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Abstract

The academic debate on transparency has experienced a boom in recent decades. A review of the scientific literature
allows us to identify two key moments in the discussion on digital transparency: the declaration of Barack Obama’s
Memorandum on transparency and open government in 2009 and the Cambridge Analytica scandal in 2018. The first
was linked to a groundswell of enthusiasm for the concept of government transparency, with the promise that it would
boost accountability, eliminate corruption, and promote political efficiency in a crisis of institutional legitimacy. The se-
cond altered the digital transparency agenda and catalysed a discussion about the need for technology and social media
companies (Facebook, Twitter, or Google) to make transparency commitments because of their role in generating a
public conversation and the democratic implications. This paper reviews the idea of digital transparency in the scientific
literature framed in the field of political communication and tries to reflect the need for more research on its political,
social, and cultural implications.
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1. Introduction

The idea of transparency in the public space has evolved from its origins to widespread adoption in the 20" and 21
centuries (Gorwa; Garton-Ash, 2020). It is often approached as a complex, deeply political, controversial, problematic,
and even ambivalent concept (Etzioni, 2016). Although the multiple interrelated currents emerging prior to the 20" cen-
tury substantially inspired contemporary approaches (Christensen; Cheney, 2015; Flyverbom, 2015), studies on digital
or computerised transparency (Meijer, 2009) have recovered the current political debate on freedom of expression and
democracy within the context of a changing, fragmented and crisis-ridden public space (Palau-Sampio; Lopez-Garcia,
2022).
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From a review of the scientific literature, two key mo- The scientific literature shows insuffi-
ments emerge that have catalysed the discussion on cient research on digital transparency

transparency in the field of political communication over sinating f . , .
the last twenty years: Barack Obama’s (2009) Memoran- originating from a citizen's perspective

dum on Transparency and Open Government:
https.//www.archives.gov/files/cui/documents/2009-WH-memo-on-transparency-and-open-government.pdf

and the Cambridge Analytica scandal following the 2016 United States Presidential Election. Although there have been
experiences of political transparency in the Netherlands (Meijer, 2015) and Scandinavia, it is assumed that modern po-
litical transparency arose in the United States (Gorwa; Garton-Ash, 2020) when, at the beginning of the 20th century,
various politicians publicly stated that transparency was a moral good and an essential requirement for a healthy demo-
cratic society (Hood; Heald, 2006).

Since these two moments (2009 and 2018), less than a decade apart, studies on digital transparency have been shaped
by different trends that currently define it as one of the main accountability mechanisms which governments, institu-
tions, the media, and digital platform companies have used to regain public trust.

2. Open government and the rise of digital transparency

When Barack Obama issued the cited Memorandum on his first full day in office (2009) —emphasising messages such as
“In the face of doubt, openness prevails”— he said he wanted to foster a change of attitude towards government institu-
tions and referred to “a new way of governing” based on openness towards citizens through the use of digital technology
and thereby recovering an old idea for a new concept (Ramirez-Alujas, 2010).

In this context, transparency was thought of in a restricted sense, and that the disclosure of certain information was not
possible (Albu; Flyverbom, 2016), but it was also associated with the relevance of helping citizens and political leaders
in decision-making (Fun, 2013). In general, digital transparency is perceived to be a mechanism to restore citizen trust in
democratic institutions and governments.

Former President Obama’s declaration —which recovered the liberal discourse of transparency as an accountability me-
chanism to oversee public and governmental functions— was the first milestone to what some authors have called “mo-
dern transparency” (Meijer, 2009) and inspired a flurry of research related to Open Government (Wirtz; Birmeyer,
2015) focused mainly on the study of government transparency (Meijer, 2012; Meijer, 2015). The increase in scientific
production on digital transparency coincided with an increase in access to information regulations in the European
Union, prompting the approval of transparency laws in different countries (Meijer, 2015), and serving as a catalyst to the
founding of the Open Government Partnership (Cuccinello; Porumbescu; Grimmelikhuijsen, 2017).

