest group influence over regulatory outcomes. 

Additional evidence from outside the US and EU is limited but largely supports 

these findings. Beaulieu-Guay, Tremblay-Faulkner, and Montpetit (2020) find that 

business interest groups in Canada are able to reduce regulatory stringency when the 

economic stakes are high, but they are less successful when many opposing views are 

expressed and when a more diverse group of stakeholders take part in the consultation. The 
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use of notice-and-comment processes in China (Balla and Zie 2020, 2022) has been a 

durable governance reform, but it is unclear whether its implementation offers interest 

group commenters real influence into Chinese policymaking processes or provides a veneer 

of transparency for the government. These findings suggest the spread and adaptation of 

the public consultations process likely holds across different policy contexts. 

A related use for consultation comments data is to identify which actors are working 

together to influence policy as part of a lobbying coalition. Junk (2020) summarizes three 

methods for identifying coalition actors. The first method is whether two actors hold the 

same preferences about an issue. Although they are ñon the same side,ò holding similar 

preferences does not necessarily indicate meaningful cooperation across interest groups. 

The second method is whether two actors engage in collective behaviors like exchanging 

information, strategy coordination, and concerted signaling actions. The first two behaviors 

are often unobservable behind-the-scenes activities, while the latter is a public-facing 

activity. The third method is outwardly observable ties between organizations, such as co-

membership in an advocacy coalition or co-hosting a public event to raise awareness about 

a policy issue. When researchers can measure preferences, behaviors, and ties and they go 

in the same direction, researchers have greater confidence that a coalition exists and that 

its interest group members are actively working together.  

In Chapters 5 and 6, I examined evidence of shared preferences, collective behaviors, 

and outwardly observable ties between interest groups to assess shifts in interest group 

lobbying around BOT laws. This chapter focuses primarily on collective behaviors and 

outwardly observable ties through the submission of joint consultation comments and 

instances of highly similar text between these comments. Evaluating text similarity 
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between consultation comments offers a way to measure the usually unobservable activity 

of information exchange and strategy coordination because the comments themselves 

provide public evidence of their private collaboration. Moreover, these comments 

exemplify a highly resource-intensive activity for interest groups in both drafting their 

comment as well as coordinating with other interest groups to submit comments that 

reinforce the main policy priorities of coalition members to regulators. Analyzing these 

comments thus provides a more direct test of interest group coordination and influence 

over the specific features of BOT policies rather than their influence over the adoption of 

any BOT law. 

Corporate Transparency Lock-In  in Relation to Public Consultations Research 

To review, the final step of corporate transparency lock-in is that a large, heterogenous 

pro-transparency coalition has greater influence over corporate transparency policies 

compared to the opposing coalition of business interest groups. Governments are more 

likely to adopt policies supported by large, organizationally diverse coalitions (Nelson and 

Yackee 2012; Beaulieu-Guay, Tremblay-Faulkner, and Montpetit 2020; Dwidar 2022; 

Morse 2023) because large coalitions indicate broad popularity for a policy proposal, while 

heterogeneity in the types of organizations and their political leanings suggest a cross-

ideological consensus about increasing corporate transparency as the best policy solution. 

Both of these qualities allow policymakers to claim credit for adopting best practices as 

well as supporting a popular policy. A large, heterogenous coalition also gives politicians 

the credibility and momentum necessary to persuade other politicians who are on the fence 

or who are unaware of these issues to support a corporate transparency law. 
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My theory of corporate transparency lock-in integrates several assumptions from 

existing public consultations research, primarily the costs of participating in consultations 

as a lobbying tactic and effective policy participation requiring substantial resources and 

expertise. However, I challenge the finding from the US and EU contexts that business 

interest groups have greater influence compared to other interest groups. Rather, this 

chapter supports the proposition that citizenôs and advocacy groups are more likely to 

influence policy and to overcome opposition from business interest groups when they can 

mobilize business groups that support public interest regulations to their side (Kastner 

2017; Vogel 2018; Beaulieu-Guay, Tremblay-Faulkner, and Montpetit 2020). These splits 

in business group preferences undermine the influence of opposing business groups while 

strengthening the influence of supportive business groups. 

Additionally, nearly all quantitative research on public consultations uses 

observational data from notice-and comment processes across government agencies to 

study patterns and correlates; this chapter does as well. On its own, quantitative approaches 

using observational data are limited in making claims about causality. This chapter 

complements the process tracing approach in Chapters 5 and 6 with quantitative evidence 

to support key steps in the causal process and to strengthen the causal claims made. In 

addition, while most researchers have used comments data to study interest group influence 

writ large across different policy areas, few have used it as a way to assess influence over 

specific policy and regulatory measures to complement process tracing. By taking this 

mixed-methods approach, I am better able to evaluate the theorized causal pathway. 

Hypotheses: Information Exchange and Policy Influence 
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As outlined in Chapter 3, when corporate transparency lock-in is occurring, the size 

and diversity of the new pro-transparency coalition increases over time after certain 

industries are required to collect information to meet their regulatory obligations and civil 

society groups seek to create a coalition including these regulated groups. Supporters listed 

on the FACT Coalition letter advocating for a US BOT law grew from a few dozen 

organizations in the mid-2010s to over 200 groups on their final coalition letter in 

November 2020. This letter encompassed interest groups of differing organizational types 

and ideological leanings, from faith-based and human rights groups to law enforcement 

and national security groups. Key regulated industry group co-signers included the Bank 

Policy Institute, the American Bankers Association, the American Land Title Association, 

and the National Association of Realtors in response to the Treasuryôs 2016 GTO and CDD 

rules. Based on this growth in coalition size and diversity, I test two hypotheses related to 

the observable implications that should follow in the proposed causal pathway. 

 The first hypothesis builds on the idea that once interest groups become members 

of a pro-transparency coalition, they engage in more information exchange, strategy 

coordination, and/or concerted signaling actions among themselves. Different coalition 

members bring different resources and skills to the table to achieve their policy goals (Junk 

2020). These interest groups remain members of the coalition to pool resources, split tasks, 

present a unified message, and to increase their capital through network expansion and 

maintenance (Dwidar 2022). When providing input to the government on a proposed 

corporate transparency rule, interest groups share notes with one another to ensure they are 

on the same page for presenting specific evidence and framing the issue in a similar 

manner. They may choose to repeat the same policy recommendations across different 
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comments to emphasize their cross-sectoral unity and the importance of strengthening 

transparency policies to regulators. Their ties to one another through the pro-transparency 

coalition facilitate these information exchanges and increase the likelihood that they will 

have influence over the regulatory outcomes. This leads to the following hypothesis: 

Information Exchange Hypothesis: Pro-transparency coalition members are more 

likely to exchange information with one another compared to non-members.  

 

The second hypothesis stems from the idea that members of the pro-transparency 

coalition have greater influence over the law resulting from their ability to coordinate the 

lobbying efforts of a large, diverse coalition. The power of a coalition to influence policy 

outcomes is demonstrated when the coalitionôs interests are represented both in the text of 

the law itself and in the text of the subsequent regulations to implement the law. If the 

influence of the supporting coalition shifted sufficiently to secure the adoption of a BOT 

law, then that influence likely extends through the drafting of regulations to implement the 

legislation. Therefore, I identify policy influence as how responsive the government is to 

each commenterôs policy preferences on the regulations to implement a corporate 

transparency law. When the government changes regulations in favor of a commenterôs 

preferences, one can assume that they had at least some influence over the final rules. This 

leads to the following hypothesis: 

Coalition Influence Hypothesis: Rulemaking outcomes are more consistent with the 

preferences expressed by members of the pro-transparency coalition than by 

members of the anti-transparency coalition.9 

 
9 An alternative approach to measure procedural influence is to code the number of times that FinCEN 

referenced a specific commenter in the regulatory response document. Though some US government 

agencies reference organization names directly or the number of a specific comment, Therefore, to 

ascertain whether FinCEN acknowledged a specific commenterôs point, I searched the NPRM and final 

rule document for references to the sentence in question from FinCEN for comparison. A close match 

or direct quote from the comment likely means is highly suggestive of FinCEN taking their preferences 

into consideration. For instance, a reference to ñequity kickersò in the NPRM was a direct reference to 

a comment from the American College of Real Estate Lawyers in the ANPRM. However, unlike other 
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This hypothesis provides a ñhardò test of the policy influence of cross-sectoral 

interest group coalitions because it is more difficult to sustain a coalitionôs preference 

alignment and strategic coordination after securing a policy victory such as passing a major 

corporate transparency law. Interest groups within the coalition from trade unions to 

business associations to civil society groups tend to move onto the next issue on their policy 

agendas and focus their limited time and resources there. Even business interest groupsô 

resources are not infinite to sustain long-term pressure. Civil society group funding is often 

tied to achieving the adoption of a specific policy while discounting the momentum or 

attention needed to ensure for the implementation stage of developing and enforcing the 

rules in practice as well. Evidence of an independent effect on the final rules for FACT-

affiliated commenters at this stage thus provides more robust support for the theory. 

Data and Text Reuse Analysis: Information Exchange Hypothesis 

The text analysis in this section draws from several studies that use public 

consultations comments as their primary data source (Young and Pagliari 2017, 2020; 

Judge-Lord 2019; Balla, Beck, Meehan, and Prasad 2022; Dwidar 2022). I downloaded all 

available comments to the public consultation FINCEN-2021-0005 posted on 

regulations.gov as the first of the three BOT rulemakings to implement the Corporate 

Transparency Act. Individuals and organizations submitted a total of 500 comments across 

both stages of the rulemaking, of which 450 are publicly available between the May 2021 

ANPRM and the December 2021 NPRM. Submissions from individuals across both stages 

 
agencies that name specific groups in the final rules, FinCEN neither acknowledged specific groups by 

name nor left any organizational comment unacknowledged for this rulemaking. Therefore, I cannot 

test a related hypothesis of procedural influence: a government agency providing lip service recognition 

to a commenter in the final rules, even if they did not obtain their preferred policy outcomes. 
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of the rulemaking account for 115 comments, but these commenters rarely have influence 

over regulatory outcomes because they almost always lack substantive expertise or 

organizational credibility. Therefore, following Pagliari and Young (2020), I exclude 

responses from actors that self-identify as individuals and only include the 335 comments 

from interest groups for the regression analysis in the next section.  

Overall, 74 percent of the comments come from organizations, of which 29 percent 

are from individual businesses, 23.5 percent are from business associations, 7 percent are 

from civil society groups, and 13 percent are from federal or state-level government 

agencies. Initial qualitative reviews of the consultation comments highlight many likely 

instances of information exchange through the inclusion of similar points between interest 

groups. For instance, the State Secretaries of State of Massachusetts and Indiana both 

submitted comments over 10 pages long that contained nearly-identical checklists of ways 

that FinCEN can reduce costs and burdens of the new BOT obligations for state business 

registries (see Figure 8). The following text reuse analysis captures these instances of cross-

commenter collaboration through shared text. 
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Figure 8: Consultation Submissions from the Secretaries of State of Indiana (top, 

FINCEN-2021-0005-0134) and Massachusetts (bottom, FINCEN-2021-0005-0119) 

 

From these data, I pre-processed the comments by converting each PDF file into a 

text file, then removed any header and footer text to not inflate the word counts of shorter 

comments or to include extraneous text that is not related to the substance of the comment. 

For example, some commenters submitted their feedback using a text box submission 

rather than uploading a separate document. These comments have extraneous text from the 

regulations.gov website that are unrelated to the rulemaking. I then used the textreuse 

package in R (Mullen 2022) to generate a Jaccard similarity index, a proximity 

measurement used to compute the similarity between two objects, between each comment. 

The Jaccard similarity index counts the number of shared grams between two documents: 

the more grams that are shared, the higher their similarity score and the more likely it is 

that the interest groups collaborated on their comments by choosing to include similar 

policy demands and rationales to present their shared preferences to regulators. 

I generated the index as follows. For each comment on a rulemaking docket, I 

identify the number of words that it shares with another comment using an n-gram moving 

window function, looping over each possible pair of comments to identify matches. This 
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process generates 102,831 comparisons: 451 documents between 450 comments and the 

final rule document. The n selected should be large enough that the probability of any given 

group of string in a document is low (e.g., ñand it isò would be common across many 

documents using a 3-gram). Choosing shorter grams will be more likely to find similarities 

between documents, whereas longer grams will be less likely to find similarities. I 

examined 5, 7, 10, and 15-gram results and compared them and present the 7-gram results 

below. This choice reflects researcher rule-of-thumb guidelines of selecting 5-gram for 

email-length documents and 9-gram for research-paper length documents; most of the 

comments are in between these two lengths. However, there were few differences across 

the different n-gram choices in which comments were captured as highly similar. For the 

minhashing step to process the large number of comparisons, the number of documents 

must also be easily divisible by the number of bands. I selected 25 bands; this decision 

allows me to capture not only the perfect and near-perfect matches, but also highly similar 

comments that provide evidence of informal exchange and coordination. The textreuse 

packageôs ability to capture several duplicate comments submitted as perfect matches 

increases my confidence in its ability to make meaningful comparisons.  

I consider a high Jaccard similarity score of greater than 0.5 as evidence of active 

information exchange among commenters.10 Scores above this value are much more likely 

to capture instances of deliberate, active information exchange and use among commenters 

compared to lower scores where similarities may come from reaching similar 

recommendations on the same preferences independently. It also should capture both 

 
10 Pagliari and Young (2020) take a different approach by first examining the similarity scores, then 

identifying a minimum threshold of the number of shared sentences and number of reused words in a 

sentence to capture interest group collaboration in conjunction with the scores. Given time and resource 

constraints, I was unable to implement a similar approach.  



 242 

instances of verbatim reuse as well as minor to moderate rewordings of different points 

that can be attempts to obscure the extent of coordination across commenters. In other 

words, one or two similar sentences in a two-page comment is likely a coincidence, 

whereas five similar sentences are likely evidence of deliberate coordination. For example, 

an interest group that submitted a comment toward the end of the consultation period may 

have the time to read othersô comments submitted well before the deadline and to reference 

them accordingly. These references would not necessarily be indicative of deliberate 

intergroup information exchange but rather awareness and reading of existing responses 

that shaped their own submission. I reviewed the dates of submission for the comments 

across both rulemakings and found that that vast majority of comments are submitted 

within the final few days of the consultation, requiring deliberate coordination in advance 

rather than simply copying what another commenter submitted. 

There are other potential issues with using Jaccard similarity scores as a measure 

of information exchange. Since I can only observe interest groups that do comment on 

proposed rules and not those that choose not to comment or who choose to make their 

comments confidential, I may be missing other actors who also had influence over the 

rulemaking process. Therefore, the data may underrepresent actual patterns of information 

exchange and which groups had influence. The 50 comments that FinCEN did not release 

may include groups that do not want their policy preferences to be made public and/or who 

coordinated extensively with one another or individuals seeking to preserve their privacy. 

FinCEN did not disclose the identities of the withheld commenters to me, but it is likely 

that they come from both interest groups and individuals seeking to protect their personal 

privacy and/or trade secrets. Since these comments comprise 10 percent of the sample, I 
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have greater certainty that I capture key relationships among actors that have publicly 

worked on this issue. 

