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A B S T R A C T

This paper analyzes the scientific progress of research on fiscal transparency of national governments over
the past 20 years. We explored the inherent and content characteristics of the papers, through a sciento-
metric analysis, and investigated the role of externalities in the general progress and impact of the research.
The number of impactful papers published on this topic can be considered low and we noted the predomin-
ance quantitative studies using external database, predominantly written by American and Spanish authors.
About the role of language on the topic, English-speaking authors published earlier and have the most im-
pactful papers. Also, the increase of papers is correlated with the regulations of Freedom of Information
worldwide, although a low number of papers have specifically analyzed these acts. Finally, the rise of Open
Budget Index data increased the number of papers published, though with less scientific impact. Consid-
ering the relevance of the topic, we propose future research niches to the literature on fiscal transparency,
with different research types and alternative approaches, such as using primary data collection, qualitative
and critical methodologies, in-depth case studies on the internal situation of unexplored countries, and
studies focused on developing countries, mainly from Africa, Asia and Latin America.

©2022 ASEPUC. Published by EDITUM - Universidad de Murcia. This is an open access article under the
CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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Progreso científico de la investigación sobre transparencia fiscal a nivel de los
gobiernos nacionales

R E S U M E N

Este documento analiza el progreso científico de la investigación sobre la transparencia fiscal de los
gobiernos nacionales en los últimos 20 años. Exploramos las características inherentes y de contenido de
los artículos, a través de un análisis cienciométrico, e investigamos el papel de las externalidades en el
progreso general y el impacto de la investigación. El número de artículos con impacto publicados sobre
este tema puede considerarse bajo y notamos el predominio de los estudios cuantitativos que utilizan
bases de datos externas, principalmente escritos por autores estadounidenses y españoles. Sobre el papel
del lenguaje en el tema, los autores de habla inglesa son los pioneros y con los artículos más impactantes.
Además, el aumento de documentos está correlacionado con las regulaciones de acceso a la información
en todo el mundo, aunque un número bajo de documentos ha analizado específicamente su impacto.
Finalmente, el aumento de los datos del Open Budget Index aumentó el número de artículos publicados,
aunque con menos impacto científico. Teniendo en cuenta la relevancia del tema, proponemos futuros
nichos de investigación para la literatura sobre transparencia fiscal, con diferentes tipos de investigación
y enfoques alternativos, como el uso de la recopilación de datos primarios, metodologías cualitativas y
críticas, estudios de casos en profundidad sobre la situación interna de países inexplorados y estudios
centrados en países en desarrollo, principalmente de África, Asia y América Latina.

©2022 ASEPUC. Publicado por EDITUM - Universidad de Murcia. Este es un artículo Open Access bajo la
licencia CC BY-NC-ND (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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1. Introduction

Due to the social concern regarding the control over pub-
lic managers’ initiatives, in which citizens are interested in
obtaining information on the actions implemented by public
entities, fiscal transparency has become a debated many ap-
proaches in the academic agenda (Alt, 2019). Thus, for this
control is necessary the elaboration and disclosure of budgets
and more transparent public balance sheets, which is called
fiscal or budgetary transparency (OECD, 2017).

Conceptually, the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
defines fiscal transparency as the information contained in
public and open access fiscal reports “available to the public
about the government’s fiscal policy-making process”, that
should have the characteristics of “clarity, reliability, fre-
quency, timeliness, and relevance” (International Monetary
Fund, 2018, p. 1). It thus provides a comprehensive view
of government budgets, as well as the outcome of public
policies, stimulating good governance and helping to combat
corruption (International Monetary Fund, 2016).

These characteristics, in turn, tend to help achieve finan-
cial and economic stability through increased budget plan-
ning credibility and market confidence, with better budget
outcomes, lower borrowing costs, and “less creative” account-
ing by governments (Wehner & De Renzio, 2013).

With regard to this fiscal approach to transparency, re-
searchers have presented reflections on financial responsib-
ility in the public sector, highlighting the pressures suffered
by public administrations to disclose high quality informa-
tion, thus achieving sustainable financial equilibrium (Puron-
Cid & Rodríguez Bolívar, 2018). To meet these public sector
accountability and transparency requirements, providing un-
derstandable financial information is a relevant way to ad-
dress social demands (Wang, 2002).

In this sense, fiscal transparency has been a central theme
in debates on international development, with publications
on best practices by important institutions, such as the IMF
and the OECD (International Monetary Fund, 1998, 2007,
2014, 2019; OECD, 2002). However, in the academic liter-
ature there is a higher incidence of transparency studies at
regional and local levels was identified to the detriment of
investigations at the transnational level, a factor considered
surprising (Wehner & De Renzio, 2013) and which motiv-
ates the deepening of discussions involving countries, mainly
after the 2012 IMF call for more research on fiscal transpar-
ency (Arapis & Reitano, 2018).

Previous scientometrics have studied different aspects
about the subject, by different content analysis. Examples
of them, which reviewed the literature from the early 90’s
to 2015, Cucciniello, Porumbescu and Grimmelikhuijsen
(2017) researched government transparency, while De Ren-
zio & Wehner (2017) analyzed fiscal transparency and parti-
cipation in government budgeting.

Also, Alcaide-Muñoz et al. (2017) published an empir-
ical meta-analysis about the factors favoring the disclosure
of public financial information. Sáez-Martín et al. (2017)
published a descriptive analysis of the state of research into
transparency in the public sector between 2005-2014.

However, there was a growth of publications about fiscal
transparency by many relevant institutions in the late 90’s
(Alt, 2019), outstandingly the Code of Good Practices on
Fiscal Transparency in 1998 (International Monetary Fund,
1998).

Thus, considering the predominance of descriptive and
content analysis, and the growing interest in fiscal transpar-
ency by major institutions from the late 1990s, we intended

to fill in these gaps. So, we researched the externalities affect-
ing the scientific impact and progress of the research area in
the last 20 years, in line with some previous scientometric re-
searches from other areas, such as Dragos & Dragos (2013),
Vanclay (2013) and Confraria et al. (2017).

It is relevant to discuss the theme of this research, since
countries’ internal actions to promote transparency at the
subnational level are derived from choices made by national
governments, which internally disseminate the guidance of
international organizations.

So, the purpose of this paper is to analyze the scientific
progress of research on fiscal transparency of national gov-
ernments over the past 20 years. In addition, the specific
objectives are: (i) to describe the current state of research,
exploring the characteristics of published papers and (ii) to
investigate the role of externalities in the general progress
and impact of the research.

For this purpose, we conducted a scientometric analysis of
papers on fiscal transparency of national governments pub-
lished in the past 20 years in journals included in the ISI
Journal Citation Reports (JCR) 2018 database and with avail-
able Journal Impact Factor (JIF).