Most of these studies reflected a phase of enthusiasm for the potential of digital transparency to improve representa-
tive democracy, better communication between representatives-citizens and to increase trust in institutions and go-
vernments (Matheus; Janssen, 2020). A large part of these studies analysed the pillars of open government (Lathrop;
Ruma, 2010; Nam, 2012; Grimmelikhuijsen; Feeney, 2017), and explored how the application of digital technology
could strengthen the principles of access to information (transparency), increase citizen participation in decision-making
and further collaboration with the population (Criado; Rojas-Martin, 2013).

Years later, the limitations to digital transparency began to emerge, and it was seen that academic interest had been
more focused on conceptualising and describing open government than addressing its possible effects and consequen-
ces (Cuccinello; Porumbescu; Grimmelikhuijsen, 2017). But, in general, the interpretation deduced from these studies
was that transparency improves Western democracies (Etzioni, 2018). Another conclusion reached was that with the
information gained through access to political information, citizens could better evaluate political measures and decide
what party to vote for. This gave rise to Keane’s (2009) concept of monitored democracy as a contemporary, alternative,
and participatory system based on citizen mechanisms for scrutiny of political representatives and control of informa-
tion. In this system, transparency and accountability would become the essence of democracy (Feenstra, 2016).

In summary, the beginning of the academic debate on digital transparency emerged under the umbrella of initiatives
that sought to reduce corruption, increase government efficiency through accountability and, ultimately, promote the
legitimacy of government and institutions (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2013; Cuccinello; Porumbescu; Grimmelikhuijsen,
2017). This occurred simultaneously to when the political class —with Obama as its advocate— made various promi-
ses regarding the development of transparency to recover its credibility and the trust of citizens and fostered the pu-
blic-private partnership of open data. All of this motiva-

ted certain authors, who were enthusiastic about the Journalistic transparency and open
potentials digital transparency promised, to argue that journalism have been put forward as a
technologies would contribute to a “culture of transpa- key issue when addressing the lack of

rency” in countries without a long history of democratic
governance (Heemsbergen, 2016), with the aim of legiti-
mising democratic institutions and their representatives

credibility some media companies are
accused of having
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in a politically decisive moment and context. Information transparency has thus become an instrument used by political
communication to improve the reviled image of the political class.

3. Digital transparency and the new political communication

Following the enthusiasm that the drive for open government generated in academia, the Cambridge Analytica scandal
in the 2018 United States Presidential Election reframed the debate on digital transparency; it was agreed that there was
a need to refocus transparency to mitigate citizen mistrust in the management of the large technological companies, cor-
porations and social media (Brown, 2020). In the digital public space, Facebook, Google and Twitter had proven to be key
spaces where political discourse and deliberation could

be catalysed on a global scale. Their growing role as a Digital transparency has been studied
global channel for political communication meant that fundamentally as an instrumental

they were clearly institutions that had democratic impli-
cations. From that moment on, studies on digital trans-
parency were developed based on one of three trends.

concept, ignoring its cultural, political
and social dimension

The first was developed by authors who continued to analyse government transparency; they had initially been inspired
by the ideology of open government, but now broadened their focus to include different tools for its development (such
as social networks, data portals, etc.) (Ruijer et al., 2020; Villodre; Reynaers; Criado, 2021; Simonofski et al., 2022), and
other political actors beyond institutional transparency itself (civil organisations, political parties, lobbies, etc.) (Diez-Ga-
rrido, 2022; Dinan, 2021).

The second was associated with a stream of studies that reopened the debate on mistrust towards “transparent domina-
tion”, recovering Foucault’s panopticon (Asher-Barnstone, 2005; Catlaw; Sandberg, 2014; Lemke, 2015) and highlighted
the hypocrisy of digital transparency (Shohl; Leonardi, 2016), under an “imperative of transparency” (Shudson, 2015)
that has turned transparency into an ideology of the “transparency society” (Han, 2015), where information has been
positivised and operationalised but in reality “transparency itself is not transparent” (Han, 2022).