Text Analysis Results 

To examine the comments data in relation to the information exchange hypothesis, I 

plot the Jaccard similarity scores between the highest-scoring pairs of comments produced 

by each n-gram output (see Appendix B). The clearest evidence of groups of similar 

comments appears in clusters of lines in the following graphs. For instance, the 7-gram plot 

in Figure 9 shows evidence of two clear clusters of similar comments, strongly suggesting 

information exchange among these commenters. The first cluster with scores above 0.80 

includes a mass comment campaign coordinated by Small Business for Tax Fairness, with 

many commenters sending in identical submissions. The second cluster ranging from 

scores of 0.50 to 0.70 captures comments submitted as part of the Private Investor Coalition 

(PIC) mass comment campaign, with submissions including variations on a standard form 

letter. There are no comments from FACT-aligned interest groups in this plot though, 

offering no evidence to support the information exchange hypothesis. 

When I expand the number of bands from 25 to 100, the Jaccard similarity scores 

capture similarities in the comments among business association and government agency 

commenters as well. But the scores for these comments are comparatively low, generally 

under 0.3 (see Figure 10). The PIC campaign remains visible as the first cluster of similar 

comments at this lower threshold. The second cluster includes comments similar to those 

submitted by the Money Services Businesses Association, state-level banking associations, 

and individual banks, indicating possible information exchange coordinated by the money 

services industry among other financial industry groups like banks and credit unions. The 
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third group includes similarities between comments submitted by the Iowa and Nebraska 

Secretaries of State, reflecting similar concerns among state secretaries of state about how 

the BOT law would impact the incorporation process in their states like the comments in 

Figure 10. 

 
Figure 9: Interest Group Comments Do Not Have High Jaccard Scores (>0.5) 

 

Yet neither of the clusters in Figure 10 includes the comments submitted by either the 

Bank Policy Institute (BPI) or the International Association of Commercial Administrators 

(IACA), the professional association for government administrators of business 

organizations and registries. The primary and secondary source evidence analyzed in 

Chapters 5 and 6 highlights the critical role that both the BPI and IACA played in securing 

their membersô support for and advocacy around the US BOT law. The absence of their 

Cluster 1 
(SBTF campaign) 

Cluster 2 
(PIC campaign) 
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comments in Figures 8 and 9 counters the information exchange hypothesis: the text reuse 

similarity measure provides no evidence to suggest that either the BPI or IACA led efforts 

to develop materials with their member interest groups so they could submit similar 

comments to FinCEN and present a united front for their preferred BOT rules. 

The final cluster in Figure 10 consists of tribal governments and individual corporate 

service providers (CSPs). CSPs are often the point of contact for a business with 

government officials and conduct routine corporate filings on the behalf of a business. 

Nevertheless, it is less clear whether these commenters have similar concerns that they 

came to independently or whether they exchanged information with one another to convey 

their preferences collectively. In sum, the Jaccard similarity scores provide limited 

evidence of any information exchange among interest groups via the submission of similar 

consultation comments. Beyond coordinated mass comment campaigns from specific 

interest groups, there is some similarity between the interest group comments submitted by 

state government actors, the financial services industry, and corporate service providers ï 

but no evident similarity between any of the comments submitted by FACT Coalition 

members themselves. 
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As an alternative to assessing patterns of text reuse across commenters, I examine 

the number and type of co-signatures on comments within these data. Co-signatures are 

when multiple organizations sign and endorse the same individual comment, which 

provides direct evidence of active information exchange and coordination across interest 

groups. There is some evidence of the use of co-signed comments among business, 

business association, civil society groups, and government commenters (see Figure 10). 

However, the majority of co-signatures are from individual businesses, with the bulk of 

these comments co-signing in support of the Private Investor Coalition submission.  

 

Figure 11: Patterns of Comment Co-Signatures Across Group Types 

Only two interest groups that signed the November 2020 FACT Coalition letter co-signed 

another interest group letter during the consultations: a human-rights and tax justice 

coalition letter, and a ONE Campaign letter (an interest group that also took on a major 

leadership role in the UK BOT campaign). Beyond these two groups, there were few other 
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co-signed letters submitted by civil society groups. These include a group letter from 

Human Rights Watch, Oxfam America, and the Transparency and Accountability 

Initiative; a coauthored letter from the German Marshall Fund and Transparency 

International; and a co-signed letter from the House and Senate Democratic leads on the 

Corporate Transparency Act. Collectively, these co-signature patterns support the text 

reuse analysis results: there is greater frequency of information exchange among similar 

types of interest groups rather than across different interest groups within the FACT 

Coalition when they submitted comments for this consultation. 

To summarize, the text reuse analysis fails to provide evidence for coalition 

information exchange through the submission of highly similar comments across different 

types of interest groups to signal widespread support for strong BOT rules to regulators. 

Co-signed comments were submitted by groups in the same sector within the coalition 

rather than across different types of interest groups. These patterns suggest that individual 

interest groups may have taken on the role of coordinating the comment submissions within 

their given sector, but they did not necessarily coordinate across member groups in the 

broader FACT Coalition. These results also may reflect a different strategy taken by the 

pro-transparency coalition members. Rather than trying to demonstrate overwhelming 

interest group support via submitting many highly similar comments, FACT may have 

organized a more targeted approach where they relied on the expertise of individual 

coalition members to underscore specific key points they wanted in the final rule. 

Furthermore, submitting large numbers of near-identical comments to an agency tends to 

be more of an ñoutsiderò lobbying strategy that does not align with the mechanisms 

described in the theory (Judge-Lord 2019). 
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This negative finding also leads to the question of how much text has to be reused 

to offer conclusive evidence of coordination via information exchange. Different groups 

may arrive at the same preferences independently. Incidences of near-identical comments 

may be indicative of the laziness or the resource limitations of the commenter, whereas 

short fragments of identical text may reinforce a particularly important point to regulators 

but are missed through using text reuse measures alone (Pagliari and Young 2020). Some 

talking points may have existed in the policy space for such a long time that they are 

repeated by many actors, regardless of whether they agree with that policy proposal or not 

(Mahoney 2007; Balla et al. 2022). For instance, many different actors referenced a 2015 

Global Witness investigative report documenting lawyers facilitating illicit financial flows 

through NYC real estate. Only a small fraction of overlapping text may have a substantive 

impact on the final rule in the preferred direction of the commenter. In the next section, I 

conduct a regression analysis to assess the second hypothesis of commenterôs policy 

influence over the final BOT rules. 

Data, Variables, and Regression Analysis: Coalition Influence Hypothesis 

 This section also leverages the 450 consultation comments on the first proposed US 

BOT rule as the basis for its analysis. Here, I focus on the similarity between commenterôs 

preferred strength of the regulations and the governmentôs final rule to assess interest group 

influence over the BOT regulations. I also incorporate data from several additional primary 

and originally collected sources to conduct a regression analysis and to generate an 

alternate dependent variable of text similarity between the comments and the final rule 

using the textreuse package (Mullen 2022). 

Dependent Variable 



 250 

The main dependent variable is a proportional measure of policy congruence from 

zero to one (Balla et al. 2022). To create this variable, I read and hand-coded each comment 

along six rule dimensions based on a coding scheme I developed inductively from first 

reading public consultation comments submitted for proposed BOT laws in the UK and 

Australia. These six dimensions can also be understood as capturing commentersô interests 

in influencing policy intensity, or whether a policy becomes more or less strict compared 

to the governmentôs proposed regulations (Hurka, Knill, and Steinebach 2023). If the 

commenter seeks rules that are stricter than the governmentôs proposal, I code it as 1; 

weaker than the governmentôs proposal are coded as -1; and in agreement with the 

governmentôs proposal are coded as 0. If the commenter did not state a clear preference, I 

left that dimension blank. The six dimensions are summarized in Table 12.  

Table 12: Coding Guidelines for Commenter Regulatory Positions 

Registry 

Access 

Who has access to the BOT registry, and should more, fewer, or the 

current proposed groups have access to the registry? Should registry 

access cost money or not? 

Entities 

Covered 

What types of corporate entities are covered? Should more, fewer, 

or the current number of required entities have to report? Should 

existing entities have to report, or only entities formed in the future? 

Professions 

Covered 

Should other professions, like lawyers, accountants, real estate, fine 

art dealers, etc. be required to collect and report beneficial 

ownership information? 

Percent 

Ownership 

What is the percent ownership threshold for reporting? Do they 

want higher, lower, or to stay the same? 

Reporting 

Requirements 

How much and what type of information is required to register 

beneficial ownership? What sanctions should there be for non-

reporting? 

Timing 

Should the proposal be implemented earlier, later, or on time based 

on the ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΚ {ƘƻǳƭŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜΣ ƭŜǎǎΣ ƻǊ 

the proposed amount of time to submit their information? 
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Commenters most frequently voiced their preferences on the topics of access to the BOT 

register, which entities would be required to report their beneficial ownership, what 

professions should have to collect this information, at what percentage of ownership should 

beneficial owners have to be disclosed, the extent reporting requirements beyond basic 

identification information, and the timing of when the rules would go into effect. 

After the first pass coding of all of the consultation comments, on the second pass 

I added coding for the independent and control variables while reviewing those where the 

commenterôs positions on an issue was either split or unclear on the first reading. I resolved 

these cases with a close re-reading the comment to make a final coding decision. The 

number and type of entities covered by the rule received the most comments requesting 

less stringent regulation, maintaining the reporting requirements received the most 

comments requesting the government to keep its rule as proposed, while both including 

more entities and strengthening reporting requirements received almost the same number 

of comments to strengthen the rule. In the final rule, the government did strengthen the 

number of professions covered and the reporting requirements, while keeping the access, 

entities covered, and timing functionally the same as its original proposal.  

The comments across both rulemaking periods share several common themes. 

Several commenters reference the research of NGOs such as OpenOwnership and other 

international data standards to improve collection and sharing practices. Others note 

successes and failures of BOT registers and rules in the EU, UK, and FATF as examples 

of international best practices. Many emphasize the law enforcement and national security 

implications of BOT and request that the government circumscribe the number of actors 

and uses for BOT data. These comments mirror related comments from specific industries 
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trying to create carve-outs for their sector, such as private equity, family offices, and 

lawyers. For instance, a comment from the law firm Baker, Donelson, Bearman, Caldwell, 

& Berkowitz PC argue ñthe corporate lawyer and his firm and staff may never have known 

the beneficial owners of the reporting company they formedò (FINCEN-2021-0005-0424, 

2). On the other hand, several non-bank financial institutions, money services businesses, 

credit card processors, and others requested to expand access to the registry for their due 

diligence processes. Similar support for broad access is evident in the coordination among 

State Secretaries of State and banking associations in encouraging their state-level 

members to comment. Finally, there is evidence of at least three mass comment campaigns 

within the comments data, which I review in greater detail in the discussion section. 

 Taken together, the proportion of policy preferences included in the final rule 

variable is generated as follows. If all of the commenterôs preferences are consistent with 

the governmentôs final rule, I code that commenter as a 1. If none of their preferences are 

consistent with the final rule, I code that commenter as a 0. If a commenter achieved some 

of their preferences, this variable has a value between 0 and 1 (see Table 13). 

Table 13: Most US Commenters Achieved Few of Their Policy Preferences 

Proportion 0.00 0.20 0.25 0.33 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.66 0.75 0.80 1.00 

Count 245 1 11 37 8 86 2 19 8 1 32 

 

For instance, if a commenter only sought to have fewer entities be covered under the final 

rule, and the final rule did cover fewer entities, their score is a 1. If a commenter wanted 

fewer entities covered and a longer reporting period, but only fewer entities are covered in 

the final rule, then their score is a 0.5. I code both the ANPRM and the NPRM comments 

for comparison to the final rule. What ultimately matters in this instance is whether the 

final regulations match the preferences of the commenters from either round of rulemaking.  
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I also create an alternate dependent variable of a Jaccard similarity score generated 

by the textreuse package for each comment which measures the similarity between a 

commentersô text and the final rule (Pagliari and Young 2020; Mullen 2022). Text reuse, 

such as rephrasing key points from a shared policy strategy document to copying short 

passages or entire comments verbatim in the final rule, captures informal patterns of 

information exchange among stakeholders. For instance, several of the State Secretaries of 

State used similar language when arguing to change the ñforeign entityò definition to 

ñinternational foreign entityò since entities originally filed in Illinois would be considered 

foreign when filing in Florida and vice versa. Government agencies like FinCEN would 

note these similarities across comments in their justification and response to the comments 

published with the final rule. Similar passages from a comment appearing in the final rule 

capture the influence of a specific commenter (Balla et al. 2022). 

To generate the alternate text reuse dependent variable, I again start with the pre-

processed comments data converted to text files. Because the ANPRM and NPRM 

comments are both taken into consideration by the regulatory agency, I run a combined 

analysis of both comment periods and their relationship to the final rules. I then converted 

the final rule document from PDF to a text file and used the textreuse package to generate 

the similarity score between each comment and the final rule. I identify the percent of 

words it shares with the final rule using a 7-gram moving window function. Final rules 

often contain preamble language discussing the importance and the nature of the rule under 

discussion. The agencyôs reuse of text that is similar to a commenter may be for language 

that is trivial, such as the framing of the problem that the rule is intended to address, 

compared to the reuse of language that alters the substance of the rule. Because this is an 
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ambiguous measure that indirectly captures policy influence by interest groups, I include 

it as an alternate dependent variable primarily as a robustness check. As evidenced by the 

results below, text reuse between comments and final rules is often a noisy, unreliable 

measure depending upon the style of how a specific government agency responds to 

regulatory comments. 

Independent Variable 

To capture members of the pro-transparency coalition, I code a binary variable of 

whether the commenter signed onto the November 2020 FACT Coalition letter endorsing 

the Corporate Transparency Act (see Appendix A for the full letter). FACT spent nearly a 

decade adding interest groups to their advocacy coalition, including law enforcement, faith-

based, national security, small business, financial services, human rights, economic justice, 

and anti-corruption groups. The publication of this letter one month before Congress 

finalized the 2021 defense spending bill including the CTA captures all of the interest 

groups that either passively aligned with FACT to increase the coalitionôs size and/or 

diversity or that actively worked with them to pass the CTA. Taken together, these 

signatures represent the outwardly observable ties between interest groups that allow policy 

coalitions to be identified (Junk 2020). FACT contacted many of these interest group 

signatories to encourage them to submit comments on the rulemaking, and a few dozen 

signatories submitted comments during the rulemaking. Interest group signatories to the 

FACT letter should have substantive policy influence over the final BOT rules because 

regulators are aware that these commenters are members of this large, cross-sectoral 

coalition and are thus more likely to take these commentersô preferences into account when 

revising the proposed regulation. 
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As an alternative independent variable, I code a separate binary variable of whether 

the commenter signed onto the October 2020 FACT Coalition letter supporting the 

Corporate Transparency Act (see Figure 12 and Appendix A for the full letter).  

 
Figure 12: Signatories to the FACT Coalitionôs 

October 2020 BOT Endorsement Letter 

 

This subset of the coalition membership consisted of human rights, economic 

justice, small business, and banking and credit union groups, as well as state-level 

government associations that coordinated more closely on their BOT advocacy over several 

years. Not all of the civil society groups FACT worked with signed this letter either. 