We intend to add perceptions and propose future research
niches to the literature on fiscal transparency, contributing
with the influence of the externalities on the progress of re-
search, such as the authors’ language and the publications of
Freedom of Information Acts (FOIA) and the Open Budget
Index (OBI). Such investigation with this approach is import-
ant as it can contribute to stakeholders involved in transpar-
ency initiatives – government and society – and to addressing
challenges and problems that make it difficult for open gov-
ernment initiatives to reach their full potential (Attard et al.,
2015).

2. Review of scientometric studies and research ques-
tions

Scientometrics plays an important role in measuring and
evaluating research performance by studying the quantitat-
ive aspects of the science process as a communication system
(Mingers & Leydesdorff, 2015).

In general, we identified that the scientometric studies
have been used recurrently in researches of only some areas.
In the librarian, for example, Atkins (1988) stated the journ-
als were publishing the same subjects over and over and
without any research to back up their claims. To solve this
question, by discovering the past, present or future directions
of the area, the author made a quantitative analysis of the
trends of the subject, using works published between 1975
and 1984 in nine journals in library and information science.

Despite little or no use in certain areas, such works may
have social as well as scientific contributions. Debackere &
Glänzel (2004) exemplify the use of scientometric data by
the Belgian government to allocate public policy resources in
2003, when 93 million was allocated for research at 6 Bel-
gian universities, using data from the web database of Sci-
ence SCI.

In this sense, we identify the existence of some scientomet-
ric studies in the various topics related to the area of public
administration, as pointed out by Sáez-Martín et al. (2017).
Forrester & Watson (1994), for example, sought to under-
stand what editors and editorial boards were looking for in
a public administration journals, finding that, in addition to
rigorous review requirements, top-ranked journals are pub-
lished in the United States.
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Lan & Anders (2000) conducted an analysis of the paradig-
matic views that guide research related to public administra-
tion, arguing in favor of the importance of self-awareness of
academics in the area since it offers a clearer research focus,
a more sensitive sensitivity, refined to recognize anomalies
and a better chance of advancing their theories.

Regarding approaches to specific public administration
themes, there is a range of relevant topics to be discussed
through scientometrics, such as the performance of public en-
tities (Christensen & Gazley, 2008), Public Sector Benchmark-
ing (Braadbaart & Yusnandarshah, 2008), e-government and
transparency (Rodríguez Bolívar et al., 2016), among many
others.

On the topics e-government and transparency, the literature
pointed to the rapid growth of research in these areas (Heeks
& Bailur, 2007; Khan et al., 2011; Sáez-Martín et al., 2017;
Yildiz, 2007), from the advent and popularization of the in-
ternet, according to the evolution of articles pointed out by
Rodríguez Bolívar et al. (2016).

Transparency is a fundamental principle for the consolid-
ation of a democratic state, since it provides society with in-
formation on the management of public resources and the
promotion of accountability. Besides, it allows citizens to
interact and control their political representatives, and con-
sequently to exercise the power of decline them at the end
of the representation cycle, through voting (Zuccolotto &
Teixeira, 2014).

First, about transparency in governments, Alcaide-Muñoz
et al. (2017) presented a meta-analytic review of the em-
pirical studies since the first ones in 1983, looking for the
factors favoring the disclosure of public financial information.
This study shows the variables associated with the disclosure
of public financial information, presenting the importance of
the research context.

Sáez-Martín et al. (2017) analyzed the current state of re-
search into transparency in the public sector, between 2005
and 2014, specifically the questions of mandatory and volun-
tary transparency. From a scientometric and descriptive ana-
lysis, they provided a critical overview of papers published
in JCR journals, finding an increase in the number of stud-
ies in the period, particularly on voluntary transparency, and
identifying future areas of interest.

Alcaide-Muñoz et al. (2014, p. 140) presented a critical
review of the research in information transparency, citizens’
participation and public services delivery, concluding that the
initial studies tended to focus on case analyzes and “high-
lighting the presence of the services offered by government
agencies, as well as the content of the economic-financial
information offered by public administrations through their
web pages”.

Cucciniello et al. (2017) also synthesized the literature on
government transparency, providing a review of 187 studies
on the topic between 1990 and 2015. From the descriptive
results, they outlined an agenda for future research with de-
tailed suggestions on topics and methods still imminent in
the area, such as the need for more investigation about the
contextual conditions and transparency outcomes, studies
with varying methodologies, neglected countries and claims
of transparency by decision makers and managers.

There is a wide use of different theoretical approaches in
the papers on transparency, mainly in the context of public
administration. García-Tabuyo et al. (2017, p. 355), for ex-
ample, pointed out the theories proposed by the literature to
“explain why public authorities should decide to disclose in-
formation”, highlighting the agency theory, institutional the-
ory and legitimacy theory. According to the authors, these

theories offer different points to “explain why information
should be disclosed” and contribute to determine the factors
that may influence the amount and nature of information to
be disclosed, under transparency laws (García-Tabuyo et al.,
2017, p. 355)

Also, even though there are several concepts of transpar-
ency in the literature, its meaning still remains unconsol-
idated, which may be due to different approaches related
to the flow of information, such as transparency under the
budgetary or fiscal, accounting, institutional or organiza-
tional, social or civic, bidding process, contracts and agree-
ments, among others (Zuccolotto & Teixeira, 2014).

Alt (2019) presented the twenty years of transparency re-
search, summarizing how the theme reached the academic
agenda, each decade separately and thoughts for the future.
According to Alt (2019, p. 6) in the last twenty years “fiscal
transparency has become a major theme of contemporary re-
search in political economy and public administration”, with
many publications on best practices by the World Bank, IMF,
OECD, and many other NGOs.

Thus, due to the choices of this work, we delimit our ap-
proach to transparency from a fiscal perspective (also called
budgetary or financial), which is characterized by the IMF
as a critical element for effective fiscal management, since it
refers to “information available to the public about the gov-
ernment’s fiscal policy- making process”, and tax reports and
other public information must be made available with “clar-
ity, reliability, frequency, timeliness, and relevance” (Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, 2018, p. 1).

Fiscal transparency was the topic reviewed by De Renzio
& Wehner (2017, p. 185), which provided “the first system-
atic review covering 38 empirical studies published between
1991 and early 2015”. They concluded that despite the in-
crease of fiscal openness, quality of the budget, governance
and development outcomes, just a few studies convincingly
identify its causal effects. The authors also highlighted some
gaps and pointed out a future research agenda, with sugges-
tions about new approaches about the measures of budget
transparency and its determinant factors.