The third included those studies that suggest there is a need to increase the transparency of large digital corporations
(Rieder, 2020), because of the relevance they have acquired since the 2016 electoral campaign in the United States, in
increasingly sophisticated socio-political and technical systems (Van-Dijck; Poell; De-Waal, 2018). With this, the focus is
now on the demand for transparency not only from the public sector, but also from the private sector. As a result, the
accountability of these corporations is one of the responses demanded by both institutions and citizen organisations for
“contaminating the public sphere with toxic content” (Tumber; Waisbord, 2021, p. 23). The possible impact of its use
has fostered algorithmic transparency, which comprises greater visibility and exposure on how these corporations use
algorithms and data to make decisions (Watson; Nations, 2019). In this sense, Suzor et al. (2019) note that there has
been progress in terms of the transparency of social networks, but that, for it to make sense, it must reach users in a
more efficient way and users must have better access to it.

Although the debate on the transparency of organisations was not new and had already been associated with the Cor-
porate Social Responsibility movement that emerged in the 1980s (Albu; Flyverbom, 2019), it was recovered at this
time, and greater transparency was demanded from digital platform corporations in their actions and, especially, in the
treatment of users’ personal data, ensuring that citizens’ information was available to them so that they could protect
their interests (Fung, 2013; Gorwa; Garton-Ash, 2020).

Since then, following the multiple scandals plaguing Facebook since 2016, academics, policy makers and civil society
groups have advocated in public discourse for measures to scrutinise these companies’ business activities, casting them
as an important potential governance mechanism. Certain authors have pointed out how companies have made efforts
to create alliances and partner with academia in an attempt to regain user trust (King; Persily, 2019), publicly declaring
its commitment to transparency as one of the main mechanisms of corporate and socio-political responsibility. But it
was found that some of these platforms made increasingly important political decisions in secret (Gillespie, 2018).

4. Media and digital transparency

The media are also present in the academic literature and part of the academic debate on digital transparency and po-
litical communication. In this area, there are four types of studies on transparency that can be distinguished according
to their content.

There are studies that have analysed how the media have made information available to the public, either through
editorial processes or though the journalistic actors involved (for example, media ownership, journalist profiles, blogs,
and links to sources) (Karlsson; Clerwall, 2018; Vu; Sal-

dafia, 2021). In general, media accountability is an area Transparency  has  thus  become
that has not drawn much interest from communica- an instrument used by political
tion scholars (Eberwein; Fengler; Karmasin, 2019), but communication to improve the reviled

journalistic transparency and open journalism (Sampe-

image of the political class
dro-Blanco, 2014; Renedo-Farpén, 2019) has been put & P
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forward as a key issue when addressing the lack of credibility some media companies —in Spain (Jurado, 2020) and other
countries— are accused of having.

Another group of studies has focused on analysing the role of the media in disseminating government transparency
(associated with open government) and have been able to contribute to making it more popular and emphasising its
benefits (Roberts, 2006; Gorwa; Garton-Ash, 2020). The publication of data in an open format has also led to the proli-
feration of new narratives based on those publications (Brolchdin et al., 2017). In this sense, data journalists usually use
transparency portals and open data as sources of information (Appelgren; Salaverria, 2018). Data journalism also plays a
key role in promoting a culture of transparency by making data more understandable (Rogers, 2014) as the data in these
portals are unprocessed (Cushion; Lewis; Callaghan, 2017).

Other approaches on the possibilities of digital transparency have simultaneously emerged; they have contributed to
the belief that transparency takes root with potentially significant social impacts (Owen, 2015), advocating an inevitable
horizontal and collaborative transparency (Heemsbergen, 2016; Gorwa; Garton-Ash, 2020).

In recent years, and associated with the measures implemented to combat disinformation after the 2018 Cambridge
Analytica scandals, a new group of studies into transparency and the media has appeared whose guiding principle is
to strengthen public control over private companies, mainly social media platforms —translated to a large extent into
obligations of transparency— and their intellectual property, production and financing, but which, in countries like Spain
or ltaly, are conditioned by a growing political parallelism and concentration of the media market. The political actors
and the technologies involved are a starting point for thinking about governance objectives within a new network of
accountability. National responses in EU countries are mixed, and the European Commission has intensified its efforts
to combat disinformation and put more pressure on platforms to take action and provide some level of transparency
(Saurwein; Spencer-Smith, 2020).