Therefore, this narrower group may have sent a stronger signal to regulators based on their 

coordination and expertise in this issue area that their preferences should be taken seriously 

and included in the final rules. This measure allows me to better adjudicate between 

whether the strategic coordination component of the coalition or the large, heterogenous 

nature of the coalition are the primary mechanism influencing regulatorsô policy decisions. 
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Control Variables 

The main analysis includes five control variables. The first control is organization 

type as a categorical variable. I code whether a commenter is a business (1), an industry or 

business interest group, including professional associations (2), a civil society or advocacy 

group (3), a local, state, or federal government actor or association (4), an individual (5), 

or an unclear or undefined actor (6). Here I address the assumption that businesses and/or 

industry groups have greater influence over regulations compared to other interest groups. 

The second control variable is the length of the comment in words, which reflects two 

theoretical considerations. The first is that longer comments tend to include more 

substantive, technical information that rule makers consider when revising proposed 

regulations. Longer comments thus should be more likely to have influence. The second is 

that longer comments have a higher likelihood of sharing similarities with the final rule by 

virtue of their length. I also create an alternate control variable of comment length in pages. 

The third control variable is a binary measure of lobbying expenditures by a given 

organization on the issue of beneficial ownership at any point between 2008 when Senator 

Levin proposed the first US BOT bill and 2020 when the Corporate Transparency Act 

passed. I collected these data from LobbyView (Kim 2018) via a keyword search using the 

terms ñbeneficial ownership,ò ñbeneficial owner,ò and all of the titles of proposed BOT 

bills in Congress since 2008 to capture all lobbying during this timeframe. This search 

returned 127 unique groups that spent money to lobby policymakers about BOT laws 

during any fiscal quarter in this period, of which only 10 were civil society groups (see 

Appendix B). This variable evaluates the assumption that interest groups who spent money 

to lobby Congressmembers or government agencies have greater influence over regulatory 
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outcomes. However, interest groups may not reference the specific legislation they lobbied 

on within a policy area, or they may not disclose all of their activities on federal lobbying 

forms. Therefore, this variable likely underrepresents the number of actors who spent 

money to lobby on various proposed BOT laws from 2008 to 2020.  

The fourth control variable is whether the commenter is regulated because they 

have to comply with AML obligations. A key component of corporate transparency lock-

in is that regulated interests should both support greater transparency and be more likely to 

lobby government to achieve their policy preferences. These commenters may have greater 

influence over regulatory outcomes independently, but they should also be more likely to 

be signatories on the FACT Coalition member and active coalition members. Including this 

variable helps to disentangle whether policy influence primarily runs through regulated 

entities or through the efforts of the coalition. Many major banking, credit union, and real 

estate associations that submitted comments signed onto the FACT letter as well as 

individual and group-level members of these associationsô regulated industries. 

The fifth control variable is evidence of coalition membership based on whether an 

interest group exchanged information through co-signing a letter with another group that 

is not the FACT Coalition (Junk 2020). The direct measure is a binary variable capturing 

all comments that are signed by multiple groups. Organizations that sign onto a group letter 

must share their draft comments with one another and discuss them before submission to 

ensure all signatories agree with its contents. For instance, the National Apartment 

Association, the National Association of Home Builders of the United States, the National 

Multifamily Housing Council, and the Real Estate Roundtable submitted a single comment 

that they all co-signed. Since the comment periods are often less than three months, and 
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many commenters submit their views in the final week leading up to the due date, it is 

highly likely that these groups exchanged information with one another. The dependent, 

independent, and control variables are summarized in Table 14. 

Table 14: Coding Guidelines for Regression Analysis 

Policy Influence 
Proportion of the number of policy preferences aligned with 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊǳƭŜΦ 

Text Reuse 
Jaccard similarity score; proportion of similar text between a 

commenter and the final rule. 

FACT 
Is the organization listed on the FACT Coalition's November 2020 

endorsers letter? 0 = no, 1 = yes. 

Commenter Type 
1 = business, 2 = business association, 3 = civil society (advocacy 

/ think tank), 4 = government, 5 = individual, 6 = other. 

Commenter 

Regulated 

Does the organization / people it represents have to follow AML 

rules? 0 = no, 1 = yes. 

Commenter 

Lobbied 

Did the organization spend money to lobby on BOT between 

2008 and 2020? 0 = no, 1 = yes. 

Co-Signatures 

Is the letter co-signed with other organizations / in support of 

another organization's comment? 0 = no, 1 = yes. Does not 

include industry associations who represent all of their 

members. 

Words The number of words in the body of the comment. 

Pages The number of pages in the body of the comment. 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Before removing the 115 individual commenters from the dataset, the median 

comment included 1068 words across 3 pages. While the shortest comment was just one 

word, the longest comment submitted by the FACT Coalition itself spanned over 72,000 

words across 157 pages. Most commenters focused on the questions and issue areas most 

relevant to their interests, with the majority of commenters only offering feedback on one 

or two issue areas. Over 50 percent of the commenters were either individual businesses or 

business associations, whereas only 7 percent of the commenters were from civil society 
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groups. Additionally, unlike some findings in other studies, most commenters did not have 

their text reused or their policy preferences integrated into the final rules: the median values 

for both of these variables are zero (see Table 15). 

Table 15: Descriptive Statistics for US BOT Rulemakings 

 Proportion, Full Sample (N = 450) 

Business 0.298 

Business Association 0.235 

Civil Society 0.073 

Govt 0.129 

Individual 0.256 

Other 0.009 

FACT Endorser 0.138 

Regulated 0.138 

Co-Sign 0.111 

Lobby 0.156 

 Mean, Full Sample (N = 450) 

Comment Proportion 0.254 

Text Reuse 0.0096 

Words 1068 

Pages 5.7 

 

Across the sample, there is also substantial variation across key variables by 

organization type (see Figure 13). Among the business associations that commented on the 

final rule, 30 percent endorsed the FACT letter, while 64 percent of civil society 

commenters also endorsed the letter. 46 percent of business association commenters and 

39 percent of civil society commenters spent money to lobby on BOT between 2008 and 

2020. Lastly, 22 percent of business commenters and 27 percent of business association 

commenters are required to comply with US AML rules. Among regulated commenters, 

only 24 percent spent money to lobby on BOT, but 33 percent endorsed the FACT 

Coalition letter ï highlighting how regulated commenters aligned with FACT and actively 
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lobbied with them to reduce their compliance costs. Several banking and credit union 

associations as well as the land title association both spent money to lobby and endorsed 

the November 2020 FACT letter. 

For achieving their policy preferences around the BOT rules, 60 percent of business 

commenters and 47 percent of business association commenters had none of their 

preferences adopted in the final rule. In contrast, only 27 percent of civil society group 

commenters had none of their policy preferences adopted in the final rule. Conversely, just 

7 percent of business commenters, 4 percent of business association commenters, and 9 

percent of civil society group commenters achieved all of their stated preferences in the 

final rule. Together, this descriptive data suggests that civil society groups on the whole 

were more likely to have their preferences included in the final BOT rule. 
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Figure 13: Counts of Independent and Control Variables by Organization Type 



 262 

Model Selection 

Because the comment influence and text reuse dependent variables are both 

proportions between 0 and 1, they have an upper and lower bound and therefore are limited. 

In addition, the variance exceeds the mean with a disproportionate number of zeroes, so 

the data follow a Beta distribution rather than a Normal distribution (see Appendix B). OLS 

assumes an unbounded dependent variable and uses a normal distribution; therefore, it is 

not the best model for these data. Besides OLS, I estimate fractional logistic models using 

the glm package and ordered beta regression models using Robert Kubinecôs (2022) 

ordbetareg package in R. Fractional logistic models are an older approach for proportional 

dependent variables using the Bernoulli distribution rather than the normal distribution that 

allows modeling of a continuous variable over a defined bounded range (Balla et al. 2022). 

Ordered beta regressions improve upon fractional logit and standard beta regression models 

by not only using a Beta distribution, but also allowing outcomes to actually take 0 or 1 

values rather than close approximations of these values like some other models. This 

approach thus ñallows for qualitative differences between the bounds and the continuous 

responsesò (Kubinec 2022). The policy influence hypothesis is expressed by the following 

equation across all models: 

Policy Influence =  

 ‌ + ‍ 1 Coalition Member 

+‍ 2 Organization Type  

+‍ 3 Comment Length  

+‍ 4 Lobbying Spending  

+‍ 5 Regulated Entity   

+‍ 6 Co-Signatures + ‐  
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Coalition Influence Results 

Before presenting the results from regression analysis, I first plot the difference in 

means across groups for influence over the BOT rules. Those who signed onto the FACT 

endorsement letter campaigning for BOT achieved nearly double the proportion of their 

policy preferences compared to non-coalition members. Substantively, FACT members 

obtained around 42 percent of their preferences, while non-endorsers obtained 23 percent 

of their preferences (see Figure 14). However, the difference in means was similar to the 

difference between regulated and non-regulated commenters as well, suggesting that other 

factors contribute to interest group influence over the final rules (see Appendix B). 

 

 

Figure 14: Difference in Means of the Influence of FACT-Aligned 

Commenters over BOT Rules 
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For the main regression analysis presented in Table 16, the coefficient for 

commenters endorsing the November 2020 FACT Coalition letter is positive and 

statistically significant for the OLS and fractional logit models, and it is positive for the 

ordered beta regression model. The OLS and fractional logit specifications also hold with 

robust standard errors. 

Table 16: FACT Member Policy Influence Over BOT Regulations 

 OLS                               Fractional Logit       Ordered Beta 

(Intercept) 0.2120 
[0.1513, 0.2728] 

ī1.3511 
[ī1.7076,ī1.0118] 

ī0.3671 
[ī0.5458, ī0.1913]  

FACT 0.1135 
[0.0129, 0.2140] 

0.5393 
[0.0194, 1.0587] 

0.2103 
[ī0.0377, 0.4813]  

Biz Assn ī0.0068 
[ī0.0923, 0.0787] 

ī0.0224 
[ī0.5075, 0.4574] 

ī0.0417 
[ī0.2863,0.1874]  

CSO 0.1753 
[0.0421, 0.3085] 

0.9039 
[0.2113, 1.5913] 

0.4745 
[0.1000, 0.7986]  

Govt 0.0878 
[ī0.0073, 0.1830] 

0.5198 
[ī0.0052, 1.0402] 

0.4079 
[0.1528, 0.6653]  

Other ī0.0942 
[ī0.3877, 0.1992] 

ī0.6289 
[ī3.4515, 1.0929] 

0.2966 
[ī1.0100,1.3384]  

Regulated 0.1810 
[0.0910, 0.2710] 

0.9190 
[0.4581, 1.3791] 

0.4480 
[0.2328, 0.6641]  

Cosign ī0.1354 
[ī0.2281, ī0.0427] 

ī1.0086 
[ī1.7314,ī0.3748] 

ī0.1010 
[ī0.4582, 0.2230]  

Lobby ī0.0623 
[ī0.1529, 0.0282] 

ī0.3572 
[ī0.8798, 0.1469] 

ī0.1403 
[ī0.3620, 0.0766]  

Words  0.000002  
[ī0.000004, 
0.000007]  

0.000008  
[ī0.00002, 
0.00004]  

ī0.0000006  
[ī0.00001, 
0.00001]  

 

Num.Obs.  335  335  335  

RMSE  0.29  0.29  0.30 
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From the OLS model, FACT Coalition members had around 11 percent more of their 

preferences included in the final BOT rule compared to non-signatories. But both regulated 

industry group and civil society group commenters also increased the proportion of their 

policy preferences included in the final rule by around 18 percent. Organizations that 

submitted co-signed comments with another group (not including those who co-signed the 

FACT letter) achieved 12 percent fewer of their policy preferences. Yet when reviewing 

the data, most of the co-signers were smaller groups who endorsed other larger interest 

groupsô mass comment campaigns to weaken the BOT rules, which I review further in the 

discussion section. 

These findings corroborate the plot of differences in means and suggests three 

parallel streams of policy influence. Some policy influence did run directly through the 

information exchange and strategy coordination spearheaded by the FACT Coalition. 

FACTôs ability to signal broad, cross-ideological support across many different types of 

interest groups gave its BOT letter co-signers greater influence over the final rules: they 

obtained around 10 percent more of their policy preferences overall. But somewhat greater 

influence likely runs through the ability of the parallel civil society and regulated industry 

and professional association coalitions working with their member organizations to achieve 

their policy goals. While the civil society coalition won the inclusion of several types of 

professional groups in having to report beneficial ownership information under the new 

regulations, such as lawyers and corporate service providers as company applicants, 

regulated industries were able to preserve their access to the BOT registry as outlined in 

the proposed rules. Overall, these estimates mostly support the final steps of corporate 

transparency lock-in. 
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To highlight the improvements in modeling limited, zero-inflated dependent 

variables from OLS, Figure 13 shows the difference in the predicted values across the OLS, 

fractional logistic, and ordered beta regression models. While both the OLS and fractional 

logistic plots keep all of their predicted values within the 0-1 bounds, the predicted 

influence is much lower than the observed data. The ordered beta regression values in 

particular show that the OLS and fractional logit models are much less precise, but it still 

produces an estimate that is slightly greater for commenters who endorsed the FACT letter. 

 
Figure 15: Predicted Values for OLS, Fractional Logit, and Ordered Beta Models 

for November 2020 FACT Letter Endorsers 
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For the alternate text reuse dependent variable, the only variables positively 

associated with increased reuse in the final rule are comments from business associations 

and groups who submitted longer comments. However, I do not present the results for the 

text reuse dependent variable here because the majority of the effect is related to the length 

of the comment (see Appendix B). Unlike other studies that leverage text reuse as a 

measure of policy influence, the finding for this particular study may be an artefact of how 

FinCEN specifically responds to commenters. FinCEN acknowledged the general direction 

and nature of the comments for all of the questions they posed, but they rarely named a 

specific organization as the source of a certain point or decision. In contrast, agencies like 

the EPA more frequently name specific interest group commenters and their input in their 

response document (Balla et al. 2022). These response practices may change across time 

for US government agencies and/or become more standardized. 

Robustness Checks 

 I conduct several robustness checks to ensure these results hold across different 

specifications and measures of the independent and control variables (see Appendix B for 

all tables).11 First, the estimates for the main findings have the same magnitude, direction, 

and statistical significance when I include the full sample of 450 comments with 

individualsô submissions. They are robust to the inclusion of number of pages rather than 

word count as a measure of comment length, and removing the comment length variable 

does not change the main results. Next, I include a binary variable of repeated commenters, 

where a commenter is coded as 1 if they submitted for both the ANPRM and the NPRM. 

 
11 In future analyses, I would include a measure of the percentage of quantitative data in a given comment. 

Recent research suggests that policymakers understand quantitative information as a more credible signal 

of both the commentersô expertise and the verifiability of their claims (Liu, Wei, and Zhang 2023). 
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Commenters who submitted responses for both rounds of the rulemaking send a stronger 

signal to FinCEN that they care about influencing the outcome of the rulemaking. The 

estimate for this variable is negative and not statistically significant, and the main estimates 

are robust to the inclusion of this additional control variable. 

I also include two alternate ways of measuring the lobbying expenditures control 

variable. The first is a binary variable of BOT lobbying from 2016 onward when policy 

momentum around BOT increased to better capture the interest groups lobbying who 

would be more likely to have substantive influence around the policymaking process as 

they attempted to shape the various versions of the Corporate Transparency Act in the 

House and Senate. The second is a count variable of the number of lobbying entities 

working on behalf of that commenter from 2016 onward. For example, the Bank Policy 

Institute had four organizations (including themselves) lobbying around BOT during 2019 

and 2020. Substituting either of these lobbying expenditures variables for the original 

measure does not change the sign, statistical significance, or substantive effect of the results 

across any of the model specifications. 