So, the previous literature pointed that there is a lack
of studies about fiscal transparency (De Renzio & Wehner,
2017), mainly focused in national governments (Arapis &
Reitano, 2018; Wehner & De Renzio, 2013). Besides, con-
sidering that one of the first and most important documents
about countries fiscal transparency was the first edition of the
Code of Good Practices on Fiscal Transparency (International
Monetary Fund, 1998), there is a gap of literature reviews on
the subject covering the period after the code, that is the last
twenty years (Alt, 2019).

Finally, we noted the predominance of descriptive and con-
tent analysis (Alcaide Muñoz et al., 2017; Cucciniello et al.,
2017; Sáez-Martín et al., 2017), but there are no reviews
that jointly analyze the characteristics of the papers. Thus,
our first research question is:

RQ1: How many articles on fiscal transparency, at na-
tional level, have been published in JCR journals in the
last 20 years? What are its characteristics?

In other areas, there are papers that studied the state of
research using empirical approaches, relating different ex-
ternalities with the papers, which led them to important con-
clusions. Examples are the researches of Dragos & Dragos
(2013) and Vanclay (2013) in the environmental sciences,
and Confraria et al. (2017), about the scientific impact across
countries.

However, there is a lack of scientometric analysis on trans-
parency with empirical approaches. So, it is relevant the dis-
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cussion of the externalities that may influence the research
on fiscal transparency at national governments. We suppose
that three specific externalities can influence the progress of
fiscal transparency research: language, Freedom of Informa-
tion Acts (FOIA) and the Open Budget Index (OBI).

About the first one, Dragos & Dragos (2013) show that
linguistic factors can influence the academic output of coun-
tries, concluding that the English language is related to the
productivity of research in environmental sciences and eco-
logy.

Also, the publications of FOIA worldwide can influence
fiscal transparency research, considering that researchers
from many areas might increase the interest in studies that
evaluates the role of these laws (Mueller, 2019).

Finally, the disclosure of the OBI by the International
Budget Partnership (IBP), which provide information on
“budget transparency for a large set of countries over time”,
allow researchers to use the index as a proxy of transparency
or “construct their own indices and analyses based on their
specific interests” (Seifert et al., 2013, pp. 97-98)

Considering that, to fill in the gap of descriptive and con-
tent analysis on transparency research and look for the ex-
ternalities that affects the scientific impact and progress of
the research area, our second research question is:

RQ2: What is the role of the externalities language, FOIA
and OBI in the general progress of fiscal transparency re-
search published in JCR journals in the last 20 years?

3. Methodology

According to Glänzel & Schoepflin (1994, p. 376), “since
the beginning of the eighties, bibliometrics has evolved into
a distinct scientific discipline with a specific research profile”,
with subfields that gained notoriety, such as scientometric
and informetrics.

With regard specifically to scientometrics, it concerns the
research of the advancement of knowledge in a scientific
field, with special emphasis on the quantitative analysis of
bibliometric data, seeking to investigate the development of
a specific area (Van Raan, 1997).

Thus, from a thorough examination of the papers, sciento-
metrics helps researchers to understand the theoretical con-
struction and provide a critical view of the field of study, since
it allows the description or evaluation of a phenomenon, its
nature, state and evolution, through the analysis of biblio-
metric data (Alcaide-Muñoz et al., 2014). So, in this paper
we analyzed the scientific development of the area “fiscal
transparency”, specifically its application to national govern-
ments.

3.1. Sample selection

To select the papers to be analyzed, we followed Sáez-
Martín et al. (2017), searching in the ISI database, JSTOR,
Scopus and Science Direct, and looking for the follow-
ing terms in the fields of Title, Abstract and Keywords:
“fiscal transparency”, “budget transparency”, “national gov-
ernment”, “country”, “countries”. The search for both “fiscal”
and “budget” terms was because they are often used as syn-
onyms (OECD, 2017). We chose to search only for English
expressions, in line with the previous literature of scientomet-
ric papers, which proposes that the English language plays a
prominent role as the “lingua franca” in scientific communic-
ation internationally (López-Navarro et al., 2015, p. 940).

Data collection took place between March 2019 and
December 2019. We found a total amount of 757 records,
of which: 134 from ISI database, 362 from JSTOR, 114 from
Scopus and 147 from Science Direct.

Besides, in line with Wehner & De Renzio (2013) and Ar-
apis & Reitano (2018), we have delimited the research to
studies only in national government analyzes, since there is
a lack of fiscal transparency studies focused at the national
level. Also, we excluded duplicate files and some types of
studies, limiting the analysis to scientific papers only. In line
with Sáez-Martín et al. (2017), the types of studies excluded
were books, abstracts of communications, book reviews and
paper from symposioums.

From the remaining papers, we selected those published
in Journal Citation Reports (JCR) journals, with available
Journal Impact Factor (JIF) from the last available edition on
the date of submission of this paper (2018), excluding those
without assigned JIF. This choice was because the JCR is ac-
tually “the main source of bibliometric indicators known by
the scientific community” (Alves et al., 2016, p. 1490) and
a popular tool to asses research impact, significance, quality
and prestige of a journal (Haghdoost et al., 2014). Moreover,
the JIF is a database widely used in scientometric research,
such as Rodríguez Bolívar et al. (2012), Alcaide-Muñoz et al.
(2014), Rodríguez Bolívar et al. (2016) and Sáez-Martín et
al. (2017).

Also, despite knowing that there have been several
changes in the index from the date of publication of the pa-
pers to that most recent version of the JIF, we chose to ana-
lyze only the 2018 edition, which enabled us to investigate
the current state of the scientific impact of the field, in addi-
tion to standardizing the data to a single edition, so that it
was possible to compare the impact factors of the articles.

In addition, in line with Alcaide-Muñoz et al. (2017),
we filtered the papers, analysing each one by title, abstract,
keywords and sometimes the introduction, to identify the
idea of the research topic through the stated objectives.

Therefore, in accordance with the selection criteria de-
scribed, our final sample consisted of 48 papers on fiscal
transparency at national level published in JCR Journals,
between January 1999 and December 2019 (see Appendix).
We chose this period (1999-2019), in line with Alt (2019).

3.2. Research methods

To answer the Research Question 1, we proceeded to a de-
scriptive analysis of the characteristics of each paper, which
are divided into inherent and content ones (Table 1). The pa-
pers were examined, catalogued and coded using MS Excel,
by the following categories: authors, time, affiliation, disclos-
ure, impact, subject and data.

