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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The sustainable development concept implies the involvement 
of citizens in the budgetary process. Since the Covid-19 pandemic and its 
consequences have confirmed the importance of citizens’ involvement 
also in the future, the purpose of the paper is to assess the level of inter-
est in budgetary issues as well as the reasons for budget transparency 
stagnation as reported for Slovenia by the Open Budget Index (OBI).
Design/methodology/approach: The study relies on a combination of 
desk research and survey carried out among employees directly or indi-
rectly connected to public finance issues in public sector organisations. 
The statistical analysis is based on 251 fully completed surveys.
Findings: The results confirm the lack of political will as the main obstacle 
to budget transparency and the stagnation reported by the Open Budg-
et Index for the past years, suggesting that the stronger the interest in 
budget transparency expressed by the respondents, the more likely they 
see political will as an important barrier.
Academic contribution to the field: The findings of the paper contribute 
to the isolation and potential further development of the factors that 
influence the transparency of the central budget.
Originality: The paper is a pioneer attempt to study central budget trans-
parency in Slovenia, offering results that can be compared to other EU 
countries.
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1 Introduction

Started under the New Public Management (NPM) framework but continuing 
also under public value management (PVM) concept, public administrations 
were being required to be more efficient, to provide more transparency to 
citizens, to create an operative framework, which facilitates competitiveness, 
and to enhance greater information and participation in public life for all so-
cial agents (Perez et al., 2010). Transparency has been recognized as one of 
the most important characteristics in public sector management. The govern-
ment transparency presents the right of access to government information, 
which is the precondition for accountability and democratic participation (Os-
borne, 2010). It is also an essential factor for citizen involvement in political 
decisions (Bertot et al., 2010). Consequently, governments should pursue the 
increasing citizens’ involvement and enhancing accountability by improving 
accessibility and transparency (Rodríguez Bolívar et al., 2015). The effective 
governance, among other areas, refers to budget transparency.

Budgetary information has traditionally played a relevant role to achieve 
accountability in governments since financial information is supposed to 
be most important for policy objectives reconciliation and implementation 
(OECD, 2002). That specific information should have a significant impact on 
financial sustainability, which is linked to government solvency in terms of the 
governments’ ability to meet the costs of current and future debt with future 
revenues (EU, 2012).

Not just as the phenomena themselves, the budgetary transparency has been 
measured and evaluated systematically for the last couple of decades; based 
on extensive questionnaires and diagnostic tools to examine the budgetary 
transparency (IMF, 2007; OECD, 2002). The International Monetary Fund is-
sued the budget transparency recommendations in the Code of Good Prac-
tices on Transparency in Monetary and Financial Policies, 1999. Later it devel-
oped it in the Code of Good Practices on Fiscal Transparency (IMF, 2007) and 
in 2019 updated it in The Fiscal Transparency Code (IMF, 2019). Accordingly, 
fiscal transparency is identified as “comprehensiveness, clarity, reliability, 
timeliness, and relevance of public reporting on the past, present, and future 
state of public finances”. It covers four pillars, namely fiscal reporting, fiscal 
forecasting and budgeting, fiscal risk analysis and management, and resource 
revenue management. In the perspectives of public finance management, it 
underlines certain recommendations on how to raise transparency of public 
funds (Molotok, 2020).

The higher level of budgetary transparency means more sophisticated govern-
ance management, which reflects in enhanced government responsibilities, 
providing vital information to the public and reduction of corruption (Cim-
poerua and Cimpoeru, 2015). One of the most widespread tools for budget-
ary transparency measurement is the Open Budgetary Index (OBI). The Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) and the International Budget Partner-
ship (IBP) collaborate with civil society around the world in order to use the 
budgetary analysis and acts as a tool to improve the efficiency of public funds 
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governance (Heald, 2012). Based on the evidence available to the public on 
how the country manages its public finances, the index (OBI) for each country 
is calculated and countries are ranked (Renzio and Masud, 2011).