However, when I include the October 2020 FACT Coalition letter as an alternative 

independent variable in the original model, the main results weaken slightly. The FACT 

letter endorser estimate remains positive and has a similar effect size but is no longer 

statistically significant. Since a smaller, less diverse group signed onto this earlier letter, 

this estimate provides weak support for the idea that the coalitionôs primary means of 

influence is its size and diversity. Regulators pay attention to strange coalitions, and while 

the October 2020 letter included usual allies, the November 2020 letter highlighted the 

strange bedfellows that aligned with FACT. 
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Discussion: Data Issues and Mass Comment Campaigns 

 

The comments data and findings raise several points for discussion about data 

quality and my ability to draw conclusions from these data. First, I discuss some data access 

and quality issues that limited this quantitative analysis to the US. Then I discuss how 

evidence of mass comment campaigns (MCCs) in the US case from business interest 

groups but not from civil society groups or coalition members offers additional support for 

earlier stages of the theorized causal process. I conclude by reviewing the main findings 

and discussing their implications for corporate transparency lock-in. 

Data Issues: Missing and Incomplete Data 

This chapter only analyzes US public consultation data. I am unable to conduct 

similar analyses for the other three country cases for one of three reasons. First, these 

countries and others had an insufficient number of comments for a within-country 

quantitative analysis and thus would be underpowered. The 2019 Canada consultation 

generated 47 comments, while the 2017 and 2022 Australia consultations produced 23 and 

31 comments respectively. Furthermore, it is not possible to combine these countries with 

the US analysis because these public consultations occurred before the lawôs adoption as 

direct input on proposed legislation rather than afterward as direct input on resulting 

regulation. Though having a quantitative analysis of the comments made prior to the lawôs 

adoption would be a more direct test of the theory, the difference in timing prevents a 

combined analysis. Finally, the US is the only case where comprehensive lobbying 

expenditures data are available in conjunction with the consultation comments data.  

Second, the US is unique in that government agencies publish nearly all of the 

comments they receive on proposed regulations. Other countries like the United Kingdom 
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do not make the underlying comments from consultations publicly available. However, 

interested parties can request the comments made for a public consultation through the 

countryôs freedom of information law under the ñpublic interestò exemption. I filed 

multiple FOI requests and appeals, failing to persuade the government information officers 

in the UK, Canada, and Australia to release the comments (see Appendix A). The public 

interest benefit from scholarly study of these comments to better understand what causes 

corporate transparency across different countries were insufficient to outweigh the privacy 

rights of the commenters. In other instances, I was provided with some (but not all) of the 

comments with the identifying information redacted, leaving me unable to use the data 

since I was not able to attribute the comment to a specific interest group. Finally, in some 

cases the government said they were not finished with their rulemaking and/or report for 

the government about the issue and that they would share the comments with me once the 

government finalized its response. However, despite numerous follow-ups with these 

government agencies, they failed to provide me with the requested comments. 

Third, some interest groups have an incentive to publicly demonstrate to their 

members that they are acting effectively on their behalf while others seek to keep their 

activities quiet. For the former, professional associations seek to telegraph their policy wins 

to membership to signal their efficacy: ñprivate sector groups have a strong incentive to 

contribute to consultative processes in order to shape policies as well as to leave a record 

of their positionsò (Pagliari and Young 2014, 580). For the latter, public evidence of their 

influence attempts signals failure. Law firms and family offices working on the behalf of 

their high net worth clients downplay their victories and losses, such as the PIC campaign 

not securing an outright exemption for family offices in the final BOT rule. 
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The data I did have access to likely overrepresents the interests who want their 

organizational activities to be publicized while underrepresenting those who seek to keep 

their activities and any influence private. For example, Koch Companies Public Sector, 

LLC lobbied extensively on the first BOT bills proposed by Senator Levin in 2009-2010 

and again in 2019-2020. Yet they did not provide directly attributable comments on either 

the 2016 CDD rules or the 2022 BOT rules. Groups and individuals with the requisite 

expertise may be more likely to comment because they believe their preferences and 

insights will be taken seriously. Where I was able to find comments publicly posted on 

organizationôs websites despite governments not responding to my FOI requests, the 

availability of these data offers evidence of credit-claiming of lobbying activity by both 

professional and business associations along with civil society groups.  

Mass Comment Campaigns: No FACT MCC Offers Additional Support for the Theory 

The US BOT comments are characterized by at least three mass comment campaigns, 

or MCCs (Balla et al. 2019; Balla et al. 2022). MCCs are identical or near-duplicate 

comments that are sponsored by organizations and submitted by group members and 

individual supporters. These campaigns lead to the submissions of dozens to hundreds of 

thousands of comments to signal high public attention to a rule and the direction of public 

opinion. All three MCCs mirror existing findings in that they are no more than a few 

paragraphs each. Many commenters only submit the boilerplate language from the 

organization, while some add personal anecdotes or additional relevant information (Balla 

et al. 2019). The MCCs do vary in the level of specificity of the changes they advocate for. 

For instance, the Private Investor Coalitionôs MCC asks specifically for an exemption for 

single family offices and seeks to limit access to the beneficial ownership registry: 
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Figure 16: Sample MCC Letters from the Private Investor Coalition Campaign 

(FINCEN-2021-0005-0279 and FINCEN-2021-0005-0280) 

 

A similar MCC was organized by the group Small Businesses for Tax Fairness (SBTF), 

coordinated by members of the Silver & Co. law firm in California related to filing 

documents for a non-US entity and the costs to small businesses. In contrast, the MCC 

directed by the National Federation of Independent Businesses (NFIB) focuses on generic 

claims of government overreach and individual privacy violations. However, these NFIB 

commenters were much less likely to use the same form letter but instead discussed the 

same themes of invasion of privacy and the costs to small businesses. 

Notably, neither FACT nor another anti-corruption group coordinated a mass comment 

campaign. This contrasts with existing research showing that the majority of MCCs in the 

US are run by public interest organizations to advocate for stronger regulations (Judge-
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Lord 2019). I suggest that the absence of civil society groups organizing a MCC offers 

additional evidence that supports my theory. Because FACT understood that BOT was low 

public salience issue, they pursued an ñinsiderò lobbying strategy focused on providing 

targeted expertise to regulators with making sure coalition members submitted comments 

rather than putting public pressure on regulators through an MCC. If FACT believed a 

mass comment campaign would have increased pressure on FinCEN to adopt a stronger 

BOT rule, they would have pursued this low-cost tactic ï but they did not. In contrast, the 

PIC, SBTF, and NFIB campaigns pursued MCCs in an attempt to generate the impression 

of broader public support for their policy preferences. In this instance, they failed to do so. 

Conclusion 

In summary, in this chapter I test two hypotheses related to the second stage of 

corporate transparency lock-in. The first hypothesis is that members of the pro-

transparency coalition exchange more information with one another compared to non-

coalition members. I find little evidence to support the information exchange hypothesis 

from analyzing patterns of text reuse across regulatory comments. Besides MCCs, the most 

common types of exchange among interest groups were between professional associations 

and their member organizations or among state-level government bodies as evidenced by 

including similar text across comments. Co-signed letters are infrequent, with individual 

commenters often submitting separate comments alongside the co-signed letter.  

This finding likely is because FACT engages in more complex strategic 

coordination and information sharing that does not rely on sharing and repeating the same 

information across actors to regulators. Instead, they rely on actors within a policy system 

speaking to their expertise and complementing the information provided by other members 
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within their respective coalition that they believed would be more persuasive with 

regulators. Text reuse measures capture a specific type of low-effort information exchange 

that serves a specific strategic goal for interest groups: coordination for breadth (many 

commenters repeating the same view on an issue in tandem) versus coordination for depth 

(many commenters covering different facets of the issue in tandem). In other words, 

deeper, more substantive coordination leveraging complementary expertise rather than 

brute force message amplification may better characterize how FACT approached 

coordinating their coalition members. Moreover, without the policy-specific qualitative 

knowledge of how interest groups coordinated to influence any specific policy, text reuse 

measures can lead to inaccurate inferences about actual patterns of coordination. 

The second hypothesis is that pro-transparency coalition members have greater 

influence over the final policy outcome compared to non-members. I find greater support 

for the policy influence hypothesis. FACT Coalition letter endorsers and civil society 

groups were more likely to achieve their policy preferences compared to all business 

groups. However, much of this effect likely runs through two parallel coalitions working 

in tandem ï the civil society and government agency coalition coordinated by FACT, and 

regulated industry groups primarily coordinated by the Bank Policy Institute. Members of 

both of groups were the most likely to have influence over final policy. These findings 

provide qualified support for the theory: the large, cross-sectoral coalition achieved their 

goal of strengthening at least some of the rules despite substantial opposition lobbying from 

business. Yet while FACT was the primary coalition that influenced the outcome of the 

final rules, other coalitions had some influence as well. This finding is in line with Junk 
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(2019)ôs claim that issue salience can moderate the effects of coalition diversity: low public 

salience issues have higher cooperation costs and fewer benefits from signaling (663). 

More broadly, this chapter provides some evidence to challenge business power 

research arguing that high public issue salience is necessary to reduce business influence 

over financial regulation. These studies contend that high salience is necessary for civil 

society groups to achieve their desired policy changes despite opposition from structurally 

powerful business interest groups (Culpepper 2012; Kastner 2017, 2018; Kalyanpur and 

Newman 2019; Macartney, Howarth, and James 2020). On the other hand, this chapter 

supports IPE research demonstrating that government proposals to strengthen regulation 

can increase the influence of interest groups that support stronger rules (Chalmers 2020). 

In this instance, unity from banking, credit union, and some of the real estate industries 

were able to combat some opposition from legal and other financial industry groups; 

participating in large coalitions can increase large firm influence as well (Mertens 2019). 

Nonetheless, rapid improvements in artificial intelligence technology such as 

ChatGPT suggest the quantitative study of public consultation comments at scale may 

quickly become difficult, if not impossible. Individuals coordinated for large grassroots 

campaigns by specific organizations can now be written by AI with sufficient variation and 

uniqueness to make it impossible for policymakers to tell a genuine human-produced 

comment from an AI-produced one (Farrell 2021). Organizations can rely on AI to generate 

comments quickly on lower-priority and lower-stakes issues, saving resources to focus on 

writing comments for major issues. Comments from fake organizations or impersonators 

become increasingly likely as well, increasing the difficulty of ascertaining either fake or 

astroturfing organizations from genuine ones. Other researchers contend that comments 
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can still be useful as part of a broader research agenda on the study of interest group 

influence at different levels. Governments and international organizations alike primarily 

listen to comments from well-established organizations and experts rather than individual 

members of the public, making AI comment spamming less likely to influence future 

results. Currently, most researchers exclude individual comments from their analysis as I 

have done in the main analysis in this chapter because they are known to have less influence 

and focus on the influence of established interest groups as well. 

Overall, this methodological approach of text reuse and regression analysis of 

public consultation comments still has utility for both analyzing specific case studies and 

for large-N analysis going forward. International relations scholars can extend these 

approaches to historical instances of international standards setting where international 

organizations solicit comments from the public. Increasingly IOs like the FATF request 

comments from interest groups, experts, and policymakers worldwide to provide input into 

their standards setting process. For financial and environmental standards especially, 

researchers can compare the proposed international standards to the final standards and 

measure both coordination among interest groups and their influence over global standards 

setting processes. Comparing these outcomes across multiple policy areas would help IPE 

scholars to assess whether the dynamics and factors that enable interest groups to have 

influence in domestic policymaking extend to the transnational level.  



 277 

Chapter 8: Assessing Alternatives - Crises, International Institutions, and Federalism 

 

Through Chapters 5, 6, and 7, I tested a series of hypotheses following from my 

theory of corporate transparency lock-in using a mix of qualitative and quantitative 

evidence about the sources of business support for and the adoption of BOT laws in four 

Anglophone countries. However, these chapters did not address the competing alternative 

explanations derived from the comparative politics and international political economy 

literatures outlined in Chapter 2. As such, in this chapter I address three primary alternative 

explanations related to the sources of variation in explaining the adoption of corporate 

transparency laws that are applicable to large, financialized industrial democracies.  

The first set of explanations are related to claims about exogenous shocks and 

critical junctures. Events like major financial crises and corporate tax scandals raise public 

issue salience, increase electoral pressure on politicians, and open a window of opportunity 

for civil society advocates to pressure on politicians into adopting corporate transparency 

laws (Kastner 2014, 2018). I contend that exogenous shocks like the global financial crisis 

and the series of ICIJ-facilitated global information leaks were insufficient to either induce 

policymakers to change domestic laws or generate preference changes among industry 

groups. BOT itself is a niche, technical policy area that did not attract sustained public or 

policymaker attention that would lead politicians to take actions to change legislation. 

Moreover, crises often require policy entrepreneurs to point policymakers toward a new 

consensus (Moschella and Tsingou 2013), and their ability to point toward BOT as a viable 

policy solution was limited without at least some domestic business interest group support 

based on cost-cutting and leveling the regulatory playing field. 
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The second set of explanations are related to claims about the role of international 

institutions, from international organizations like the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) 

to transnational networks like the Open Government Partnership (OGP) and the Extractives 

Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI). These explanations are grounded in claims about 

globalization producing policy convergence and/or policy diffusion through learning or 

coercion mechanisms (Sharman 2011, Morse 2022). I contend that these international 

institutions were unfavorable sites for promoting domestic-level change by actors engaging 

in policy entrepreneurship both inside and outside of government.  

Although international standards setting by FATF provided a lowest common 

denominator standard (Eccleston and Woodward 2014), and transnational multistakeholder 

networks like the OGP and the EITI provided some resources and connections for civil 

society groups (Berliner, Piotrowski, and Ingrams 2022), they did not guarantee the 

passage of domestic laws. Domestic activists lacked meaningful avenues to influence 

global AML standards setting within FATF, and FATF could not credibly threaten 

developed democracies with either black or grey listing (Morse 2022). Domestic regulators 

also did not leverage cross-national forums to develop alliances with their foreign 

counterparts to increase pressure on politicians to adopt new policies (Farrell and Newman 

2015). Rather, policy battles occurred primarily within domestic governments between 

finance and business departments. Similarly, advocates found that referencing examples 

and case studies from other countries less useful than developing domestically-oriented 

evidence to national policymakers. Overall, domestic politics mattered more than 

international or transnational politics. 
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The final set of explanations are related to federalism enabling interest groups to 

engage in regulatory arbitrage at the subnational level and stymieing the adoption of 

national corporate transparency laws (Vogel 2018; Meckling and Trachtman 2022). While 

the US and Canadian cases were affected by this factor, subnational governments are 

laboratories for both business capture and for policy innovation. Policymakers in some US 

states and Canadian provinces pursued subnational BOT laws that provided a counter to 

opposition from other subnational policymakers and business interest groups. Additionally, 

once national-level information collection rules were in place, affected industry groups 

preferred within-country regulatory harmonization to reduce their costs and to level the 

playing field compared to their rivals. Concerns about domestic competition took 

precedence over international competition. 