5. Final thoughts

In summary, digital transparency has been studied fundamentally as an instrumental concept, ignoring its cultural, politi-
cal and social dimension. In the Window Theory, Matheus & Janssen (2020) explain that transparency is a glass through
which the activity of government organisations can be observed: the interior of the building is visible during the day, but
the window does not allow us to see what happens at night unless an artificial light is used at night and may be blurred
by weather conditions. The authors use this metaphor to define the complexity and ambiguity of this concept.

Studies on digital transparency matched the academic trends on recent political communication, which initially shifted
from technological enthusiasm, almost fetishism, to scepticism, provoked by large technology corporations involvement
in the US presidential campaign in 2016 (Chadwick, 2019). It could be said that the development of research on digital
transparency in the context of political communication has been characterised by phases of euphoria, disappointment,
and continuous transformation.

From the initial enthusiasm for digital transparency, with an eminently governmental approach in the early years, trans-
parency passed from having its limits explored to being described as unidirectional, decontextualised and indiscrimina-
te, which generated much confusion about its meaning and purpose (Meijer, 2009).

The scientific literature has focused on its analysis from the perspective of political, institutional, technological and
media elites, but there is little research originating from the citizen perspective, despite the fact that it is often said that
one use of digital transparency could be to restore confidence in institutions. In parallel, these studies show that digi-
tal transparency —whether through technological, administrative, or organisational solutions— will not by itself provide
an easy solution to the challenges posed by the growing

role of platforms in political and social life (Gorwa; Gar- More research is needed to explore how
ton-Ash, 2020). Therefore, more research is needed to platform companies enact and carry out
explore how platform companies enact and carry out transparency and how this can work in

transparency and how this can work in an increasingly

: an increasingly controversial landscape
controversial landscape.

6. References
Albu, Oana-Brindusa; Flyverbom, Mikkel (2019). “Organizational transparency: Conceptualizations, conditions, and

consequences”. Business & society, v. 58, n. 2, pp. 268-297.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316659851

Appelgren, Ester; Salaverria, Ramdn (2018). “The promise of the transparency culture”. Journalism practice, v. 12, n. 8,
pp. 986-996.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2018.1511823

Ascher-Barnstone, Deborah (2005). The transparent state. Architecture and politics in postwar Germany. Routledge:
London; New York. ISBN: 978 0 415700191

e320104 Profesional de la informacion, 2023, v. 32, n. 1. e-ISSN: 1699-2407 4


https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316659851
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2018.1511823

Digital transparency and political communication

Brolchain, Niall O.; Porwol, Lukasz; Ojo, Adegboyega; Wagner, Tilman; Lopez, Eva-Tamara; Karstens, Eric (2017). “Ex-
tending open data platforms with storytelling features”. In: Proceedings of the 18" Annual international conference on
digital government research, pp. 48-53.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3085228.3085283

Brown, Allison J. (2020). “’Should | stay or should | leave?’: Exploring (dis) continued Facebook use after the Cambridge
Analytica scandal”. Social media + society, v. 6, n. 1.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305120913884

Catlaw, Thomas J.; Sandberg, Billie (2014). “’Dangerous government’: Info-Liberalism, active citizenship, and the open
government directive”. Administration & society, v. 46, n. 3, pp. 223-254.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399712461912

Chadwick, Andrew (2019). The new crisis of public communication. Challenges and opportunities for future research on
digital media and politics. Loughborough (UK): Online Civil Culture Center / Loughborough University.
https://www.lboro.ac.uk/research/online-civic-culture-centre/news-events/articles/o3c-2-crisis

Christensen, Lars-Thgger; Cheney, George (2015). “Peering into transparency: Challenging ideals, proxies, and organiza-
tional practices”. Communication theory, v. 25, n. 1, pp. 70-90.
https://doi.org/10.1111/comt.12052