Transparency as a concept has entered government agendas and acquired 
social importance in the last couple of decades (Bessette, 2001; Hood, 2006). 
It has multiple meanings, as well as multiple rationales, purposes, and applica-
tions. In our context, transparency presents the opening of the internal or-
ganizational processes and decisions to third parties, whether or not these 
third parties are involved in the organization. The unknown background of 
political options is exposed as one of the main reasons for growing initiatives 
and discussion about greater transparency in public administration, since the 
electorate is incapable of punishing politicians involved with corruption and 
other forms of illegal conduct (Zuccolotto and Teixeira, 2014). The Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 19), which presents the heart of the 
modern processes of accountability and the legitimization of public authori-
ties, defines transparency as “a non-negotiable right to know”. In conditions 
where transparency is equalized with organizational methods and processes, 
the complete reversibility of information exchanges between the general 
public and public sector organizations is enabled. This reversibility is at the 
heart of the current transparency concept due to the fact that it makes the 
great movement from historical absolute privilege and the discretionary use 
of information to a system where privilege is the exception (Pasquier and Vil-
leneuve, 2007). According to Kosack and Fung (2014) there are four distinct 
varieties of transparency: (a) freedom of information; (b) information asym-
metries, which presents need for responsible corporate behaviour; (c) disclo-
sure to improve public services and financial disclosures of corporations; and 
(d) product safety disclosures.

There are several definitions of transparency, joined by term “information ac-
cessibility” as a common element. Budget transparency is defined as the clar-
ity, reliability, frequency, timeliness, and relevance of public fiscal reporting 
and the openness to the public of the government’s fiscal policy-making pro-
cess (IMF, 2012). Since budgets illustrate how public resources are used, budg-
et transparency is promoted to facilitate policy analysis and to enhance ac-
countability (IMF, 2019). There are several methods and research approaches 
for measurement of budget transparency. Blondal (2003) dissected the term 
on three components: a) the systematic and timely release of budget data; b) 
an effective role for the legislature; and c) an effective role for civil society.

The professional and scientific interest for the fiscal (budget) transparency has 
emerged in the last couple of decades, starting with the Asian crisis in the late 
1990s and continuing with the Greece financial crisis, which threatened to splin-
ter the Eurozone (Rios et al., 2016; Alt, 2019). The starting point is therefore the 
key role that budget transparency plays in the credibility of governments’ poli-
cies. An emerging body of literature witnesses the benefits of transparency for 
economic and governance outcomes, emphasizing that more transparent pub-
lic finances are also characterized by better fiscal performance, lower sover-
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eign borrowing costs, and lower levels of corruption (Renzio and Masud, 2011). 
Budget transparency is proven to facilitate accountability, contribute to the 
quality of governance and democracy, and promote public participation (Carliz, 
2013). Improved fiscal transparency results in more trust in government (Heald 
and Hodges, 2020). Alt and Lassen (2006) and Alesina et al. (1999) have exam-
ined the impact of fiscal transparency on debt and deficits of 19 OECD coun-
tries. The study revealed that countries with lower transparency issued more 
debt, and increasing transparency led to the reduction in deficit financing cost. 
Kolstad and Wiig (2009) have emphasized the insufficiency of transparency to 
realize the positive outcomes with which it has been associated. It turned out 
that access to information is only the first step, while people need the ability 
to process and act on it, and the incentives to do so are also important. Ad-
ditionally, the paper highlights the institutional capacity to reveal the benefits 
of transparency, pointing out mechanisms to punish corrupt public officials.

There are several factors, which have influenced the significance of the budget 
transparency concept; the pressures from ‘above’ reflect in increased interest by 
international financial institutions, while pressures from ‘below’ have emerged 
from the number of civil-society organizations. One of the best known, the In-
ternational Budget Partnership (IBP), formed in 1997, has formed the Open 
Budget Index (OBI), which is widespread methodology for the promotion of 
budget transparency. It collaborates with civil-society groups around the world 
to undertake budget analysis and advocacy, using three pillars (transparency, 
public participation, and budget oversight) to sum up the final score.