I used the method of elimination (Collier 2011) to determine which alternative 

explanations are associated with plausible mechanisms that could have produced the 

observed outcomes. As a result, I do not address the following explanations in greater 

detail: (1) US coercion, (2) democratic regimes, (3) left-leaning governments, or (4) 

political competition. These explanations are either outside the scope of the proposed 

theory (e.g., I seek to explain the same outcome in developed democracies, so democracy 

as a variable is relatively invariant across cases), could not happen for the cases under 

examination (e.g., the US was much less able to coerce other developed democracies into 

adopting BOT when it had not done so itself), or did not pass a plausibility check when 

reviewing the relevant data (e.g., BOT laws pass under both left- and right-leaning 

governments at similar rates in the wider sample). The evidence I gathered also provided 
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little support for these alternatives. I now elaborate on exogenous shocks, international 

pressures, and federalism alternatives in turn, followed by a brief discussion. 

Exogenous Shocks: The Global Financial Crisis and the Panama Papers 

Exogenous shock explanations derive from the historical institutionalism literature 

across both international relations and comparative politics. These explanations generally 

contend that a major event increased public salience about an issue and produced voter 

pressure on politicians for reform. In this instance, the global financial crisis and global tax 

scandals increased the public salience of tax transparency issues and the need to solve them 

with government reforms. These events opened a window of opportunity where 

governments either made international commitments to tax transparency reforms or 

adopted these reforms outright (Rixen 2013; Seabrooke and Wigan 2016; Emmenegger 

2017; Christensen and Seabrooke 2022). High salience issues increase bottom-up pressure 

on policymakers from the public, giving civil society groups greater ability to push 

governments to pass reforms through policy entrepreneurship activities (Culpepper 2012; 

Kastner 2017, 2018; Kalyanpur and Newman 2019; Macartney, Howarth, and James 2020). 

It is often assumed that business power declines under these conditions: increased public 

salience limits business interest groupsô ability to engage in both quiet and loud politics 

tactics intended to limit reforms or to prevent them altogether (Mertens 2019; Morgan and 

Ibsen 2021). In brief: a shock happens, public attention increases from media coverage, 

civil society power increases, business power decreases, and politicians respond to 

electoral pressures by adopting policies in line with public and civil society demands within 

a short period after the shock. 
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There is some evidence to support this explanation as the primary factor 

contributing to cross-country variation in the adoption of BOT laws. Both the global 

financial crisis and the Panama Papers leak raised public awareness of tax evasion and 

illicit financial flows through increased media reporting and increased policymaker 

attention to these issues. In Iceland and Pakistan, Panama Papers led to the resignations of 

their respective prime ministers; the leaks also initiated hundreds of successful criminal 

investigations worldwide. Yet the links between media coverage, public awareness, and 

policymaker pressure are tenuous at best in the US, UK, Canada, and Australia. 

Contemporaneous polling data suggests the public in these countries mostly ignored the 

Panama Papers, leading to little electoral pressure on politicians for greater corporate 

transparency. A cross-national Ipsos Poll in May 2016 highlights low public awareness of 

the Panama Papers, with 25 percent of Australians, 26 percent of Canadians, 28 percent of 

Americans, and 44 percent of Britons claiming to know about the leaks. The majority of 

respondents also stated they only knew ña littleò about the leaks, suggesting limited 

capacity for the public to make sustained, coherent policy demands for greater transparency 

from their elected officials. Similar US and UK YouGov polling from April 2016 shows 

that only 34 percent of Americans and 37 percent of Britons claimed to be following news 

coverage of the leaks.  

This lack of public awareness is surprising given the focused media coverage 

around the Panama Papers. A Global Newsstream search for ñshell companies,ò ñtax 

transparency,ò and ñbeneficial ownership transparencyò within the UK, US, Canada, and 
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Australia over April and May 2016 finds 241 articles published in this timeframe. 12 The 

relative popularity of Google Search Trends including these terms peaks during these two 

months as well, suggesting that many members of the public sought out more information 

about the policy issues and possible solutions. But extending this search window from 

January 1, 2008 through March 20, 2023 only finds 1,847 articles total published in this 

timeframe. Global transparency researchers have also noted the comparative lack of media 

attention to BOT as a key government reform topic during the last decade (Berliner, 

Piotrowski, and Ingrams 2022, 156). Without consistent media coverage galvanizing 

public attention and transforming it into a clear policy demand, politicians experienced 

little public pressure to adopt BOT laws.  

Civil society advocates and policymakers themselves held conflicting opinions 

about the ability of the Panama Papers to increase public awareness about anonymous shell 

companies and BOT as the solution. Some viewed the leaks as a major moment that 

reinvigorated or ignited the BOT campaign in their country and brought new actors in 

(Interview 12, 16, 21, 22, 31, 38, 39), while others questioned how pivotal the leaks were 

in changing the policy landscape in improving both public understanding of the issues at 

hand or their ability to pressure policymakers into adopting a BOT law (Interview 11, 14, 

23, 36, 41). Several civil society groups lamented the ongoing lack of both media and 

public attention to BOT, even when they were actively trying to push these issues in the 

press through publishing opinion pieces, sharing reports, or pointing reporters toward 

newsworthy angles on these issues. For instance, although the Obama administration came 

 
12 Search terms: ("shell companies" OR "tax transparency" OR "beneficial ownership transparency") AND 

location.Exact("United States" OR "United Kingdom" OR "Canada" OR "Australia") in newspapers, 

magazines, and blogs, podcasts, and websites. 
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out and agreed to finalize the CDD rule requiring financial institutions to collect beneficial 

ownership information as part of its response to the Panama Papers, 

ña month later Obama held a big anti-corruption day. That was the day that also 

Treasury finalized the CDD rule and sent to Congress its outline of what beneficial 

ownership legislation should look like. And so that provided some momentum. I 

mean, that whole thing didn't get as much attention as we would have likedò 

(Interview 23). 

 

Major media outlets like the ICIJ continued to credit claim about their role in 

causing policy reform in countries like the US though, either through increasing public 

awareness and electoral pressure on politicians or shaming policymakers directly. Yet 

reporters who covered these issues found that the public were not very surprised by the 

initial revelations of tax avoidance and corrupt finances either. Knowing that these issues 

are real and just as bad as people thought did not spark a widespread grassroots movement 

for policy change, along with the scale and abstraction of events like a financial crisis or 

global corruption making them difficult to fully understand and to organize around 

(Interview 25, 44). In contrast, later reporting that connected shell companies and BOT to 

more accessible issues like higher real estate prices made the issue more real to 

policymakers because they assumed voters would understand and care about it as well. 

Despite later reporting shifting to more tangible issue frames like real estate, these 

short-lived increases in media attention did not correspond with sustained, coordinated 

public action or concrete policy changes around BOT. The Occupy and Uncut movements 

during the early 2010s focused primarily on corporate tax avoidance and austerity politics 

rather than illicit financial flows. Policy advocates and public activists alike promoted 

CBCR as the best policy solution for corporate tax issues rather than BOT, although civil 

society advocates in the US and the UK found the blurry lines between different tax 
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transparency initiatives useful to attempt to progress the public case for BOT (Interview 

22, 29, 40). But these grassroots movements did not latch onto BOT as a policy demand 

despite activistsô repeated attempts to link these issues.  

Additionally, grassroots movement participants that did engage in direct actions 

such as protests, demonstrations, petitions, and occupations of public space to induce 

policymaker response for corporate tax avoidance, such as retail protests of Starbucks in 

the UK after its tax avoidance schemes were exposed. Vaughan (2019) finds that 

contentious political action around tax justice issues in the UK and Australia was more 

associated with domestic politics rather than global media events. The adoption of national 

austerity policies in the years afterward these revelations triggered widespread public 

protests and demonstrations rather than the initial financial crisis itself. Furthermore, media 

attention to tax and AML issues is uneven and largely confined to the period immediately 

before and after a media or crisis event (Vaughan 2019, 744). The Google Trends search 

term popularity data on shell companies and tax transparency corroborates this finding. 

Industry and firm-level preferences toward BOT did not shift in response to the 

reputational concerns generated by these exogenous shocks either. While public attention 

was drawn to impacted industries and specific exposed firms for a short period, these 

interest groups knew that BOT was a niche, technical rule that was less amenable to 

garnering sustained public attention and understanding of the issues. Without clear material 

domestic impacts, it was unlikely to produce substantive, sustained electoral pressure on 

politicians to change the law. Therefore, there was no reason to change either their public 

or private position on BOT in response. Taken together, these data and previous findings 
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suggest that BOT as an issue is less well-suited to increases in public salience via 

exogenous shocks as the primary mechanism producing policy change. 

Policymakers themselves used crises to justify government inaction nearly as often 

as justifying government action on these issues. Senator Tom Carper of Delaware argued 

against Senator Levinôs 2008 BOT bill in a 2009 homeland security committee by citing 

the uncertainty generated by the global financial crisis:  

ñI fear that S. 569 would impose undue burdens on state authorities and legitimate 

businessesðespecially our struggling small businessðat a time when the U.S. 

financial system and the domestic economy are under severe stress.ò 

 

The Australian government cited the global financial crisis as the primary reason why they 

paused the Tranche II reforms as well. Even with a series of ñmajor scandals involving 

Australian banks, casinos, and real estate money laundering, as well as alleged political 

corruptionò (Levi 2020, 45) generating public attention, the Australian government has 

been unable to pass the Tranche II and BOT reforms since then. Instead, BOT laws pass 

despite low public salience and long before or after the relevant exogenous shocks as the 

product of lobbying by a strange coalition of civil society, regulated businesses, and law 

enforcement groups that coalesces after information collection rule changes shift business 

groups preferences. 

 Another related argument within the exogenous shocks literature is that crises 

events are self-evident to the public and policymakers as well as what the appropriate types 

of policy responses might be. Other political scientists argue that crises do not ñspeakò for 

themselves and instead require policy entrepreneurs to define what the crisis is and to point 

policymakers toward a new consensus (Moschella and Tsingou 2013). Civil society 

advocatesô ability to point to a new policy consensus favoring BOT was limited without 
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domestic business interest group support. While advocates could reference evolving 

international standards as a signal of the changing consensus in response to these shocks, 

the absence of similar laws and policies in peer countries suggested otherwise. Once other 

countries began to adopt BOT laws, there was also relatively little consensus about what a 

ñgoodò law looks like, from the types of entities covered and reporting obligations to 

whether the registry was public and who could have access to the data. Limited adoption 

and variation in laws on the books further highlighted international dissensus around BOT. 

Once domestic business interest groups voiced their support for BOT as a solution, 

however, policymakers began to consider changing the law. 

In summary, exogenous shocks like the global financial crisis and the Panama 

Papers leaks did not produce sustained, bottom-up pressure from the public onto 

policymakers to adopt BOT laws in these four cases (Hakelberg 2020). The weakness of 

the evidence and mechanisms associated with this explanation stands in contrast factors 

producing domestic variation for other types of tax transparency, particularly the taxation 

of MNCs as a highly publicly salient issue where policymakers do feel pressure to respond 

to public sentiment (Arel-Bundock and Blais 2023, 4). However, governments experience 

pressures from international organizations and transnational networks as well. The next 

section examines global pressures from international organizations, multistakeholder 

groups, and advocacy networks as separate categories, as well as cross-national pressures 

related to the rule layering. 

International  Pressures: the FATF, the EITI, and the OGP 

 In this section, I focus on the three key international organizations and transnational 

initiatives that have contributed to the development of BOT standards, to securing domestic 
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policy commitments, and to promoting corporate transparency a global norm: the Financial 

Action Task Force (FATF), the Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI), and 

the Open Government Partnership (OGP). These institutions facilitate international policy 

diffusion of the BOT standards that they developed through policy learning and coercion 

mechanisms and ideally eventual policy convergence around best practices. They also 

pursue making BOT a global norm where greater access to information supports the 

protection of a wide range of human rights (Berliner 2012). Together these institutions seek 

to make the universal global adoption of BOT laws seem inevitable: 

ñThe international dimension also provided a sense of inevitability around 

beneficial ownership legislation passing sooner rather than lateréI emphasize 

again that this was background condition rather than a primary driver, but everyone 

was aware of itò (Interview 8). 

 

As insinuated by the second half of this quotation, I suggest that the activities of the FATF, 

OGP, and EITI were a secondary factor explaining the timing of BOT adoption in the UK, 

US, Canada, and Australia. Although these international organizations and networks 

offered some opportunities for relationship-building, strategic exchange, and reputational 

pressures, they were unfavorable sites for promoting domestic-level changes. 

The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) 

The FATF is a global money laundering and illicit finance standards-setting body 

first established in 1989 in response to global concerns about drug and human trafficking. 

FATFôs membership has expanded over time from 16 to 39 country members today, 

alongside collaboration with affiliated regional organizations and other stakeholders. Its 

mandate has expanded over time as well, incorporating terrorist financing as part of its 

mandate in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. The FATF researches patterns in illicit finance, 

develops global AML standards, reviews countriesô compliance with its standards, and 
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publishes research reports, country reviews, and compliance lists. The FATF thus has 

established itself as the preeminent international AML organization over the last three 

decades through its accumulated expertise (Tsingou 2010; Nance 2015). 

 For international relations scholars, the FATFôs AML standards as well as its 

blacklists and greylists of non-compliant countries exemplify an instance of coercive policy 

diffusion. Whether through general reputational concerns (Sharman 2011) or through the 

withdrawal of access to capital for listed countries (Morse 2022), smaller and lower income 

countries experience pressure from international actors to adopt AML standards including 

BOT laws. For developed democracies, FATF mainly provides a site of international policy 

learning and exchange while applying mild normative and reputational pressure on national 

policymakers, even when the public is ignorant of issues around money laundering (Levi 

2021, 103). However, FATFôs ability to facilitate learning or to inflict shame onto 

developed democracies into adopting BOT laws is limited across several dimensions. 

 The first dimension is through FATFôs various evaluation mechanisms itself. FATF 

has member countries engage both self-evaluations and an ongoing mutual evaluation 

process to assess their compliance with its standards. The publication of poor mutual 

evaluations offers domestic civil society groups a ready-made focusing event to call out 

their governments for not making progress on BOT (Interview 12, 14, 17, 31, 38, 42). But 

domestic policymakers did not think FATFôs assessments offered useful information for 

reforming their countryôs AML system. Technically they knew what needed to be done; 

politically they knew domestic business opposition presented the biggest obstacle. FATF 

has stronger mechanisms to induce enforcement through its blacklist and greylist, where 

MNCs and financial institutions respond to countriesô inclusion on these lists by reducing 
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or withdrawing their investments in listed countries (Morse 2022). But domestic and 

international actors alike agree that the FATF would never consider putting countries like 

the UK, US, Canada, and Australia on one of these lists (Interview 14, 34).  

These countries are unlikely to be put on a FATF noncompliance list because 

historically FATF has been dominated by the interests of major Western countries. 

Researchers have long argued that the global AML regime has been tailored particularly to 

the geopolitical interests of the United States and the United Kingdom. The compromises 

reached under this global regime: 

ñled to the creation of AML-focused bodies that rarely challenged the interests of 

those nations who were complicit in the establishment and maintenance of secrecy 

havens, and in so doing, elevated the role of bankers to criminal law policy makers 

while minimising the role of international law enforcement bodies such as 

Interpol.ò (Young and Woodiwiss 2021, 72). 