Table 1. Variables used in this study, as well as its references

Charac. Categories Variables References
Authors Authors Rodríguez Bolívar et al. (2013)

Year Debackere & Glänzel (2004)
Time

Paper Age Small (2018)
1st author country Barjak et al. (2007)

Affiliation
1st author language Dragos & Dragos (2013)
Journal Valderrama et al (2018)

Disclosure
Journal area Sáez-Martín et al. (2017)
JIF Alves et al. (2016)

In
he

re
nt

Impact
Citations Vanclay (2013)

Subject Topics Sáez-Martín et al. (2017)
Methods Sáez-Martín et al. (2017)

C
on

te
nt

Data
Sample Rodríguez Bolívar et al. (2013)
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About the inherent characteristics, the data about authors
and year of the papers are important to show the frequent
and important authors and the evolution in the number of
publications over the years. In addition, accordingly to Small
(2018) the paper age is important to show the year of the
more recent data used on the papers, highlighting the time
difference between the age of the data and the year of effect-
ive publication in the journal.

We analyzed the first author’s affiliation, specifically the
country of the institutions where the authors are affiliated
and its official language. We chose to analyze the affiliation
of the first authors only because they are usually the most
influential and primarily responsible for conducting the re-
searches (Persson, 2001). The variable 1st author language is
a binary variable (dummy) that assigns 1 to English-speaking
countries and 0 to other language-speaking countries, accord-
ing to Dragos & Dragos (2013).

Respecting to the disclosure, the information about the
journal and its area were important to find the most frequent
ones, to know where and what kind of approach have been
disclosed about fiscal transparency in national governments.

Last category of the inherent ones, the impact of the papers
was measured by: (i) the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) of each
journal, by InCites Journal Citation Report (JCR) 2018, that
was collected from Clarivate Analytics®2019; and (ii) the an-
nual average of citations, also collected from Google®Scholar
in 2019. In line with Alves et al. (2016), these indicators of
papers impact helps the measurement of its performance and
scientific influence.

Regarding the content characteristics, to analyze the top-
ics and the methods of each paper, we used the procedure
proposed by Sáez-Martín et al. (2017), classifying each of
them according to the topics and methods used by the au-
thors. We showed (see Table 2) the main topics covered by
the papers and the number of articles classified in each of
them, as well as the methods used in the papers, divided into
non-empirical, qualitative and quantitative.

Besides, we evidenced the total percentage that used each
topic and the percentage of methods used for each topic pub-
lished (see Table 2). We classified the methods analyzed as
non-empirical and empirical (qualitative and quantitative),
in line with Sáez-Martín et al. (2017, p. 1703), consider-
ing the first one as “those composed of a review or overview,
of a research-based, theoretical or methodological nature, of
a particular topic”, and the last as “studies are based on ex-
perimentation through the observation of phenomena and
subsequent statistical analysis”.

The sum of the methods total percentage was greater than
100% because most articles use more than one method and
we decided to consider in our analysis all the methods used
by the papers.

Also, we analyzed and took note of the sample of each pa-
per (Rodríguez Bolívar et al., 2013), to cluster the similar and
divide them into two groups according to the use of compar-
ative and non-comparative methods (see Table 3).

In the next step, to answer the Research Question 2, we
verified the relations of some externalities with the charac-
teristics of the papers used in this study.

First, in line with Dragos and Dragos (2013), who found a
direct correlation between the number of published articles
and the English language of authors’ country, we tested the
relation between the first authors’ official language and the
variables year, JIF and citations.

As statistical procedure, we chose the Mann–Whitney U
test, a nonparametric test that has the null hypothesis (H0)
that the distributions of both populations are equal, and is a

good option for use in the fields of informetrics and sciento-
metrics (Huber & Wagner-Döbler, 2003).

Then, we evaluated two other important externalities that
could had potential to influence the progress of the fiscal
transparency research: the number of Freedom of Informa-
tion Acts (FOIA) around the world and the publications of
the Open Budget Index (OBI), from the NGO International
Budget Partnership (IBP).

One represents the number of laws governing access to
public information around and the most complete database is
available at freedominfo.org (Sáez-Martín et al., 2017). It was
expected that there would be a positive relationship between
the variables, as an increasing number of published FOIA
should attract the attention of a larger number of research-
ers.

The other externalities refers to the most used database
lately (Alt, 2019). The OBI refers to an independent, bian-
nual and comparative survey that ranks countries according
to their budget openness, evaluating the “public availability
of national budget information”, the “opportunities for the
public to participate in the budget process” and the “strength
of the oversight institutions” (Seifert et al., 2013, p. 90).
Also, it was expected a positive relationship too, considering
the increase in the number of available data could stimulate
more robust researches.

To evaluate the relation between the externalities and the
progress of research, we choose the Spearman’s rank correl-
ation, a nonparametric test with null hypothesis (H0) that
there is no association between the two variables. According
to Bornmann (2015) in scientometric studies Spearman’s rho
(ρ) is the main metric for calculating correlation coefficient.

4. Analysis of Results

RQ1: How many articles on fiscal transparency, at national
level, have been published in JCR journals in the last 20
years? What are its characteristics?

We found 48 articles (see Appendix) that fit the delimit-
ations, on fiscal transparency of national governments and
published between 1999 and 2019 in journals of the JCR
2018 database, which can be considered a low number, in
accordance with Wehner & De Renzio (2013). We noted that
there is only 10 papers published until 2012 and a rise of pub-
lications after 2013, which can be partly explained by the call
for more research on fiscal transparency by the IMF in 2012
(Arapis & Reitano, 2018).

4.1. Inherent Characteristics

The Appendix shows the list of the 48 papers analyzed and
its inherent characteristics.

About the most frequent authors, we can highlight the fre-
quency of the ones affiliated to Spanish and American insti-
tutions, with 15 papers each one, which appears to be two
important research centers on transparency. We noted too
that some specific Spanish researchers have published in this
topic more frequently, but if jointly considered the affiliation
of all authors, we can see that there are more researchers
from the USA (27) than from Spain (15), what indicates that
they frequently work as partners. Therefore, we can say that
although some Spanish researchers are always publishing pa-
pers on the subject, the research area has been more diffuse
in the USA, since it has more researchers from several re-
search centers.
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Regarding the publication year, the studies on the topic
began recently, with a real increase in publications only after
2013 (see Appendix). A possible reason for this could be the
popularization of internet access worldwide in a relatively re-
cent period and an increase of legislations about public access
of governmental information (Mueller, 2019).

However, the lack of current data can be seen by the paper
age, since in many of them there is a difference between the
year of data analyzed and the year of publication effective,
with 9 years gaps examples. The most often used data from
the years 2008, 2010 and 2012, and there were no papers
that used data from the last 3 years (2017-2019). The year
of publication of the most recent paper in the sample is 2019,
however the one that used the most recent data was García-
Tabuyo et al. (2017), who used data from 2016.