Focusing mainly on the transparency pillar of OBI, the literature review has 
revealed that there are some papers exposing transparency as an important 
component of good governance and institutional quality, potentially result-
ing in economic growth and welfare as well as improvement of accountability 
and public trust in governments (Kaufman and Kraay, 2008; Manes Rossi et 
al., 2018). It has been proved that transparency can influence the improve-
ment of governance efficiency (Piotrowsky 2007). Accordingly, it is interest-
ing to explore which indicators are significantly important to explain transpar-
ency and consequently, which barriers prevent the budgetary transparency 
improvement. Some studies (Khagram et al., 2013; Ríos et al., 2013; Rios et 
al., 2016) reveal the influence of politics as general expression for the term 
political conditions (electoral competition, political ideology, political rights, 
electoral cycle, and incumbents’ ideology, etc.) Even more, there are some 
studies (Carlitz et al., 2009; Wehner and De Renzio, 2013) that have focused 
on budget transparency measured by OBI and revealed that economic and 
political factors (democracy development, free and fair elections, income lev-
el) are positively related to budget transparency, while foreign aid and natural 
resources are factors that influence budget transparency negatively.

Besides politics that has been proved as an important factor or barrier for the 
budget transparency, the citizens’ interest in public money handling seems to 
be an important factor, although the level of knowledge differs among citi-
zens and countries (Citro, 2021). In this context, the newest studies introduced 
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even term “citizen-centric budgeting and reporting” as the process in which 
awareness of taxes imposed, resources spent and changes to the provision of 
services of ordinary citizens increased (Manes-Rossi et al., 2020, Anessi-Pessi-
na et al., 2020). Connected to citizens’ perception of budget transparency, the 
influence of the internet and formal education of citizens increase the budget 
transparency (Rios et al., 2016; Rios et al., 2013), although full disclosure of 
all relevant fiscal information does not necessarily mean that citizens know if 
they are getting a good deal for their money (Sedmihradska, 2015). Addition-
ally, the internet and web-based tools can improve openness and transparen-
cy in terms of online budget transparency, although this “online transparency” 
seems to be in the initial phase of research (Ott et al., 2019).

Exposing the problem of potential incompatibility of the “access to budget 
information” and “access to good public funds governance”, the intertwining 
principal-agent theory seems unavoidable. This theory problematizes the re-
lationship between citizens (principal) and politicians (agents), exposing the 
self-oriented objectives of the politicians as the main motivation, instead of 
the interests for the citizens’ welfare. Those interests are presented as re-elec-
tion, career building, income increase, etc. (Ferejohn, 1986; Ott et al., 2019).

Among 117 governments assessed in the Open Budget Survey 2019, four out 
of five failed to reach the minimum threshold for adequate budget transpar-
ency and oversight, and even fewer provided opportunities for the public to 
participate in shaping budget policies or monitoring their implementation. 
The observation of the Slovenian decreasing budget transparency position 
in the period from 2008 till 2019 has been the motivation for the paper. 
Through the content (questions) of OBI survey and index trend research in 
the last years, our study has focused on the barriers that prevented the imple-
mentation of the recommendations provided by the OBI assessment report. 
Since the Slovenian ranking has not been improved significantly in the last few 
years, the main aim of the paper was to research the Slovenian OBI timeline 
(adding some interesting comparisons) and to isolate and evaluate the most 
important barriers to government budget transparency. Using the methodol-
ogy of survey questionnaire, our research is focused on two research ques-
tions. Firstly, what was the trend of Slovenian OBI changing in the period from 
2008 till 2019 and secondly, which barriers are significantly important to ex-
plain recommendations for OBI improvement.

The first chapter presents the introduction into the topic, while the second 
chapter focuses mainly on literature review. The third is dedicated to the 
methodological specifics and the results of the study. In the last chapter the 
discussion and conclusion are presented.