 

These limitations have continued to the present day. Reporting by an AML news 

organization in January 2023 found that a FATF proposal to expand the number of criteria 

that would have triggered extra monitoring by the International Cooperation Review Group 

(ICRG) within FATF was ultimately not adopted. Britain supported expanding the 

monitor-triggering criteria, while the US, Canada, and Australia opposed its expansion. 

The US specifically would have triggered extra monitoring from the ICRG in 2016 for 

failing to implement BOT standards (Koos 2023). The ICRG dropped a requirement where 

failure to comply with BOT standards would trigger extra scrutiny as well. Ultimately, 

domestic self-interests and influence of countries like the US have won out within FATF 

even as they have strengthened their BOT standards over time. 

 The second dimension is through FATF acting as an authoritative expert voice on 

global AML standards (Tsingou 2010; Nance 2015). National policymakers listen to and 
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implement FATFôs recommendations because they employ field experts and have 

accumulated credibility advising on AML issues through their research, reporting, and 

hiring practices. Yet the FATFôs standards and negative mutual evaluations mattered less 

to national policymakers than the positions and evidence provided to them by domestic 

interest groups. Politicians know that ñthere are more stakeholders than FATFò (Interview 

1) in determining the best practices for a specific country and how to appease different 

interest groups. For instance, politicians were sensitive to the differences in the legal 

traditions of their countries, with lawyersô associations in all four countries resisting efforts 

to be included under the AML regime and to report BO information. Domestic politicians 

cared more about how BOT would affect various domestic actors, valuing the input 

provided by their national law enforcement and business communities rather than what 

international regulators had to say (Interview 8, 13, 21, 23). FATFôs expertise came up 

against domestic expertise and political considerations. 

The third dimension is through FATF offering a site for policy learning across 

transnational advocacy and expert networks by facilitating information exchange and 

strategy coordination for advancing AML reforms (Seabrooke and Wigan 2016; Hearson 

2018; Berliner, Ingrams and Piotrowski 2022). But this collaboration was not decisive in 

domestic policymaking without domestic industry group support. The domestic regulators 

and other experts who attend FATF plenaries remained relatively consistent, allowing them 

to make connections and cultivate relationships over time: ñall the same people go the same 

meetings, and they have the same ultimate objectivesò (Interview 6).  

On the other hand, these durable transnational relationships shut out or limited the 

input from outsider civil society groups who sought to influence the standards setting 
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process. The FATF Secretariat took meetings with civil society advocates but did not 

integrate their policy recommendations into FATF standards in the late 2000s and early 

2010s (Interview 37, 41). Moreover, FATF sometimes did not consult with civil society 

groups when conducting their country reviews, suggesting limited influence outside of the 

standards-setting process as well (Interview 30). Coalition building and policy learning 

between government officials and civil society groups was therefore comparatively limited 

around FATF itself. Taken together, the FATF lacked the capacity to coerce developed 

democracies into adopting AML reforms like BOT, domestic policymakers viewed FATF 

as a secondary source of information about legal standards and best practices, and civil 

society advocates were shut out of pushing their standards-setting to recommend free, 

public, central BOT registers. 

The Open Government Partnership (OGP) 

 In contrast to the formal organizational structure of the FATF, the OGP started in 

2011 as a transnational platform giving governments and civil society actors a space to 

work collaboratively on a range of government transparency initiatives. The OGP began 

with eight founding governments and has expanded to 76 countries as of 2023, along with 

hundreds of local governments and thousands of civil society organizations. Member 

countries work with domestic civil society groups and local governments to submit 

National Action Plans outlining the open government reforms they will  undertake in the 

following two years. Each member country and outside assessors review how well the 

government lived up to its promises in the previous action plan prior to its next one. Unlike 

FATF working primarily with member state bureaucrats and policy experts to develop 

international AML standards, OGP works primarily with domestic interest groups to co-
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develop national reform agendas across a range of open government and transparency 

issues. Thus domestic interest groups have much greater input and ability to shape the 

governmentôs agenda around corporate transparency laws. 

For this explanation, researchers like Berliner, Piotrowski, and Ingrams (2022) 

have argued that voluntary, flexible, participatory, and iterative international initiatives like 

the OGP can shape domestic open government and other transparency reforms. These 

features of the OGP enable incremental changes to accumulate over long periods into major 

reforms that would have been unthinkable a decade or two prior (7). Berliner, Piotrowski, 

and Ingrams further argue that membership in international initiatives like the OGP 

generate not only direct pathways to ensure policy compliance with OGP commitments, 

but also indirect pathways to influence long-term policymaking such as creating norms, 

opportunities, and coalitions for policy entrepreneurs over time (see Figure 15).  

 

Figure 17: (In)d irect Pathways to Transnational Impact on Domestic Policy 

(Berliner, Piotrowski, and Ingrams 2022, 17) 

 

For instance, in 2019 the OGP provided an opportunity to domestic civil society groups by 

convening the first Beneficial Ownership Leadership Group comprised of eight countries 
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(including the UK, which joined in 2021) ñto drive the global policy shift towards free, 

open beneficial ownership data.ò The creation of a dedicated space to share policy models, 

develop linkages, and generate opportunities among domestic policy entrepreneurs about 

BOT exemplifies all three of these indirect pathways. 

There is some evidence of these three indirect pathways across all four cases. 

Countriesô announcements of their OGP National Action Plans every two years gave BOT 

campaigners an opportunity to raise the issue with government officials for inclusion in the 

next action plan and to bring media attention to it again (Berliner, Piotrowski, and Ingrams 

2022, 157). The OGP summits offered a focusing event to generate policy momentum, and 

for some activists, the summits were more effective at increasing issue salience among 

policymakers than the action plan announcements (Interview 31). For example, the 

#endsnowwashing coalition in Canada leveraged the 2019 OGP Summit in Ottawa to 

advance their domestic campaign, which demonstrated the OGPôs ability to provide 

opportunities, to increase domestic linkages, and to advance a policy model. Although the 

summit did not lead to immediate policy change in Canada, it strengthened the cross-

sectoral coalition and focused policymaker attention on BOT. 

Nevertheless, the OGP process had varying success in empowering civil society 

groups and persuading policymakers to prioritize BOT on the domestic policy agenda. The 

UK did not include BOT in its 2011 action plan but did include it in its 2013 plan, thanks 

to Prime Minister Cameronôs earlier commitment and London being the host of the OGP 

Summit that year. While the US included BOT in every OGP action plan it has proposed 

since 2011, the government took ten years to follow through on its commitment. Canada 

has not included BOT in its action plans. Australia included BOT in its 2016 action plan 
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but dropped the commitment from its 2018 plan. Overall, policy advocates viewed the OGP 

as a ñsoft leverò (Interview 24) partner that they worked with when it was useful, but they 

saw the OGP itself as not being instrumental to advancing domestic reforms (Interview 

30). In sum, OGP membership did generate indirect pathways for impact on BOT 

commitments but led to few concrete commitments and compliance from governments.13 

Domestic civil society groups needed at least some domestic business support in addition 

to their policy entrepreneurship activities to be successful. 

The Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI) 

Like the OGP, the EITI is another transnational multistakeholder group comprised 

of member governments, civil society groups, and both firms and industry groups formed 

in 2003. The impetus for the EITIôs formation was similar to the Tax Justice Network and 

the Open Government Partnership, with a focus on the association between conflict, 

corruption, and poverty in oil, gas, and mining projects worldwide and how greater 

transparency could remedy these issues. Since 2003, the EITI has expanded its 

membership, refined and expanded its extractive transparency standards, and secured 

commitments from member countries to implement those standards in domestic legislation. 

Canadaôs passage of the EITI standards into domestic law in December 2014 exemplifies 

the success of this transnational group in supporting domestic reforms. 

In relation to BOT, the EITI adopted a new standard in May 2013 recommending 

that implementing countries maintain a publicly available register of the beneficial owners 

of the corporate entities that bid for, operate, or invest in extractive assets. It also requires 

 
13 A similar claim can be made about the Financial Transparency Coalition as another transnational network 

with state and civil society membership. There were few references in primary source documentation, media 

reporting, and in the interviews conducted that referenced the FTC as an influential factor in determining 

BOT adoption in all four cases, even as it sought to be a site for transnational learning and coordination. 



 295 

that all state-owned enterprises disclose their level of beneficial ownership in oil, gas, and 

mining companies operating within the country. The 2016 and 2019 standards reaffirmed 

this commitment to increasing BOT in the extractives sector. Several countries like Nigeria 

leveraged the EITI process to secure BOT in the extractives sector with the hopes that it 

would be a springboard for a universal national BOT law. The EITI thus provided another 

transnational multistakeholder forum offering both direct and indirect pathways of change 

akin to the OGP (Berliner, Piotrowski, and Ingrams 2022). 

Like the FATF and OGP standards, EITI member countries could make 

commitments to adopt the EITI standards without the expectation of any sanctioning or 

enforcement mechanisms to ensure they kept their commitment. Domestic organizing, such 

as the Canadian campaign relying on a cross-sectoral domestic coalition of government, 

industry and civil society groups to adopt its law, was necessary for policy change. 

Moreover, the adoption of extractives transparency laws should have shifted domestic 

interest group preferences in the oil, gas, and mining industries in the countries that adopted 

the standard. Yet unlike in the financial, accounting, legal, and real estate industries, the 

extractives industriesô main competitors are international rather than domestic. Expanding 

BOT requirements would not necessarily level the playing field for them by harmonizing 

regulatory requirements. Civil society groups also viewed the EITI as a ñsoft leverò 

(Interview 13, 24), and extractives companies were mostly unwilling to expend political 

capital lobbying in favor of a national BOT law even when they were EITI members 

themselves. While the EITI offered additional indirect pathways for reform ï particularly 

in Canada and Australia ï like the OGP, the policy entrepreneurship activities were driven 

by domestic civil society groups outside of the EITI and OGP groups. 



 296 

Policy Spillovers: Cross-National Rule Layering 

The final argument related to international pressures comes from the historical 

institutionalism literature in international relations, where overlapping rules create 

opportunities for actors in transnational networks to form alliances to advance alternative 

institutional agendas (Farrell and Newman 2014, 2015). Domestic policy preferences are 

not solely the outcome of national-level policy battles; rather, they are the result of 

bargaining among the relevant actors both within and between states. One example of this 

dynamic arose between the UK and the US: 

ñMore importantly, the UK came up with their public registry of beneficial 

ownership, which took effect in 2016... People said like, óOh, the world is going 

to end if we know who the beneficial owners are at these companies.ô The UK 

goes ahead anyway and, guess what, the world didn't end at allò (Interview 3). 

 

Patterns of policy convergence or divergence are thus explained by a combination of rule 

overlap, opportunity structures, and power asymmetries following the ñnew 

interdependence approachò (Farrell and Newman 2014). 

For the countries examined in this dissertation, the adoption of BOT laws largely 

did not follow this pattern. National regulatory actors did have access to cross-national 

forums like FATF and the OGP, but few sought to build durable alliances with their 

counterparts in relevant jurisdictions to advance a reform agenda for BOT (Farrell and 

Newman 2015, 499). Many domestic regulators themselves did not want to adopt BOT 

laws, particularly those in the business departments in the UK, Canada, and Australia and 

from the side of the US Treasury not focused on financial crimes. Regulators in finance 

departments were often split, while those in law enforcement consistently supported BOT 

and assisted civil society groupsô efforts to get BOT onto the policy agenda. In addition, 

the heads of these departments sometimes favored greater corporate transparency but not 
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the rank-and-file bureaucrats and vice versa. UK business minister Vince Cable supported 

BOT, while Canadian finance minister Bill Morneau opposed it. Collectively these ongoing 

preference divisions undermined the national regulatorôs presentation of a unified position 

at the international level and limited their ability to cultivate cross-national relationships to 

increase pressure on domestic politicians in the cases examined.  

Domestic and transnational civil society groups also had limited access to 

international forums to influence international standards setting processes by FATF in the 

late 2000s and early 2010s. As discussed previously, domestic and transnational civil 

society advocates were largely shut out of the international standards-setting processes and 

reviews of the implementation of those standards. These groups had limited input into the 

content of the rules themselves through successive rounds of standards-setting, and once 

states began implementing some of the rules, they were often not consulted about how well 

the government had followed through on its commitments.  

These limits are reflected in the strategies of civil society groups and their coalitions 

prioritizing domestic rather than international policy campaigns through the 2010s. In other 

words, ñcollective actors who have low relative access to the relevant cross-national forums 

but who wish to overturn existing domestic institutions will challenge these institutions 

more or less as comparativist historical institutionalists expect them toò (Farrell and 

Newman 2014, 349). BOT laws in the UK, the US, Canada, and Australia follow this 

pattern: limited civil society group access coupled with regulator access (undermined by 

their preference divisions) at the international level produced a mostly domestic 

policymaking process for challenging the status quo around BOT. Other corporate 
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transparency initiatives may exhibit different characteristics where domestic regulators and 

civil society are able form transnational alliances that influence politics in other countries.  

In summary, international commitments do not necessarily generate meaningful 

domestic policy momentum for corporate transparency laws. Coercion through 

international organizations like FATF, OGP, and EITI was not possible, and these IOs were 

limited in offering resources like focusing events and authoritative expertise that domestic 

civil society groups could wield effectively in domestic policymaking. Other international 

institutions have struggled to secure policy change from its members as well. The G20 

countries committed to the High Level Principles on Beneficial Ownership Transparency 

in 2014, and several countries still have not adopted a BOT law. The 27 EU member states 

were supposed to transpose an EU directive into domestic law creating central registries of 

beneficial ownership by the end of 2017 under the EUôs AMLD4. Several countries did 

not meet this timeline and to this day have not amended their laws. The final alternative 

explanation also relates to overlapping rules, but within a domestic context rather than an 

international one. 

Federalism: Sub-National Political Pressures 

The final alternative explanation comes primarily from comparative politics and 

relates to sub-national competition in federal political systems. The United States and 

Canada are federal systems with subnational units that allow for business incorporations at 

that level.14 Various (il)licit actors seek to exploit opportunities for regulatory arbitrage at 

the subnational level and to entrench the status quo of maintaining corporate secrecy. 

Criminals themselves may directly attempt to maintain the current rules, or the firms and 

 
14 Australia used to allow both federal and state-level incorporation. Since the early 1980s, has only 

allowed federal-level incorporations. 
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industries who benefit from these rules attempt to do so. It is often easier to try to influence 

lower levels of government rather than the federal level as well since it requires fewer 

resources and time to lobby subnational politicians and bureaucrats. This explanation 

would postulate that federal systems are less likely to adopt or to be late adopters of 

corporate transparency laws like BOT because entrenched subnational interest groups 

obstruct national policymaking. 

There is some evidence to support this alternative explanation. Particularly in the 

US, business interest groups from the state of Delaware proved to be the biggest obstacle 

to a national BOT law for nearly a decade. Legislators and state officials from Delaware 

argued against various proposed BOT laws and hired lobbyists on their behalf as well ï 

until major business interest groups with substantial operations in Delaware came out in 

favor of it. Similar, though less vociferous, provincial-level opposition was present in 

Canada as well. Subnational policymakers and interest groups cited privacy issues and 

concerns about an unfunded national mandate that would stretch subnational resources thin 

in trying to implement these new regulations. 