In general, from the data of the Appendix, we infer that the
average of time difference is approximately 4.5 years, and
the most common ones are 5 years (8 papers), 6 years (7
papers) and 4 years (6 papers). It shows the lack of current
data in public sector research, specifically about transparency,
with outdated databases, when compared to the private sec-
tor, which results in a gap between the year of the data and
the year of the publication.

We highlight the predominance of journals from the areas
Public Administration (12 papers) and Economics (11 papers).
We highlight that the presence of Public Administration was
previously expected, such as Political Science and Information
and Library Science, which are important areas in the field of
transparency (Sáez-Martín et al., 2017).

According to the categories of InCites Journal Citation Re-
ports, Public Administration covers researches about the man-
agement of public institutions (Clarivate Analytics, 2019b),
while Economics covers resources on all aspects, including
generalist and specialist ones (Clarivate Analytics, 2019a).

Latest data in the table, the impact of research shows the
JIF 2018 of journals and the annual average citation of pa-
pers, which are usually positively correlated. Among the
most cited, we highlight Alt & Lassen (2006a, 2006b), Gelos
& Wei (2005) and Kono (2006).

However, although this also happened in our sample, there
are some papers with high average citations published in low
impact factor journals.

For example, Alt & Lassen (2006a) investigated fiscal trans-

parency, political parties, and debt in OECD countries, publish-
ing one of the most cited papers on the subject in European
Economic Review, which has a relatively low impact factor.
Also, the research of Hollyer et al. (2011) was about demo-
cracy and transparency and is published in the Journal of Polit-
ics, which is a not one of the most impactful journals in the
area.

On the other hand, the journals with the highest impact
factor are not always the ones that publish the articles with
the highest average citations. Alt, Lassen & Wehner (2014),
important researchers on the subject, investigated domestic
politics, transparency and fiscal deviations in Europe and al-
though it is published in a high impact factor journal (British
Journal of Political Science), it has not been frequently cited
in the literature.

4.2. Content Characteristics

Regarding the content of the papers, based on the classific-
ation proposed by Sáez-Martín et al. (2017), Table 2 shows
the main topics and methods used.

Regarding the methods used, we note that almost all pa-
pers used more than one. Besides, there is a predominance
of researches using quantitative methods and about the topic
Transparency and its relation with other elements. Most of
them are an analyzes of the determinants of fiscal transpar-
ency at national government level, most often using regres-
sion analysis.

The fiscal transparency indexes used by most papers are
indirect measurements, surveyed by some institutions inter-
ested on the subject, such as IBP, IMF, OECD and World
Bank. We highlight the main examples of these indexes,
measured by institutions not linked to specific countries: the
Open Budget Index (OBI) used by a wide range of papers
in the sample (Arapis & Reitano, 2018; Arbatli & Escolano,
2015; Benito et al., 2006; Bastida et al., 2017; Brusca et al.,
2018; Citro et al., 2021; De Renzio & Angemi, 2012; Har-
rison & Sayogo, 2014; Martí & Kasperskaya, 2015; McNab &
Wilson, 2018; Montes et al., 2019; Ríos et al., 2013, 2016,
2017, 2018; Seifert et al., 2013; Wehner & De Renzio, 2013)
and the Reports on the Observance of Standards and Codes
(ROSC), used by two of them (Andreula & Chong, 2016; Ar-
batli & Escolano, 2015).

Table 2. Topics and methods used in papers on fiscal transparency published in JCR Journals (1999-2019)

Topics
Transparency and
its relation with
other elements

Accessibility of
public information

Regulation of
access to

information

Stakeholders
perceptions and

expectations
Total

N 38 7 2 1 48
Methods % % % % %

Literature Review 5,3 0,0 0,0 0,0
Critical Review and Discussion 10,5 14,3 50,0 100,0Non-empirical
Review of Mandatory Regulations 2,6 14,3 50,0 0,0

20,8

Case Study 7,9 28,6 50,0 0,0
Comparative Study 5,3 28,6 50,0 0,0
Evaluation Research 5,3 85,7 0,0 0,0

Qualitative

Informaetric Study 21,1 85,7 100,0 0,0

37,5

Longitudinal Design 31,6 14,3 0,0 0,0
Regression Analysis 73,7 28,6 50,0 0,0
Comparative Study 76,3 42,9 50,0 0,0
Correlations 28,9 28,6 50,0 0,0
Analysis of Variance 5,3 0,0 0,0 0,0

Quantitative

Meta-Analysis 5,3 0,0 0,0 0,0

72,9

The values refer to the percentage of methods used for each topic published in articles on transparency and the total percentage is greater than 100% because most articles use
more than one method.
Source: Adapted from Sáez-Martín et al. (2017)
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However, in our sample there is only one study that cre-
ates the measurement of countries’ fiscal transparency using
primary data (Copelovitch et al., 2018). Also, there is only
one that applied the methodology proposed by another pa-
per, that is De Simone et al. (2017), who analyzed the index
proposed by Wang et al. (2015).

On the topic of Accessibility of public information, we note
the variability of methods, with predominance of evaluation
researches and informetric studies. In this topic we can high-
light the predominance of the qualitative methods, specific-
ally Evaluation Research and Informetric Study, considering
that six out of seven used these ones.

About the other two topics, there is just a few numbers
of studies about them. In the topic Regulation of access to
information there is two papers, that address the open gov-
ernment partnership and the USA transparency policies (Pio-
trowski, 2017) and the proactive disclosure of public inform-
ation worldwide (Garcia-Tabuyo et al., 2016).

The last one, Stakeholders’ perceptions and expectations,
consists only the paper of Seifert et al. (2013), who describe
the methodology and explains the construction of the Open
Budget Index (OBI), with a critical analyzes of the index as
a comparative statistical tool.

Moreover, we highlight the representativity of comparat-
ive studies in both qualitative and quantitative research. Al-
though there is some limitations and problems to compare
countries (Freeman, 1967), mainly because of their cultural
differences (Madden, 2005), most papers compare different
aspects related to the characteristics of national governments,
usually by indirect indices.

Thus, Table 3 shows the sample specifications of analyzed
papers, divided into comparative and non-comparative meth-
ods.

Table 3. Sample of comparative and non-comparative fiscal
transparency papers published in JCR Journals (1999-2019)

Methods Sample

9 non-
comparatives

2 analyzed specifically the United Kingdom; 2 analyzed
specifically México; 1 analyzed 39 papers; 1 analyzed all
OBI countries, without comparisons; 1 analyzed
specifically Taiwan; 1 analyzed many researchers; and 1
analyzed specifically the United States of America.

39
comparatives

15 analyzed the countries reported by OBI; 13 analyzed
worldwide; 5 analyzed specifically OCDE countries; 2
analyzed random countries, chosen by data availability; 2
analyzed specifically European Union countries; 1
analyzed specifically countries from Europe, in general;
and 1 analyzed specifically emerging market funds.