2 Methodology

The selection of the research method was adapted to the particularities of 
the research problem (Patton, 1990; Yin, 2009), also considering the specifics 
of the research topic. For the first research question, desk research has been 
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used, focusing mainly on the International Budget Partnership (IBP) webpage 
and some other important resources. The Open Budget Survey (OBS) is the 
world’s only independent, comparative, and fact-based research instrument 
that uses internationally accepted criteria. It is divided into three parts, which 
assess: a) public access to central government budget information (budget 
transparency); b) formal opportunities for the public to participate in the na-
tional budget process (public participation); and c) the role of budget oversight 
institutions such as the legislature and auditor in the budget process (budget 
oversight). Since the research was primarily interested in budget transparen-
cy, the two other parts were abandoned. The budget transparency part meas-
ures public access to information on how the central government raises and 
spends public resources. The main objective is to assess the online availability, 
timeliness, and comprehensiveness of eight key budget documents using 109 
equally weighted indicators and scoring each country on a scale of 0 to 100.

Due to the specifics of the topic, the second research question has been ex-
plored based on a survey. Since the knowledge and interest in the budget 
transparency topic has turned to be an important determinant of the percep-
tion of budgetary transparency (Citro, 2021; Jones and Pendlebury, 2004), 
these two determinants have been incorporated in the research framework. 
Using the factors of knowledge and interest in the topic, the survey popula-
tion has been formed. Since Slovenia is small country, the idea has been to 
include the population (not just the sample) to obtain results as reliable as 
possible. On this basis, the list of potential respondents has been complied, 
collecting the email addresses according to two double strategies. Firstly, the 
contacts (email addresses) from the professional public (experts from Min-
istry of Finance, auditors from Supreme Audit Institution, universities’ pro-
fessors, specialists in non-governmental organizations, etc.) have been col-
lected from web pages, and secondly, contacting the persons from the list for 
further recommendation, the list of contacts has expanded. This contact has 
been done by email, explaining the idea and the requirements that potential 
respondents should have. The final list of email addresses, which presents 
our population, included 481 email addresses of potential respondents. The 
survey has been distributed to the population of 481 individuals, while the 
response rate has been 52,18%.

The conceptual framework of our study leans on the up-to-date studies (Ott 
et al., 2019; Khagram et al., 2013; Ríos et al., 2013; Rios et al., 2016; Carlitz 
et al., 2009; Wehner and De Renzio, 2013; Sedmihradska, 2015), which have 
confirmed the political factor as one of the most important in budget trans-
parency assessment. Additionally, and based on the interview with the state 
secretary at the Ministry of Finance, which oversaw the evaluation of the OBI 
survey for 2019, the main purpose of which was to detect and/or verify the 
main barriers, political will and two other barriers have been isolated. The in-
terview has exposed the mistakes of the professional services of the Ministry 
of Finance, often caused due to lack of time/short deadlines. Both detected 
factors in our qualitatively supported research, have been, although modest-
ly, considered in the previous studies (except Mikesell and Mullins, 2011; Ott 
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et al., 2010; Heald, 2012). In this first phase, the main barriers (political will, 
mistakes of professional and short deadlines) influencing the budget trans-
parency as the inhibitory factor were determined.

Secondly, the preparation phase has been continued with the pilot survey, 
which has tested the comprehensibility and comprehensiveness of the study. 
The survey consisted of the introductory part, in which the purpose and ob-
jectives of the study have been explained. There were also some questions 
about the general experiences of the respondents with the possibilities to 
get information about Slovenian public finance on the internet or any other 
way. One of the questions has verified the interest in public finance in con-
nection with transparency of the survey respondents. The main part of the 
questioner has focused on the evaluation of the barriers (negative indica-
tors) that influence the ranking of Slovenia. The survey questions in this part 
were constructed with the main objective to evaluate, on a five-point scale: 
(a) completely disagree, b) not agree, c) neither agree or disagree, d) agree 
and e) completely agree) the respondents’ perception on barriers that pre-
vented the recommendations that were given in the last OBI assessment:

– Slovenia should publish its draft budget online in a timely manner;

– all interested parties (e.g., non-governmental organizations, vulnerable 
groups, associations) should have the right to participate in the discussion 
of the Finance Committee in the National Assembly about the draft budget 
and annual accounts for the previous year are discussed and,

– the public should be more involved in the budget preparation process (par-
ticipation in the parliamentary session when discussing the draft budget 
and final accounts).