Criado, J. Ignacio; Rojas-Martin, Francisco (eds.) (2013). Las redes sociales digitales en la gestion y las politicas publicas.
Avances y desafios para un gobierno abierto. Barcelona: Generalitat de Catalunya, Escola d’Administracié Publica de
Catalunya. ISBN: 84 695 9397 8
https://eapc.gencat.cat/web/.content/home/publicacions/col_leccio_obres_digitals/15_redes_sociales/od_15 las_
redes_sociales.pdf

Cucciniello, Maria; Porumbescu, Gregory A.; Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan (2017). “25 years of transparency research:
Evidence and future directions”. Public administration review, v. 77, pp. 32—44.
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12685

Cushion, Stephen; Lewis, Justin; Callaghan, Robert (2017). “Data journalism, impartiality and statistical claims”. Journa-
lism practice, v. 11, n. 10, pp. 1198-1215.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2016.1256789

Diez-Garrido, Maria (2022). La transparencia de los partidos politicos (2016-2019). Entre la estrategia de comunicacion
y su apertura efectiva. Madrid: Congreso de los Diputados. ISBN: 978 84 79435608

Dinan, William (2021). “Lobbying transparency: The limits of EU monitory democracy”. Politics and governance, v. 9, n.
1, pp. 237-247.
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i1.3936

Eberwein, Tobias; Fengler, Susanne; Karmasin, Matthias (2019). “Theory and practice of media accountability in Euro-
pe: An introductory overview”. In: Media accountability in the era of post truth politics. London: Routledge, pp. 3-17.
ISBN: 978 1351115780

Etzioni, Amitai (2016). Is transparency the best disinfectant?. February 12.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2731880

Etzioni, Amitai (2018). “The limits of transparency”. In: Alloa, Emmanuel; Thoma, Dieter (eds.). Transparency, society
and subjectivity. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77161-8_9

Feenstra, Ramodn A. (2016). “El potencial transformador de la democracia monitorizada a debate: contextualizacion
tedrica y didlogo con John Keane”. Teknokultura. Revista de cultura digital y movimientos sociales, v. 13, n. 2, pp. 639-
654.

https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_TEKN.2016.v13.n2.52437

Flyverbom, Mikkel (2015). “Sunlight in cyberspace? On transparency as a form of ordering”. European journal of social
theory, v. 18, n. 2, pp. 168-184.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431014555258

Fung, Archon (2013). “Infotopia: Unleashing the democratic power of transparency”. Politics & society, v. 41, n. 2, pp. 183-212.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329213483107

Gillespie, Tarleton (2018). Custodians of the Internet: Platforms, content moderation, and the hidden decisions that sha-
pe social media. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. ISBN: 030017313X

e320104 Profesional de la informacidn, 2023, v. 32, n. 1. e-ISSN: 1699-2407 5


https://doi.org/10.1145/3085228.3085283
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305120913884
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399712461912
https://www.lboro.ac.uk/research/online-civic-culture-centre/news-events/articles/o3c-2-crisis
https://doi.org/10.1111/comt.12052
https://eapc.gencat.cat/web/.content/home/publicacions/col_leccio_obres_digitals/15_redes_sociales/od_15_las_redes_sociales.pdf
https://eapc.gencat.cat/web/.content/home/publicacions/col_leccio_obres_digitals/15_redes_sociales/od_15_las_redes_sociales.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12685
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2016.1256789
https://doi.org/10.17645/pag.v9i1.3936
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2731880
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77161-8_9
https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_TEKN.2016.v13.n2.52437
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431014555258
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329213483107

Eva Campos-Dominguez; Maria Diez-Garrido

Gorwa, Robert; Garton-Ash, Timothy (2020). “Democratic transparency in the platform society”. In: Persily, Nathaniel;
Tucker, Joshua A. (eds.). Social media and democracy: The state of the field, prospects for reform. SSRC Anxieties of de-
mocracy, pp. 286-312. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. ISBN: 978 1 108890960
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108890960

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan G.; Feeney, Mary K. (2017). “Developing and testing an integrative framework for open
government adoption in local governments”. Public administration review, v. 77, n. 4, pp. 579-590.
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12689