Still, subnational governments can be sites of either business capture or policy 

innovation. The original model law developed by the Universal Law Commission in the 

late 2000s was intended to create state-level consensus and harmonization around BOT 

across the US. The Washington, DC city council adopted a 2018 BOT law requiring that 

any corporation, LLC, or LP registered to do business in DC to disclose any beneficial 

owners with 10 percent or greater ownership or control and went into effect in 2020. 

Although these bills were proposed after the adoption of the US federal law, New York 

state legislators adopted a BOT law in June 2023. California state legislators proposed a 
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2021 bill that would require landlords to disclose their beneficial ownership. In Canada, 

Quebec and British Columbia went ahead with their own provincial-level registers for land 

ownership and beneficial ownership in the late 2010s. On the other hand, Ontario dragged 

its feet on a consultation for a BOT register, while New Brunswickôs loophole of allowing 

non-resident directors to conceal beneficial ownership and resistance to BOT laws remains 

well-known. Civil society groups in both the US and Canada attempted to leverage 

subnational policy momentum and translate it into national policymaking. 

When subnational units do change their laws, industry groups respond. Industries 

generally prefer within-country regulatory harmonization to reduce costs and to level the 

playing field compared to rival industries (Gjølberg 2011, Kennard 2020, Perlman 2020, 

Moehlecke 2021). Climate policy researchers have found that business actors respond to 

regulatory consequences at the subnational level, and states have agency to change these 

regulations to produce these consequences. Meckling and Nahm (2021) argue that states 

have agency in (de)mobilizing interest groups and in changing their preferences or their 

level of influence, with higher capacity states being more successful at obtaining their 

preferences. Meckling and Trachtman (2022) also find that state-level policies in the US 

change firm preferences to support more stringent national-level legislation to avoid future 

costs and to level the playing field.  

A similar dynamic is observable in some firm-level preferences around BOT laws. For 

instance, the Corporation Services Company (CSC) based in Delaware is the largest US 

incorporation service provider and actively supported the adoption of the strongest BOT 

law and regulations possible in the US. CSC publicly stated their support in their comments 

on FinCENôs proposed BOT rules. They argued the BOT regulations: 
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ñshould provide for a level playing field to ensure that the industry is not unfairly 

divided into a world of 'winners' and 'losers' by virtue of a regulation that threats those 

performing the same function differentlyò (FINCEN-2021-0005-0146, 2). 

 

Through the Corporation Services Company supports a strong BOT law in part to avoid 

being included wholesale under the US AML regime, this provision would undermine their 

smaller competitors both within and outside of the state. Both industry group support and 

willingness to lobby at the federal level are shaped by subnational rule changes that feed 

into civil society groupôs policy entrepreneurship. 

Discussion 

Through reviewing the qualitative evidence collected and how well it supports these 

competing explanations, I can discount these three alternatives of as the primary factor that 

explains both the within and cross-case variation around the adoption of BOT laws in the 

US, UK, Canada, and Australia. I do not claim that these alternative explanations were 

entirely absent, or that certain mechanisms associated with these explanations were not 

occurring at all. Rather, I suggest that these alternatives were secondary or tertiary factors 

that compelled policymakers to adopt BOT laws across country cases. This dissertationôs 

alternative theory of corporate transparency lock-in explicates an underexamined causal 

process that can lead to more corporate transparency laws in domestic and international 

politics. The following and final chapter further discusses the theoretical, empirical, and 

methodological contributions of this dissertation. 
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Chapter 9: Conclusion 

This dissertation has examined the factors contributing to adoption of corporate 

transparency laws like beneficial ownership transparency, evaluating why some business 

actors support these laws and how business interest groups shape the adoption of 

international corporate transparency standards. Yet after the adoption of BOT laws, 

governments have experienced varying degrees of pushback from domestic actors about 

these new transparency rules. The European Union adopted a BOT law requiring its 

member states to adopt central BOT registers as part of the AMLD4 in May 2015. Previous 

extensions of its AML information collection rules led to some lobbying pressure from 

regulated industries and transparency advocates in favor of BOT laws as observed in the 

UK, US, and Canadian cases. In the wake of the Panama Papers, the EU updated this 

mandate to require public registers as part of the AMLD5 adopted in June 2018. In 

November 2022, the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) ruled that public 

access to central government-run beneficial ownership registers contradicts the EU Charter 

of Fundamental Human rightsô provisions on respect for private life and the protection of 

personal data. Countries would need to revise their BOT laws to restrict public access. 

Within two weeks of the ruling, government authorities in Luxembourg, the 

Netherlands, Ireland, Austria, Belgium, Malta, Cyprus, and Germany took down or 

restricted access to their beneficial ownership registries. Several other EU countries, such 

as Slovakia and Denmark, kept their registries publicly accessible after the ruling. The EU 

took down its beneficial ownership registers interconnection system (aka BORIS) in March 

2023 in response to the CJEU ruling. The European Commission and European Parliament 

responded by drafting the AMLD6 to provide access to beneficial ownership information 
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for journalists, civil society organizations, and academics in line with the ruling. The 

Parliamentôs 2023 proposal includes greater information access and a broader scope than 

the Commissionôs July 2021 proposal for BOT though. This directive is in the process of 

being reconciled and finalized within the EU as of June 2023. 

Although the CJEU recognized that there are legitimate public interests in accessing 

beneficial ownership information that outweigh individual privacy concerns, and the EU 

responded swiftly with legislation to assure access for media and civil society actors, this 

decision dealt a blow to BOT advocates worldwide. Successive EU AML directives 

provided a model for public, centralized access to beneficial ownership data that advocates 

in smaller, developing countries leveraged in their policy entrepreneurship to make the case 

for similar legislation in their respective countries. The US BOT campaign is contending 

with a similar blow by a case filed in the Northern District Court of Alabama in November 

2022 referencing individual privacy and interstate commerce issues.  

In response, US civil society groups have continued to rely on their cross-sectoral 

coalition to influence later FinCEN rulemakings and to head off the legal challenge. The 

FACT Coalition solicited a letter from global civil society groups in March 2023 

underscoring broad agreement around the final rulemakings for its BOT law: ñwe share the 

concern of our civil society allies in the U.S., as well as prominent Senators and private 

sector and law enforcement groups, that leaving such an option in place would make a 

mockery of this landmark anti-money laundering law.ò The American Banker published a 

joint opinion piece from the head of FACT and the head of the Bank Policy Institute quoted 

in Chapter 1 to highlight the unusually high degree of consensus among unlikely partners 

in the press. A bipartisan letter from 12 Congressmembers in April 2023 reiterated these 
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points and reinforced how limited collection of beneficial owner information undermines 

Congressional intent. Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen also announced a commitment 

between the US and twenty foreign governments to enhance BOT. FinCEN is currently 

revising its proposed BOT reporting form after it was panned by regulated industry and 

civil society groups for effectively allowing businesses to opt out of reporting through 

claiming they are unable to obtain the required information. 

It remains unclear, however, how long this type of strange coalition can sustain its 

mutualistic relations where business and civil society groups both benefit after corporate 

transparency laws are adopted. I highlight the resource and network benefits to civil society 

groups and the reputational benefits to business interest groups as the bonds that keep 

strange coalitions together. Such public-private initiatives allow business interests to 

benefit from the legitimacy of their public partners (Thrall 2021). After adoption, however, 

the civil society members of the coalition may face an increased risk of business co-

optation. The US BOT coalition is likely experiencing these pressures as of this writing, 

even if they did have greater influence over the first BOT rulemaking. Business groups 

also may propose transparency as an alternative to stronger, more direct standards, such as 

rules related to slavery in global supply chains (LeBaron and R¿hmkorf 2019). Rather than 

opposing new public regulation proposals outright, business interest groups support weaker 

or hybrid rules instead. 

While this dissertation has provided suggestive evidence that cross-sectoral 

coalitions continue to exist and to have influence after the passage of corporate 

transparency laws, it has not attempted to explain domestic-level variation in the strength 

and enforcement of corporate transparency laws. Future research should consider the 
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expectations of the corporate transparency lock-in theory and how they impact variation 

across these outcomes. Countries where more industries must collect information may have 

stronger corporate transparency laws on paper and/or more effective implementation in 

practice because governments experience greater pressure from more interest groups to 

follow through on their policy promises. For instance, in the UK civil society groups and 

businesses quickly identified major flaws in its BOT registry, such as the increased use of 

Scottish limited partnerships since they were exempt from the law and the submission of 

ñgarbageò information due to the absence of validation and verification mechanisms. The 

government corrected many, but not all, of these issues within a short timeframe. With 92 

jurisdictions now having some version of a BOT law on the books ï and with 58 of those 

laws being adopted since 2018 ï testing variation in strength on paper may be more feasible 

than enforcement in practice over the next few years. 

More broadly, this dissertation demonstrates theoretical, methodological, and 

empirical contributions to the comparative politics, international relations, and public 

policy literatures. For theoretical contributions, I conceptualize transparency differently 

than previous social science research by separating information collection and information 

dissemination as two distinguishable components of transparency. Countries often adopt 

laws and regulations requiring the former without necessarily requiring the latter. By 

disaggregating information collection and dissemination, I develop a theory that explains 

both the source of variation in businessô corporate transparency policy preferences and 

their willingness to lobby for these policies. This middle-range theory is sufficiently 

abstract to test extensions to other policy areas beyond money laundering and to other 

institutional contexts such as developing countries or to regional organizations like the EU. 
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As an exploratory example for additional policy areas and institutional contexts, 

recent social media platform transparency laws appear to follow the process of corporate 

transparency lock-in. The (non)adoption of these laws after the leak of Frances Haugenôs 

Facebook Files varied between the US and the EU and followed the theorized expectations 

despite high public issue salience. Existing EU platform privacy and data collection 

regulations prior to the Facebook Files constituted a pre-existing broadening of its social 

media information collection rules, mandating that platforms gather certain information 

associated with online harms and usersô privacy preferences. The disclosures galvanized 

technology-focused civil society groups into creating a coalition to advocate for platform 

transparency, and some platforms have been supportive of their efforts. In contrast, the 

relatively limited US regulatory regime has undermined civil society groupôs efforts to 

create a formal coalition to advocate for platform transparency, despite legislative 

proposals and several Congressional hearings since 2022. Therefore, following corporate 

transparency lock-in, I would expect EU success and US failure despite high public 

salience and the opening of a window of opportunity in both contexts. 

EU policy change did occur in April 2022 when members reached an agreement on 

the Digital Services Act that included several transparency obligations for social media 

companies. Platforms like YouTube, Reddit, and TikTok have announced increased 

transparency measures responding to this policy change in July 2022 by providing 

structured access to platform data for academic researchers. These initiatives have 

expanded in 2023 to ensure platforms comply with the Digital Services Act. In contrast, 

US policy efforts have stalled despite the introduction of several platform transparency 

bills like the Platform Accountability and Transparency Act. Policy momentum around 
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regulating social media platforms has largely focused on geopolitical issues related to 

foreign firmsô collection and use of data generated by US citizens, such as proposed TikTok 

bans and the RESTRICT Act, as well as growing concerns around artificial intelligence 

and large language models as seen during a May 2023 Senate Judiciary hearing.  

 This dissertation also contributes broadly to literatures on business preferences, 

business power, regulatory compliance, public-private governance, and democratic 

policymaking. Individual firms that voluntarily collect information have incentives to 

support greater transparency via legislation to increase costs for competitors (Gjølberg 

2011; Weirauch, Carodenuto, and Leipold 2022). Information sharing reduces duplication, 

improves the ability to assess risks, and provides returns to scale. Although firm-level 

support likely best explained by whether they have undertaken voluntary CSR obligations 

independent of size and other factors, industry-level support is best explained by mandatory 

information collection rules and their overall impacts on the industry. 

Likewise, this dissertation underscores the role of regulation in encouraging further 

action on major policy issues, much like research on the role of industrial policy in 

encouraging meaningful supply chain oversight and climate action (Meckling et al. 2015). 

Recent studies of labor and environmental oversight in supply chains (Evans 2020; 

Gustafsson, Schilling-Vacaflor, and Lenschow 2022; Weihrauch, Carodenuto, and Leipold 

2022; Kolcava, Smith, Bernauer 2023) and of climate-related policies like illegal logging 

(Leipold, Sotirov, Frei, and Winkel 2016) observe similar lock-in dynamics. Stricter 

regulations for some actors create changes in investment patterns and demands for 

additional regulation, whether to level the playing field or to harmonize existing rules. 

Increasing information disclosure providers a regulatory entry point for iterative policy 
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developments, especially in ñstickyò policy areas such as global sustainability, and the 

public generally supports increasing disclosures (Kolcava, Smith, Bernauer 2023). Hence 

policymakers can ñentrench and build existing interests via targeted sector specific 

policies; exploit inter-industry and intra-industry divisions; and shift existing interests with 

policies that induce changes in industry investment and structureò to encourage support for 

policy change (Downie 2017, 583). Legally mandated disclosure (Fung, Graham, and Weil 

2007) offers an effective strategy to accelerate policy change in the public interest.  

Domestic policymakers have unknowingly engaged in these tactics of shifting 

interest group preferences and exploiting industry divisions around AML policy. Although 

the choice of information collection rules was largely a reactive choice rather than a 

strategic decision over the last thirty years, policymakers have increasingly turned to 

regulation as a means of distributional politics. Researchers have observed the increasing 

strategic use of industrial policy to create strange coalitions, such as alliances between 

ñprogressive, left-leaning environmental and digital coalitions with national security hawks 

concerned about a changing geopolitical landscapeò (McNamara 2022). The number of 

coalitions between unusual allies ï from business and good governance groups to 

environmental and national security groups ï is likely to increase in a world of what 

McNamara calls post-neoliberal coalitional politics. Ultimately empowering interest 

groups with a stake in maintaining a reform (Patashnik 2003) produces positive policy 

feedback effects that support its long-term sustainability. 

Lastly, this dissertation contributes an additional case study that approaches policy 

entrepreneurship as a set of activities that vary based on an actorôs positionality (Capano 

and Gallanti 2018, Petridou and Mintrom 2020) rather than as a defined set of attributes 
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and activities defining certain actors. Interest groups, bureaucrats and legislators are 

acutely aware of which entrepreneurship activities are accessible to them based on the 

structural constraints of their position. They will reframe issues, coordinate strategy, and 

build coalitions based on both the resources available to them to engage in these activities 

and their perceived ability to do so as part of their role within the policymaking arena. 

Policy actors across all four countries took actions consciously aware of their positions and 

engaged in different actions over time as their roles changed. Understanding when certain 

actors are empowered to champion transparency offers another fruitful area for research, 

such as a recent study of how well-resourced transportation regulators in California are 

more likely to push for greater transparency around public transit schedules (Ratan et al. 

2023). This approach of understanding policy entrepreneurship as sets of actions rather 

than specific actors who do the same actions enables a more nuanced understanding and 

theorization of its role in influence from domestic policymaking to global standards setting 

beyond corporate transparency laws. 

For methodological contributions, I combine qualitative process tracing with 

quantitative text and regression analysis to test for the proposed mechanisms at different 

stages of the theory. Studying multiple most-similar cases rather than a single-case study 

improves my ability to assess corporate transparency lock-in against the alterative 

explanations. An extension of this research would add more diverse country cases, such as 

Nigeria and Malaysia that have both adopted BOT laws, to test the scope conditions of the 

proposed mechanisms in developing democracies where the influence of scandals and 

crises as well as international organizations is likely greater. Another extension includes 

examining other policy areas, such as social media platforms and ESG initiatives. In 
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addition, existing comparative studies of transparency laws are most often single country 

case studies or large-N cross-national regressions. These studies have largely focused on 

freedom of information, campaign finance, and whistleblower laws that affect governments 

rather than businesses. By taking a medium-N approach and examining four cases over an 

extended period, it increases my confidence in the internal validity of the theory. 