How often do you think or discuss about the government spending?

Since OBI measures the budget transparency through online availability, 
timeliness, and comprehensiveness of eight key budget documents, the main 
idea of the second part (second research question) has been to evaluate the 
perception of budget transparency from the public point of view. The re-
search design has been conceptualized as assessment of three constructs of 
transparency. In our research framework, those three constructs were taken 
from the OBI assessment for year 2019, in which they are presented as rec-
ommendations (independent variables). On the other side, according to the 
literature review (Khagram et al., 2013; Ríos et al., 2013) and our research 
design (interview), the dependant variable was determined as: a) the political 
will, b) the mistakes and inconsistencies of the professional services of Minis-
try of Finance, c) too short deadlines, and d) public disinterest.

In this manned, our empirical part of the research has been built on the fol-
lowing two hypotheses:

1. The professional public perceives the politics as the most significant barrier 
for OBI recommendations implementation in Slovenia.
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2. There are significant differences in the perception of the professional pu-
blic of budget transparency regarding the barriers and different recom-
mendations.

The results were obtained through the intensive process of the survey re-
sponse collection, including several reminders. All these procedures have re-
sulted in 251 fully resolved surveys.

The statistical analysis has proceeded in five stages:

– data was collected, classified and presented according to barriers (political 
will, the mistakes and inconsistencies of the professional services of Mi-
nistry of Finance, too short deadlines and public disinterest) for all three 
recommendations together;

– for each barrier, the % of scores of respondents for each recommendation 
was calculated as frequencies and presented;

– comparison of average scores for each barrier (and separately for recom-
mendation) has been prepared as descriptive statistics;

– according to the general assumption that normal distribution of variables 
and homogeneity of variance has been confirmed; one-way ANOVA was 
used to confirm different perception on OBI improvement regarding four 
different barriers on three different recommendations;

– correlation analysis (using Pearson’s correlation coefficient) was used to 
check which barriers regarding recommendations significantly correlate.

3 Results

The first part of our research has focused on the timeline of Slovenian OBI 
changes in the period between 2008 and 2019. In the first part of OBI meas-
urement, the budget transparency is assessed based on the online availabil-
ity, timeliness, and comprehensiveness of Pre-Budget Statement, Executive’s 
Budget Proposal, Enacted Budget, Citizens Budget, In-Year Reports, Mid-Year 
Review, Year-End Report, and Audit Report. The results are presented in Ta-
ble 1.
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The results in Table 1 reveal that Slovenian OBI has decreased from 2008 till 
2019. Slovenia was ranked 9th in 2008 but finished in the 22nd place in 2019. 
The Pre-Budget Statement is the document causing most problems, which 
was prepared in 2012 for the first time but was omitted in 2015. In 2017 and 
2019, it was published late or it was not published online. Citizen budget as 
the simpler and less technical version of the government’s Executive’s Budget 
Proposal or the Enacted Budget, designed to convey key information to the 
public, was also produced in 2017 for the first time.

In the second part of our research, the survey methodology was used. The 
results have revealed that 90% of respondents think or discuss about the gov-
ernment spending (58.40% from time to time, 31.60% regularly), while only 
10% never or rarely consider or discuss how the government spends budget 
funds. This result confirms that our study is based on respondents (popula-
tion) who are interested in the topic, while the classification on the list of 
potential respondents (done in the preparation phase considering the profes-
sional position) proved the appropriate level of knowledge.

In the next step, all three barriers detected in the literature review phase and 
in the interview with the Ministry of Finance representative were tested, add-
ing the control barrier (public disinterest). Since recommendations have been 
given with the objective to improve Slovenian budget transparency (index), 
our analysis has joined the recommendation according to barriers. The results 
of the analyses are presented in Table 2.