From Table 3 we can highlight the diversification of
samples in non-comparative studies and the predominance
of papers comparing countries worldwide, regardless of the
differences between them. Besides, attention is drawn to the
lack of studies focusing on developing countries, since from
the 8 non-comparative papers, that is one specifically about
México (Berliner et al., 2018) and in 39 comparative papers,
only one is specifically about emerging market funds (Gelos
& Wei, 2005).

Then, there is a lack of studies focused specifically on the
analysis of national governments’ transparency of developing

countries. The two papers that have focused on this (Berliner
et al., 2018; Gelos & Wei, 2005) are from English-speaking
researches (one from UK and four from USA). So, this fact
motivates the investigation of the role of this externality in
the research of the topic.

RQ2: What is the role of the externalities language, FOIA
and OBI in the general progress of fiscal transparency re-
search published in JCR journals in the last 20 years?

The first externality chosen to be analyzed is the first au-
thor’s official language. From all papers, in 23 the first author
is from English-speaking countries and 24 are from other lan-
guage countries (see Appendix). So, to verify if there is dif-
ference in medians of the groups of “English-speaking institu-
tions” and “other language-speaking institutions” referring to
the variables year, JIF and citations, we calculated the Mann-
Whitney test (Table 4).

Table 4. Difference in medians: Mann–Whitney U test – English as
official language

Variable Language N Medians W p-value
English 23 2013

Year
Others 24 2016

373,5 0,037415**

English 23 8,667
JIF

Others 24 3,500
352,5 0,105462

English 23 2,487
Citations

Others 24 1,946
177 0,036004**

Notes. ∗∗ statistically significant at 5% level.

In variables year and citations the null hypothesis (H0) was
rejected, which means that there is a statistical association
between the first author’s language and the variables, at 5%
significance. For variable JIF, the null hypothesis (H0) was
not rejected, that is it has no statistical association with first
author’s language.

From the results, we infer that English-speaking first au-
thors were the ones who published earlier on the topic. Be-
sides, the average citations of their papers tend to be higher,
even if they don’t publish in high impact journals.

This results are in accordance with Dragos & Dragos
(2013), since they found a positive relationship between
English-speaking authors and the number of published pa-
pers.

The second externality is the number of Freedom of Inform-
ation Acts (FOIA) published worldwide each year. Table 5
shows this data since 1999 as well as the cumulative num-
ber of FOIA worldwide. Also, Table 5 shows the number of
papers published each year.

We note an increase in published FOIA during the period,
with almost a hundred laws worldwide in 20 years, which
represents the wave of transparency policies that has swept
around the world (Michener, 2015).

In addition, Table 6 shows the correlations between the
cumulative number of FOIA each year and the number of
papers published each year.

There is a statistical association between the cumulative
number of FOIA each year and the number of published pa-
pers. In other words, the number of published papers each

Table 5. Papers and FOIA published and the cumulative FOIA around the world (1999-2019)

99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
No. Papers 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 2 0 2 1 4 3 8 4 9 6 3

No. FOIA (worldwide) 7 7 2 7 8 5 6 3 6 5 3 3 9 1 6 5 3 8 1 2 0
Cumulat. FOIA
(worldwide) 29 36 38 45 53 58 64 67 73 78 81 84 93 94 100 105 108 116 117 119 119

Source: freedominfo.org, October 2019.
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Table 6. Spearman’s Rank Correlation – FOIA

Variables Years Coefficient p-value
Papers per Year x FOIA 20 0,7998 0,000014*

Notes. ∗ statistically significant at 1% level.

year is positively correlated with the number of published
FOIA.

The last externality is the Open Budget Index (OBI), a bi-
annual and comparative index where International Budget
Partnership (IBP) indirect evaluates fiscal transparency of the
countries, assessing “the availability, timeliness, and compre-
hensiveness of budget process information and its openness
to the public” (Arapis & Reitano, 2018, p. 555). Table 7
shows the number of countries with OBI published each year,
divided by region according to IBP division, and the cumulat-
ive amount of OBI data each year.

Table 7. Number of countries with Open Budget Index (OBI)
disclosure - by region and by year

Region (OBI) 2006 2008 2010 2012 2015 2017
East Asia & Pacific 7 12 13 14 14 16
Eastern Europe & Central Asia 12 17 18 19 20 21
Latin America & Caribbean 12 15 16 16 16 17
Middle East & North Africa 4 7 8 10 10 10
South Asia 5 6 6 6 6 6
Sub-Saharan Africa 14 22 24 26 27 35
Western Europe, U.S. & Canada 5 6 9 9 9 10

Total 59 85 94 100 102 115
Cumulative Total 59 144 238 338 440 555

Source: Adapted from International Budget Partnership (IBP).

The number of countries investigated became higher each
year, as well as the amount of data, with significative increase
mainly in Africa.

Further, as mentioned earlier the most often used data by
the papers are from the years 2008, 2010 and 2012, which
coincides with the years of publication of the index. Thus, to
verify whether there is a statistically significant relationship
between index publications and research progress, Table 8
shows the correlations between the cumulative amount of
OBI data and: number of papers published each year (see
data on Table 5), JIF of and average of citations of each paper
(see data on Appendix).

Table 8. Spearman’s Rank Correlation – OBI

Variables Coefficient p-value
No. papers each year (since 2003) 0,7364 0,000749*
JIF -0,2713 0,065082***
Citations -0,6934 0,000000*

Notes. ∗ statistically significant at 1% level; ∗∗∗ statistically significant at 10% level.

From the results, the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected in all
three cases, which means that there is statistical association
between OBI accumulated data and the variables papers per
year (1%), citations (1%) and JIF (10%).

This indicates that the number of accumulated OBI data
has increased while the number of published papers has also
increased. Seifert et al. (2013) pointed that the OBI allowed
comparability of countries’ fiscal transparency data as it has
a lengthy independent review process, which ensures its reli-
ability. Therefore, it could allow the increase of accessibility
of government budget information, leveraging the theme for
new research questions.

However, despite these increases, the impact of research
decreased considering that both JIF and citations were in-
versely proportional to the cumulative OBI data. In other

words, while more OBI data were published, more articles
were also published, but with less scientific impact.

5. Conclusions

This paper investigated the fiscal transparency literature,
with the role of important externalities to the research. To do
so, we analyzed the scientific progress of this research topic
applied to national governments over the past 20 years.