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan G.; Porumbescu, Gregory; Hong, Boram; Im, Tobin (2013). “The effect of transparency on
trust in government: A cross-national comparative experiment”. Public administration review, v. 73, n. 4, pp. 575-586.
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12047

Han, Byung-Chul (2015). The transparency society. Vancouver: Stanford University Press. ISBN: 978 0 804794602

Han, Byung-Chul (2022). Infocracy: Digitization and the crisis of democracy. Cambridge: John Wiley & Sons. ISBN: 978 1
509552993

Heemsbergen, Luke J. (2016). “From radical transparency to radical disclosure: Reconfiguring(in) voluntary transparency
through the management of visibilities”. International journal of communication, v. 10, n. 5, pp. 138-151.
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/4413

Hood, Christopher; Heald, David (eds.) (2006). Transparency: The key to better governance? Oxford: Oxford University
Press. ISBN: 978 0 197263839

Jurado, Francisco (2020). “Journalistic transparency using CRFs to identify the reporter of newspaper articles in Spanish”.
Applied soft computing, v. 95.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.as0c.2020.106496

Karlsson, Michael; Clerwall, Christer (2018). “Transparency to the rescue?”. Journalism studies, v. 19, n. 13, pp. 1923-1933.
https.//doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2018.1492882

Keane, John (2009). The life and death of democracy. London: Simon and Schuster. ISBN: 978 0 743231923

King, Gary; Persily, Nathaniel (2019). “A new model for industry-academic partnerships”. Political science & politics, v.
53, n. 4, pp. 703-709.
https://doi.org/10.1017/51049096519001021

Lathrop, Daniel; Ruma, Laurel (2010). Open government: Collaboration, transparency, and participation in practice.
Sebastopol: O’Reilly Media, Inc. ISBN: 978 0 596804350

Lemke, Thomas (2015). “New materialisms: Foucault and the ‘government of things’ theory”. Culture & society, v. 32,
n. 4, pp. 3-25.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276413519340

Matheus, Ricardo; Janssen, Marijn (2020). “A systematic literature study to unravel transparency enabled by open go-
vernment data: The window theory”. Public performance and management review, v. 43, n. 3, pp. 503-534.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2019.1691025

Meijer, Albert J. (2009). “Understanding modern transparency”. International review of administrative sciences, v. 75,
n. 2, pp. 255-269.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852309104175

Meijer, Albert J. (2012). “Introduction to the special issue on government transparency”. International review of admi-
nistrative sciences, v. 78, n. 1, pp. 3-9.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852311435639

Meijer, Albert J. (2015). “Government transparency in historical perspective: From the ancient regime to open data in
The Netherlands”. International journal of public administration, v. 38, n. 3, pp. 189-199.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2014.934837

Nam, Taewoo (2012). “Citizens’ attitudes toward open government and government 2.0”. International review of admi-
nistrative sciences, v. 78, n. 2, pp. 346-368.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852312438783

Owen, Taylor (2015). Disruptive power: The crisis of the state in the digital age. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199363865.001.0001

Palau-Sampio, Dolors; Lopez-Garcia, Guillermo (2022). “Communication and crisis in the public space: Dissolution and
uncertainty”. Profesional de la informacidn, v. 31, n. 3, e310316.
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.may.16.

e320104 Profesional de la informacion, 2023, v. 32, n. 1. e-ISSN: 1699-2407 6


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108890960
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12689
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12047
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/4413
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2020.106496
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2018.1492882
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519001021
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276413519340
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2019.1691025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852309104175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852311435639
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2014.934837
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852312438783
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199363865.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.may.16

Digital transparency and political communication

Ramirez-Alujas, Alvaro (2010). “Innovacidn en la gestidn publica y open government (gobierno abierto): Una vieja nueva
idea”. Revista buen gobierno, n. 9, pp. 94-133.
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1820326

Renedo-Farpoén, Cristina (2019). “La implantacion del periodismo ‘open source’ como un nuevo modelo de comunica-
cién en Internet”, Digitos, n. 5, pp. 10-32.
https://roderic.uv.es/handle/10550/7138