Source: Own, 2021
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Referring to the first, and theoretically most exposed barrier of “political will”, 
it has turned out that between 65.84% and 73.88% of respondents (com-
pletely) agree that the lack of political will is the main obstacle for Slovenian 
OBI ranking improvement. On the other side, the mistakes, or inconsistencies 
of the professional services of the Ministry of Finance have been assessed as 
less important, between 21.16% and 25.31% (depends on the recommenda-
tion), while 33.75% to 38.01% (depends of recommendation) of respondents 
perceive the short deadlines as the barrier for budget transparency (OBI) im-
provement in Slovenia.

Comparison of scores for different barriers (see Table 3) for all three recom-
mendations has revealed that the barrier “lack of political will” has reached 
the highest average scores within all three recommendations (see 3.93 for 
Recommendation 1, 3.82 for Recommendation 2 and 3.9 for Recommenda-
tion 3). Based on this result it can be concluded that political will is perceived 
as the most influential barrier regardless of recommendation. The barrier of 
“the mistakes or inconsistencies of professional services of the Ministry of Fi-
nance” and “public is not interested in such topics” has been estimated simi-
larly, both getting low scores. There are significant differences in assessment 
of different barriers, but not among recommendations, although recommen-
dation 2 has been assessed with slightly lower average scores than the other 
two recommendations.

Since the study objective has been to research the barriers that prevented 
the Slovenian budget transparency improvement, the test (one-way ANOVA) 
was used to check if there are any significant differences in barriers (accord-
ing to recommendations averages) and interest in public finance spending as 
the independent variable. At first, general assumptions of ANOVA were ap-
proved, resulting in normal distribution of variables (skewness and kurtosis 
within range -2.2) and homogeneity of variance, as variances are similar for 
each group (Table 4).

It has been found out that there are significant differences in barriers depend-
ing on interest of respondents for public funds spending (Table 4), except for 
Recommendation 3, for which there are no significant differences for “Too 
short deadlines” and “Public is not interested in such a topic” and interest for 
public spending. All other barriers turned to have significant differences in 
assessment of interest for public spending. In general, the interest for public 
spending most often shows significant differences in assessing barriers that 
prevented budget transparency (recommendation implementation). The null 
hypothesis of ANOVA is that there is no difference among group means and 
significance of <0.1 allows us to reject the null hypothesis.
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Table 4. The significant differences in barriers according to recommendation

Source: Own, 2021
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Based on the insight about statistical significance of differences, the idea 
was to test the correlation between interest for budget transparency (public 
finance) and barriers (as inhibitory factors) for recommendation implemen-
tation (as a measure for budget transparency). Table 5 reveals the correla-
tions of interest for budget transparency and barriers. There is a pattern of 
stronger correlations between the same barrier (for different recommenda-
tion) (R1_a correlates with R2_a with Pearson’s Coefficient 0.648 and R1_a 
with R3_a with 0.598, etc.). That means that the respondents, who assessed 
political will as a stronger barrier for recommendation 1 (R1_a) are most likely 
to assess political will as a stronger barrier for recommendation 2 and 3 as 
well. The same barrier, political will (for three different recommendations), 
has significant correlations with the interest of the respondent for budget 
transparency. Finally, the stronger the interest in budget transparency re-
spondents express, the more likely is that they assess the barrier of political 
will as important, while the recommendations do not play an important role, 
as all three variables “political will barrier” has significant and positive correla-
tion to interest for public spending (q1).

4 Discussion

Government budget decisions have an impact on well-being of its people. 
Consequently, it is crucial that governments inform and engage the public on 
these vital decisions. Social reformers promote the idea that a high score of 
OBI is the main incentive to influence policymakers to adopt policies optimiz-
ing public finances. This optimization might reflect in enhanced government 
responsibilities, providing vital information to the public and reduction of cor-
ruption (Cimpoerua and Cimpoeru, 2015, Anessi-Pessina et al., 2020). The lack 
of a sufficient level of budgetary transparency might be a consequence of 
poor public interest consideration, which impedes the people’s realization of 
their own democratic aspirations and freedoms. Our survey-based research 
of Slovenian budget transparency has revealed the general conclusion: the 
lack of political will is the main obstacle for the budget transparency part of 
OBI index stagnation in the last years. Even more, reconsidering the barrier 
“too short deadlines” into one that might be influenced/changed by politics 
(political will), it is clear that accountability for the budgetary (non)transpar-
ency should be focused on government. Similar findings about the influence 
of the legal and political system on budgetary transparency have been re-
vealed in several studies, like Rios et al, 2016; Wehner and De Renzio, 2013, 
that challenges our further research of the topic. The lack of political interest 
might be the result of several factors: from intentionally overlooked to those 
that are the result of neglecting an area.