In line with Wehner & De Renzio (2013) and Arapis & Re-
itano (2018), the number of 48 papers focusing on national
governments’ fiscal transparency can be considered low. Al-
though the end of the 1990s was marked by a worldwide
movement for fiscal transparency (Alt, 2019), researches
with scientific impact began to publish on the subject only
in 2003, and yet with low number of articles.

This lack of researches in this early period can be attrib-
uted to the fact that content on the subject was still incipient
and that some important papers were published in non-JCR
journals. Among them, we highlight the papers published in
Working Papers of institutions such as IMF and World Bank,
which despite having a significant average of citations, are
not within the main source known to the researchers (Alves
et al., 2016).

The low number of impactful papers published on coun-
tries’ fiscal transparency is noteworthy, since the develop-
ment of national governments’ transparency policies is being
under-evaluated by researchers. This is especially worrying
as the improvement in national transparency policies can con-
tribute to lower levels of corruption, better electoral account-
ability of managers and better allocation of public resources
(Benito, 2016; De Renzio & Wehner, 2017).

In this line, we also noted from our sample that many pa-
pers with high average citations were published in journals
with low impact factor and, on the other hand, journals with
high impact factor are not always those that publish the art-
icles with the highest average citations. These facts show
that the most important references on the subject have been
frequently published on low impact journals, such as Alt &
Lassen (2006a), that investigated fiscal transparency, polit-
ical parties and debt, and Hollyer et al. (2011), who invest-
igated the relation democracy and transparency.

About other inherent characteristics, we highlight the au-
thors’ affiliation with Spanish and American institutions,
which had the largest number of first authors in our sample.
We noted that the papers written for American first authors
were predominant in the early period, being the precursors
on the topic. Beyond the high scientific level of the USA, the
regulation of American freedom of information dates from
1966, one of the oldest in the world, which may explain the
early interest in transparency. Also, in our sample there is
one specific paper published by Spanish authors until 2012
(Benito & Bastida, 2009), and a considerable increase of
them after 2013. This year coincides with the publication of
the FOIA in this country, which may have been a motivating
factor for the rise of research on the subject.

Besides, also about the affiliation, we can infer that al-
though some Spanish researchers are always publishing pa-
pers on the subject, the research has been more diffuse in the
USA, in line with Dragos & Dragos (2013), since USA has re-
searchers from several institutions, while in Spain it has been
concentrated on the same researchers. In addition, English-
speaking first authors were the ones who published earlier
on the topic and usually tend to publish papers with higher
average citations, even if they don’t publish in high impact
journals.
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Regarding the externality FOIA, the growth in the num-
ber of regulations shows that the concern with social con-
trol from the opening of data has been increasing worldwide
(Mueller, 2019). Thus, we concluded that the increase in
the publications is correlated whit the increase of the laws
in the last 20 years, which indicates that the publication of
new FOIA also arouses the interest of researchers on fiscal
transparency national governments.

Nevertheless, a low number of papers analyzed specific-
ally the FOIA. We assume that the increase in the number of
papers is correlated to the larger number of FOIA because
their publication aroused the authors’ interest in research-
ing general aspects of the subject, not specifically the laws.
Therefore, for future lines it is important that the literature
directs research to the analysis of the FOIA at the national
government level, as well as its evaluation, enforcement and
implementation results in the countries.

About another externality, we noted the rise in publications
using the Open Budget Index (OBI) database in this period.
The publication of a global database on national government
openness was important for general and standardized evalu-
ation, allowing comparisons between them and advances in
their transparency policies (Seifert et al., 2013). For the aca-
demic literature it was also important because it allowed the
use of data for various studies.

However, the use of indexes to measure fiscal transparency
is considered limited by literature, considering that they “in-
corporate the presumptions of index creators, assume that
transparency indicators are additive, and do not handle well
the potential interactive effect” (Heald, 2012, p. 36). Even
so, the predominant use of the OBI can be explained by the
fact that it fills in the gaps left by other indexes (Ríos et al.,
2016) and represent almost all regions around the world, in-
cluding in the sample countries with widely varying institu-
tional characteristics (Wehner & De Renzio, 2013).

Besides, considering the authors’ dependence on the pub-
lication of this type of index, which is added to the times of
paper writing, submission, acceptance, review and publica-
tion in the journals (Tondolo et al., 2019), we identify a lack
of recent data used by most papers, which makes them al-
most always refer to outdated databases. Moreover, many
papers that used OBI did not obtain the expected scientific
impact, considering the decrease in the average of citations
over time and the publications in journals with lower Journal
Impact Factor (JIF).

To solve this problem, along with that of time gap, re-
search in which the investigator uses primary data to collect
data could be a good option, since it could have a higher sci-
entific impact with more up to date data. Besides, a future
research agenda on government transparency may contain
studies with varying methodologies, such as qualitative, crit-
ical and evaluation research, such as Piotrowski (2017), for
example, who analyzed the American transparency policies
and the Open Government Partnership (OGP).

Also, more case studies at the national level would be im-
portant, with in-depth discussions of their internal situations.
Beyond Piotrowski (2017) in the USA, the only examples of
case studies on countries’ fiscal transparency in our sample
include: Heald (2003) and Heald & Georgiou (2011) in the
UK; Berliner et al. (2018) in Mexico; and Yang et al. (2015)
in Taiwan.

Therefore in line with Cucciniello et al. (2017), more stud-
ies focused on developing countries are needed, specifically
in Latin America, Africa and Asia, and the reason for having
few of them may be the language barrier for researchers from
other language-speaking countries, mainly developing ones.

Still, in some countries the language barrier may be even
worse by using different alphabets and dialects, making it
difficult to access the financial information of national gov-
ernment and its scientific production. Usually, papers that
analyze fiscal transparency in a specific national government
are written by local authors, which are not always published
in English or another language of the Roman alphabet.

The literature is interested in knowing about fiscal trans-
parency in Latin America, Africa and Asia, but the papers
on these countries are not always accessible to researchers
around the world (Cucciniello et al., 2017). To address
this, researchers from these countries could be in contact
with those from other countries, through collaborations of
research centers from distinct continents. Also, they could
publish more frequently in JCR journals, for greater outreach
across countries, as Yang et al. (2015) did, for example.