The quantitative analysis in Chapter 7 also contributes specifically to the interest 

group literature by not only examining the extent of information exchange among interest 

groups to collaborate on lobbying, but also testing whether groups that do collaborate have 

greater influence over policy rather than examining one or the other. To my knowledge, no 

other study has tried to assess whether groups with higher degrees of coordination are more 

likely to influence policy in the direction of their preferred outcomes together. This chapter 

questions the measurement strategies of the large-N studies of interest group coordination 

as well, noting that text reuse analyses often find similarities between comments that 

capture mass comment campaigns rather than meaningful interest group coordination. 

Aggregated across dozens of policy issues, researchers may have an inaccurate 

understanding of how much coordination actually occurs among groups in attempting to 

influence proposed laws and rules. The paired text and regression analysis can be replicated 

cross-nationally for comments submitted to governments or transnationally for comments 

submitted to regional or international organizations for other policy issues, such as 

accessing and examining the consultation submissions to the FATF. Currently, there is 

little research on the influence of transnational and domestic interest groups on global 

standards-setting processes using this approach; future work should borrow the research 

methods from the interest group literature to assess their impact on these processes. 
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For empirical contributions, I examine the understudied case of BOT laws across 

four Anglophone countries. With the exception of Findley, Nielson, and Sharmanôs 

successive field experiment about compliance with international norms by asking 

professionals to set up anonymous shell companies and Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyiôs 

ongoing work on whether BOT laws work at reducing certain types of illicit financial 

flows, there is no other research within political science to my knowledge that specifically 

BOT. The tax transparency literature has theorized factors leading to change around the 

ñAò and ñCò ABC tax transparency reforms of automatic exchange of information and 

country-by-country reporting. The AML literature has focused on anti-bribery, anti-

terrorism, and international policy diffusion generally. This dissertation provides evidence 

about this crucial missing case of BOT within international political economy research and 

differs from them by noting the ongoing importance of domestic institutions in shaping 

policy outcomes around illicit financial flows. 

From a policy perspective, a growing body of evidence shows that transparency 

laws require meaningful implementation and enforcement mechanisms for them to work 

as intended. Thrall and Jensen (2022) show the US GASB 77 accounting transparency rule 

change did not change the economic incentives provided by local governments to firms 

considering whether to locate to their area. They suggest that firms had no expectation of 

punishment from either citizens or local politicians for not meeting their obligations. 

Findley, Sharman, and Nielson (2014, 2017) in successive field experiments find that 

neither references to material nor reputational costs deter financial and legal actors from 

setting up anonymous shell companies for suspect actors. Collin, Hollenbach, and 

Szakonyi (2022) show the 2016 US GTO rules had no effect on all-cash purchases for high 
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value real estate where beneficial owners had to be reported. The lack of visible, effective 

enforcement, underinvestment in bureaucratic capacity, the absence of data verification, 

and the structural power of the financial industry all hinder effective beneficial ownership 

transparency laws (Findley, Sharman, and Nielson 2014; Sharman 2017; Collin, 

Hollenbach, and Szakonyi 2022). 

On the other hand, when meaningful implementation and enforcement mechanisms 

are in place, transparency laws begin to work as their designers intended. A follow-up study 

of the UKôs beneficial ownership registry about a new law that requires foreign companies 

report the real owners of UK property finds that new property purchases from tax havens 

declined almost immediately afterward (Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyi 2023). Though 

they do not test specifically why these purchases declined, they posit that the UKôs public 

register increases the risk of detection by both government and civil society actors. Others 

find little to no evidence of regulatory arbitrage to get around automatic exchange of 

information requirements; they assume illicit actors are concerned about possible future 

enforcement (Ahrens, Hakelberg, and Rixen 2020). Donor and development aid 

organizations have better project outcomes when independent appeals processes exist to 

request information from these organizations (Honig, Lall, and Parks 2022). Ultimately 

governments, businesses, and civil society groups alike must think holistically about 

developing and maintaining implementation and enforcement mechanisms as corporate 

transparency laws spread worldwide. 
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Appendix A: Supplementary Information, Interview  Data and FOI Requests 

 

QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEWS WITH BOT POLICYMAKERS 
 

Thank you for agreeing to this interview. As you know, I am writing a dissertation on the 
political origins of corporate transparency laws: what actors have been doing around 
beneficial ownership transparency, what arguments are used in the policy process, how 
you work with domestic and international actors, and so on. This interview will take about 
one hour, and it will be very valuable in helping scholars develop a better understanding 
of your role in the law and policy-making process. 
 
Before we begin, I would like to remind you to take a moment to ensure you are 
comfortable and ready for our conversation. This includes being in a private space when 
possible and making sure your internet connection is secure and stable. It also includes 
reminding you not to share anything that would place you at legal risk and to refrain from 
using specific names of individuals as much as possible. Lastly, I will send you a de-
identified transcript of our conversation to verify its accuracy. I recommend sending this 
transcript to a non-work related email to add another layer of confidentiality and privacy. 
Please let me know what email you would like me to send the transcript to before the 
end of our conversation: ________________. 
 
Do you have any questions before we start? Okay, then letôs get started. 
 
For all: 
 

¶ What is your connection to beneficial ownership transparency (BOT) legislation? 
How does it relate to your day-to-day professional life? 

 

¶ What objectives were you and others like you trying to accomplish around BOT, and 
what type of action did you taking to make that happen? 

 

¶ What are the fundamental argument(s) you used to try to convince people why it is 
important to (not) have BOT regulation / BOT law? 

 

¶ What impediments did you face in achieving your objectives on this issue - in other 
words, who or what is standing in your way? What were they doing, and what kinds 
of arguments did they make? 
 

¶ What are some differences you have observed in this issue area over time? What 
has changed and what has stayed the same? 
 

¶ For UK: Initially the government under Cameron proposed its BOT law in 2013 
and passed it in 2015. Since then, there have been a series of amendments to 
the BOT law. What were the battles on this issue at each stage? 

 

¶ For US: Initially BOT was proposed as a Treasury regulatory change in 2010, 
which took until 2016 to agree on final rules that were fully implemented in 2018. 
Similarly, there have been several House and Senate bills since 2008, with a 
BOT law passing in 2021 over a presidential veto. What were the battles on this 
issue at each stage? 
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¶ Which actor(s) should be held responsible for BOT? The government, financial 
institutions, private companies, someone else? Why? 

 

¶ Beneficial ownership in some way gets at one of the core ideas of the modern 
economy ï ownership and property rights. How should government legislate around 
the issue of the relationship between states and markets for issues like BOT? 

 

¶ What have you observed / what do you expect about the government drafting, 
implementing, and enforcing BOT rules? How do you expect this to change in the 
future? 

 

¶ Before we finish up, can you tell me about yourself and how you came to work here? 
 

¶ Is there anything else you think I should know or that I forgot to ask about? Is there 
anyone else I should talk to? 

 
 

¶ For NGOs (non-profits, think tanks, etc.): 
 

¶ How are your government relations functions organized? 
 

¶ Who are (were) you in most regular contact with about BOT, both inside and outside 
of government? 

 

¶ How would (does) beneficial ownership transparency change your work? What would 
it enable you to do that you cannot currently do? What would it stop you from doing? 

 
 
For lawmakers and their staffs: 
 

¶ How did you come to learn about this issue? What does (did) your personal 
involvement around this issue look like? 
 

¶ Who are (were) you in most regular contact with about this issue, both inside and 
outside of government? 

 

¶ What do you think BOT would do for a) your constituents, b) your country, and c) the 
world? 

 
 
For government bureaucrats: 
 

¶ Who are you in most regular contact with about this issue, both inside and outside of 
government? 

 

¶ How would having BOT change your work? What would it enable you to do that you 
cannot currently do? What would it stop you from doing? 
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¶ What would / does beneficial ownership transparency change about global financial 
flows? What other spillover effects would it have? 

 
 
For corporate actors (banks, consulting firms, accounting firms, real estate, etc.): 
 

¶ How is your profession organized? How are you trained what guidance is provided, 
and how much are these issues prioritized around AML, CDD, BOT? 

 

¶ How are your government relations functions organized? 
 

¶ Who are you in most regular contact with about this issue, both inside and outside of 
government? 

 

¶ How would having BOT change your work? What would it enable you to do that you 
cannot currently do? What would it stop you from doing? 

 
 
For other experts and academics: 
 

¶ In your opinion, what have been the most successful efforts in support of / in 
opposition to BOT in the US/UK/Australia/Canada/EU? 

 

¶ What would / does BOT change about global financial flows? What other spillover 
effects would it have? 
 

¶ What other changes would need to be made to tackle anonymous shell companies? 
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Informed Consent for Participation in a Research Study 

 

Title: The Political Origins of Corporate Transparency 

IRB #: NCR191995 

Principal Investigator: Stephen Kaplan, PhD 

Version Date: July 2021 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction Dr. Stephen Kaplan 

of the Department of Political Science at George Washington University, undertaken by 

doctoral candidate Elizabeth Meehan. Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. 

Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contacting Elizabeth 

Meehan, Co-Principal Investigator, at emeehan@gwu.edu.  

 

The purpose of the study is to understand the policymaking process surrounding 

corporate transparency laws. There are no risks or benefits associated with participating 

in this research beyond those of daily life. Your participation will, however, help scholars 

and policymakers learn about the ways that corporate transparency policies are made in 

certain countries and how this process has evolved over time.  

 

If you choose to participate in this study, the co-investigator will ask you a series of 

questions related to the corporate transparency policymaking process. The total amount 

of time you will spend in connection with this study is around one hour. You may refuse 

to answer any of the questions, and you may stop your participation in this study at any 

time.  

 

Every effort will be made to keep your information confidential; however, this cannot be 

guaranteed. Your personally identifiable information collected will be coded using a 

unique ID number or a pseudonym. The coded lists are only accessible to the research 

team. The data that has your personally identifiable information will be kept separately 

from the rest of your data. The only time identifiable information (your email address) 

will be directly linked to your responses is when the research team emails you a copy of 

the de-identified transcript for review of its accuracy. 

 

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at (202) 994-2715, can 

provide further information about your rights as a research participant. 
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Please select which options you prefer for your participation. You must select one option 

in each section: 

 

Section 1 ς Data Recording 

 

 Your responses will be recorded in audio and in writing. Your responses will be kept 

confidential; only the researchers will have access to them. If results of this research study 

are reported in books, journals, or at scientific meetings, you will not be named or 

identified.  

 

 Your responses will be recorded in writing but will not be audio recorded. Your 

responses will be kept confidential; only the researchers will have access to them. If 

results of this research study are reported in books, journals, or at scientific meetings, you 

will not be named or identified.  

 

Section 2 ς Use in Future Research 

 

 You consent for your de-identified information to be used by the researchers for 

future scholarly work beyond this study. 

 

 You do not consent for your de-identified information to be used by the researchers 

for future scholarly work beyond this study. 

 

 

 

Your signature is not required as an additional layer of protection, and your consent is 

implied if you check the required boxes and proceed with the interview. This consent 

form will be associated with a pseudonym and/or a unique ID number stored separately 

from your personally identifiable information. 

 

 

 

Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again. 
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Study Recruitment Email 

 

Title: The Political Origins of Corporate Transparency 

IRB #: NCR191995 

Principal Investigator: Stephen Kaplan, PhD 

Version Date: June 2021 

  
Subject Line: Participants being sought for a beneficial ownership research study 
 
Email Body: You are invited to participate in a research study. You are receiving this 
email because you are a person who has been involved in policymaking around 
beneficial ownership transparency in recent years. Your email address was obtained 
from an online search of relevant policy actors and/or a recommendation from a policy 
actor who thinks you are an important person to interview to understand the policy 
process. 
 
This study is about the policymaking process around beneficial ownership laws. If you 
take part in this study, you will be interviewed for approximately one hour by co-
investigator Elizabeth Meehan at a date, time, and place mutually agreed upon between 
you and the interviewer. If you are interested in participating or have any questions 
about the study, please email Elizabeth at emeehan@gwu.edu. She will send you a 
consent form for your review, set up the interview with you, and answer any questions 
you may have. 
 
Email is generally not a secure way to communicate sensitive information as there are 
many ways for unauthorized users to access email. You should avoid sending sensitive, 
detailed personal information by email. Email should also not be used to convey 
information of an urgent nature. If you need to talk to someone immediately or would 
prefer not to receive study communication by email, please contact Elizabeth Meehan 
at eight four seven, four three one, seven three four two. You may also respond to this 
email with a preferred alternate email address for future contact. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Elizabeth Meehan 
PhD Candidate | Political Science 
The George Washington University 
NSF Graduate Research Fellow 
  

mailto:emeehan@gwu.edu
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Interview List 

 

Interview 1   Business    August 11, 2021 

Interview 2   Government Official   August 19, 2021 

Interview 3   Government Official   August 13, 2021 

Interview 4   Government Official   September 1, 2021 

Interview 5   Journalist    August 27, 2021 

Interview 6   Civil Society    September 3, 2021 

Interview 7   Business    September 7, 2021 

Interview 8   Civil Society    September 8, 2021  

Interview 9   Government Official   September 16, 2021 

Interview 10   Business    September 21, 2021 

Interview 11   Civil Society    September 24, 2021 

Interview 12   Business    September 27, 2021 

Interview 13    Civil Society    October 12, 2021 

Interview 14   Government Official   October 20, 2021 

Interview 15    Civil Society    October 8, 2021 

Interview 16   Business    September 29, 2021 

Interview 17   Civil Society    October 12, 2021 

Interview 18   Business    October 5, 2021  

Interview 19   Civil Society    November 30, 2021 

Interview 20   Government Official   October 11, 2021  

Interview 21   Civil Society    October 26, 2021 

Interview 22   Civil Society    November 9, 2021 

Interview 23   Civil Society    October 28, 2021 

Interview 24   Civil Society    November 9, 2021 

Interview 25   Journalist    December 2, 2021  

Interview 26   Business    November 11, 2021 

Interview 27   Business    November 12, 2021 

Interview 28   Civil Society    December 6, 2021 

Interview 29   Civil Society    December 7, 2021 

Interview 30   Civil Society    December 8, 2021 

Interview 31   Civil Society    December 9, 2021 

Interview 32   Civil Society    December 16, 2021 

Interview 33   Civil Society    December 21, 2021 

Interview 34   Civil Society    January 6, 2022 

Interview 35   Government Official   January 11, 2022 

Interview 36   Business    January 7, 2022 

Interview 37   Civil Society    January 12, 2022 

Interview 38   Civil Society    January 17, 2022 

Interview 39   Civil Society    January 24, 2022 

Interview 40    Government Official   January 18, 2022  

Interview 41   Civil Society    January 25, 2022 

Interview 42   Business    January 27, 2022 

Interview 43   Business    March 1, 2022 

Interview 44   Journalist    June 24, 2022 
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FOI Requests and Responses 
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November 2020 FACT Letter Signatories 

 

 