On the other side, our results also confirmed that the stronger interest in 
budget transparency respondents express, the more likely is that they assess 
the barrier of political will as important barrier, what can be interpreted good 
knowledge of interested respondents in the area. In truth, the lack of political 
will in Slovenia is supported by lack of awareness and activity of other actors in 
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this area. The public (not just experts’) awareness of the importance of trans-
parent budget spending needs to be built systematically to result in becoming 
a part of the day-to-day and established perception of politics’ work and public 
spending. Once the technical-administrative conditions for OBI are met, which 
is easier to implement, it is necessary to include this part as one of the most 
important factors in public policy perception, with active participation and ef-
forts of all actors within Slovenian society. By the way, the author is deeply 
convinced that the expansion of the survey on the general public would affect 
the results in the sense that the share of those who are not at all interested 
in the topic would increase significantly, while the respondents would not be 
able to determine the factors that decisively affect OBI assessment.

Re-examination of the Open Budget Survey Questionnaire results for Slove-
nia for 2019 led us to the conclusion that there were some omissions done in 
the assessment procedure. Namely, the “Citizens’ budget” has been reduced 
on two pages and published in daily newspapers, while also the new website 
(https://proracun.gov.si) has been introduced to display budget expenses for 
the last 10 years. This additional re-examination has revealed that there were 
several activities undertaken in the budgetary procedure, which positively 
affect transparency. Since countries of all sorts (developed and developing) 
have expressed interest in the potential of transparency to improve govern-
ance (Kosack and Fung, 2014), the differences can be observed as far as pos-
sibilities are concerned. While countries at the earlier stage of economic and 
social development are facing current day-to-day problems, highly developed 
countries can provide better conditions for transparency and accountability. 
In this context, the experience from the past budgetary cycle procedures has 
shown that the tense legal deadlines prevented meetings with representa-
tives of NGOs and various associations on consultation to improve transpar-
ency and public participation in the preparation of the budget. The fact is that 
line ministries, including the Ministry of Finance, hold meetings with repre-
sentatives of various associations, non-governmental organizations, vulner-
able and other interest groups to discuss the possibilities of financing their 
activities, but the fact is that minutes are not published online, what has influ-
enced the OBI assessment.

Finally, our research has set the path for further development of this very 
important thematic. Our findings would suggest the exploration of factors 
(constructs) for each developed barrier regardless of recommendation in fur-
ther research attempts.

5 Conclusion

The public in Slovenia can already influence the budget transparency – both 
through interest groups and through the political parties elected, as each par-
ty advocates a programme with priorities that emphasize individual segments 
of public spending. Since in Slovenia a significant part of public finances also 
runs through the local level of the state (municipalities), which are by defini-
tion closer to the people, participatory budgeting, i.e. direct influence of peo-
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ple on the selection of projects and programmes financed from public funds 
are easier to implement at the municipal level. In Slovenia, there are quite a 
few examples of good practice in this area.

All of the above mentioned does not mean that there are no opportunities for 
the improvement of the budget transparency, but just that a critical position 
should be taken as far as the OBI index as the measurement tool is concerned. 
As any other benchmark, the index is the result of the scoring based on the 
human resource evaluation, that might influence the objectivity.

The main factor prohibiting greater budget transparency in Slovenia seems 
to be the lack of political will. However, with the instruments and technology 
in place as well as growing peer pressure in the budgetary transparency field, 
the OBI index assessment for the next period should be improved.
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