Finally, future scientometric research on fiscal transpar-
ency should consider this paper as a reference for the dis-
cussions. As future approach, we suggest analyzing how sci-
entific output has been influenced by IMF provisions, such
as the Code of Good Practices on Fiscal Transparency (Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, 1998, 2007, 2014, 2019), considering
that this institution evaluates, among other requirements, the
compliance of countries with good fiscal transparency prac-
tices for granting financial resources. We also suggest ana-
lyzing the effect of the FOIA publication by each country on
their scientific production in transparency, checking whether
the regulation of freedom of information in countries influ-
ences local researchers to investigate the issue further. So,
such investigations would contribute to fill in the gap of sci-
entometric research on fiscal transparency, specifically about
the role of the IMF and the FOIA in the scientific progress of
countries’ fiscal transparency.
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Appendix
Papers on fiscal transparency published in JCR Journals (1999-2019) and its inherent characteristics

No. Year Author AGE AFF* ENG** Journal Area IF CIT
1 2003 Heald 2003 UK 1 Public Administration PA/PS 2.6 15.1
2 2005 Gelos & Wei 2000 USA 1 The Journal of Finance BF/E 6.201 32.4
3 2006 Alt & Lassen 1998 USA 1 American Journal of Political Science PS 4.354 35
4 2006 Kono 2000 USA 1 American Political Science Review PS 3.895 29
5 2006 Alt & Lassen 1998 USA 1 European Economic Review E 1.711 38.2

6 2009 Siau & Long 2003 USA 1 Journal of Computer Information
Systems CS 1.1 12.3

7 2009 Benito & Bastida 2003 Spain 0 Public Administration Review PA 4.659 20.2

8 2011 Heald & Georgiou 2010 UK 1 Abacus-A Journal of Accounting Finance
and Business Studies BF 2.2 4.7

9 2011 Hollyer, Rosendorff & Vreeland 2008 USA 1 Journal of Politics PS 2.487 33
10 2012 De Renzio & Angemi 2008 USA 1 Public Administration and Development PA/DS 0.918 1.9
11 2013 Wehner & De Renzio 2008 UK 1 World Development E/DS 3.905 20.1

12 2013 Rodríguez-Bolívar, Alcaide-Muñoz &
López-Hernández 2011 Spain 0 International Public Management

Journal PA 1.915 10.3

13 2013 Seifert, Carlitz & Mondo 2012 Singapore 1 Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis PS 1.963 4.9
14 2013 Rios, Benito & Bastida 2010 Spain 1 Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis PA 1.963 2.9
15 2014 Alt, Lassen & Wehner 2007 USA 0 British Journal of Political Science PA 4.292 12

16 2014 Caba-Pérez, Rodríguez-Bolívar &
López-Hernández 2013 Spain 0 Transylvanian Review of Administrative

Sciences PA 0.757 6.8

17 2014 Harrison & Sayogo 2012 USA 1 Government Information Quarterly IS 4.311 22.8
18 2014 Puron-Cid 2011 Mexico 0 Government Information Quarterly IS 4.311 6.2

19 2015 Rodríguez-Bolívar, Caba-Pérez &
López-Hernández 2007 Spain 0 Administration and Society PA 1.698 3.6

20 2015 Arbatli & Escolano 2010 USA 1 Fiscal Studies BF/E 1.185 6.2
21 2015 Martí & Kasperskaya 2008 Spain 0 Public Administration and Development PA/DS 0.918 1.4
22 2015 Williams 2010 Australia 1 Journal of Comparative Economics E 1.708 13.6

23 2015 Jesus & Jorge 2010 Portugal 0 International Review of Administrative
Sciences PA 2.174 4.2

24 2015 Yang, Lo & Shiang 2014 Taiwan 0 Journal of Information Science IS/CS 2.327 10.2

25 2015 Rodríguez-Bolívar, Navarro-Galera &
Alcaide-Muñoz 2011 Spain 0 Journal of Policy Modeling E 1.254 3.4

26 2015 Lourenço 2014 Portugal 0 Government Information Quarterly IS 4.311 27.2

27 2016 Ríos, Bastida & Benito 2010 Spain 0 American Review of Public
Administration PA 2.602 6.5

28 2016 Sáez-Martín, Rosario & Caba-Pérez 2014 Spain 0 Social Science Computer Review IS/CS /SS 2.922 7
29 2016 Aaskoven 2010 Denmark 0 Economics & Politics PS 1.036 2.2
30 2016 Andreula & Chong 2008 UK 1 Economics of Governance E 0.467 2.2

31 2017 Alcaide-Muñoz, Rodríguez-Bolívar &
López-Hernández 2015 Spain 0 American Review of Public

Administration PA 2.602 12

32 2017 Piotrowski 2013 USA 1 American Review of Public
Administration PA 2.602 8.7

33 2017 Bauhr & Grimes 2014 Sweden 0 Crime, Law and Social Change SS 0.951 1.7
34 2017 Cicatiello, De Simone & Gaeta 2013 Italy 0 Economics of Governance E 0.467 3

35 2017 De Simone, Gaeta & Mourão 2012 Italy 0 B E Journal of Economic Analysis &
Policy E 0.52 0.7

36 2017 Veiga, Veiga & Morozumi 2010 Portugal 0 Electoral Studies PS 1.817 5

37 2017 Bastida, Guillamon & Benito 2008 Spain 0 International Review of Administrative
Sciences PA 2.174 4.3

38 2017 Rios, Benito & Bastida 2012 Spain 0 Australian Journal of Public
Administration PA 1.311 4.3

39 2017 García-Tabuyo, Sáez-Martin &
Caba-Pérez 2016 Spain 0 Online Information Review IS/CS 1.928 0.3

40 2018 Arapis & Reitano 2012 USA 1 American Review of Public
Administration PA 2.602 1

41 2018 Brusca, Manes-Rossi & Aversano 2012 Spain 0 Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis PA 1.963 3
42 2018 McNab & Wilson 2015 USA 1 Applied Economics E 0.968 -
43 2018 Rios, Bastida & Benito 2009 Spain 0 Administration and Society PA 1.698 0.5
44 2018 Copelovitch, Gandrud & Hallerberg 2011 USA 1 International Studies Quarterly PS/IR 2.172 4.5
45 2018 Berliner, Bagozzi & Palmer-Rubin 2015 UK 1 World Development E/DS 3.905 2.5

46 2021 Citro et al. 2015 Italy 0 International Review of Administrative
Sciences PA 2.174 -

47 2019 Montes, Bastos & Oliveira 2014 Brazil 0 Journal of Computer Information
Systems CS 2.056 3

48 2019 Schnell & Jo 2015 USA 1 American Review of Public
Administration PA 2.602 -

AGE year of more recent data used on the papers; AFF affiliation country of 1st author’s; ENG if English is the official language of 1st author’s institution; IF impact factor of each
journal (JCR 2018); CIT annual average of citations.
Areas: BF business, finance; CS computer science, information systems; E economics; DS development studies; IS information science & library science; SS social sciences,
interdisciplinary; PA public administration; PS political science; IR international relations.∗ jointly considered the affiliation of all authors, the most frequent countries are USA (27), Spain (15), UK (9), Portugal (6) and Italy (5). ∗∗ ENG is a binary variable, 1 represents
"yes" and 0 represents "no".
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