Rieder, Bernhard (2020). “Towards platform observability”. Internet policy review, v. 9, n. 4.
https://doi.org/10.14763/2020.4.1535

Roberts, Alasdair (2006). Blacked out: Government secrecy in the information age. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press. ISBN: 978 0 521858700

Rogers, Simon (2014). “Data journalism is the new punk”. British journalism review, v. 25, n. 2, pp. 31-34.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956474814538181

Ruijer, Erna; Détienne, Francoise; Baker, Michael; Groff, Jonathan; Meijer, Albert J. (2020). “The politics of open gover-
nment data: Understanding organizational responses to pressure for more transparency”. The American review of public
administration, v. 50, n. 3, pp. 260-274.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074019888065

Sampedro-Blanco, Victor (2014). El cuarto poder en red. Por un periodismo (de cédigo) libre. Barcelona: Icaria. ISBN: 978
84988 8 590 3

Saurwein, Florian; Spencer-Smith, Charlotte (2020). “Combating disinformation on social media: Multilevel governance
and distributed accountability in Europe”. Digital journalism, v. 8, n. 6, pp. 820-841.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2020.1765401

Shudson, Michael (2015). The rise of the right to know: Politics and the culture of transparency, 1945-1975. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press. ISBN: 978 0 674915787
https://doi.org/10.2307/].ctvjghtf9

Simonofski, Anthony; Zuiderwijk, Anneke; Clarinval, Antoine; Hammedi, Wafa (2022). “Tailoring open government
data portals for lay citizens: A gamification theory approach”. International journal of information management, v. 65.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijinfomgt.2022.102511

Stohl, Cynthia; Stohl, Michael; Leonardi, Paul M. (2016). “Managing opacity: Information visibility and the paradox of
transparency in the digital age”. International journal of communication, v. 10, n. 15, pp. 123-137.
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/4466

Suzor, Nicolas P.; Myers-West, Sarah; Quodling, Andrew; York, Jillian (2019). “What do we mean when we talk about
transparency? Towards meaningful transparency in commercial content moderation”. International journal of commu-
nication, v. 13, n. 18, pp. 1526-1543.

https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/9736

Tumber, Howard; Waisbord, Silvio (eds.) (2021). The Routledge companion to media disinformation and populism. Rout-
ledge. ISBN: 978 1 003004431
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003004431-1

Van-Dijck, José; Poell, Thomas; De-Waal, Martijn (2018). The platform society. New York: Oxford University Press. ISBN:
978 0 190889807
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780190889760.001.0001

Villodre, Julian; Reynaers, Anne-Marie; Criado, J. Ignacio (2021). “Transparencia externa y redes sociales. Los roles di-
ferenciales de ministerios y organismos publicos estatales en Twitter”. Revista de estudios politicos, n. 192, pp. 191-220.
https://doi.org/10.18042/cepc/rep.192.07

Vu, Hong-Tien; Saldafia, Magdalena (2021). “Chillin’ effects of fake news: Changes in practices related to accountability
and transparency in American newsrooms under the influence of misinformation and accusations against the news me-
dia”. Journalism & mass communication quarterly, v. 98, n. 3, pp. 769-789.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699020984781

Watson, Hugh J.; Nations, Conner (2019). “Addressing the growing need for algorithmic transparency”. Communications
of the Association for Information Systems, v. 45, pp. 488-510.
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.04526

Wirtz, Bernd W.; Birkmeyer, Steven (2015). “Open government: Origin, development, and conceptual perspectives”.
International journal of public administration, v. 38, n. 5, pp. 381-396.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2014.942735

e320104 Profesional de la informacidn, 2023, v. 32, n. 1. e-ISSN: 1699-2407 7


https://ssrn.com/abstract=1820326
https://roderic.uv.es/handle/10550/7138
https://doi.org/10.14763/2020.4.1535
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956474814538181
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074019888065
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2020.1765401
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvjghtf9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2022.102511
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/4466
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/9736
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003004431-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190889760.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.18042/cepc/rep.192.07
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699020984781
https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.04526
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2014.942735



