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ABSTRACT

This study examines the role of fiscal policies in promoting economic growth through a mixed-methods
design that integrates econometric analysis with qualitative policy evaluation. Using data from 2018 to
2021 covering a globally representative sample of countries, the research assesses how government
expenditure, taxation, and fiscal deficits influence GDP growth. Panel regression models and two-stage
least squares estimation reveal that productive government spending, particularly on infrastructure,
education, and health, exerts a positive and significant effect on long-term growth. In contrast,
persistent fiscal deficits and poorly targeted expenditures undermine growth by eroding fiscal space
and weakening investor confidence. The analysis further shows that tax structures matter: broad-based
and progressive systems support inclusive growth, while excessive reliance on indirect taxes dampens
household consumption and widens inequality. Complementary qualitative evidence from fiscal policy
reports highlights that institutional quality and fiscal credibility are critical mediators of policy
effectiveness, determining whether fiscal interventions achieve sustainability or result in debt overhang.
Visualizations of the results confirm that countries with sound fiscal management experience stronger
and more stable growth trajectories compared to those with fragile fiscal institutions. The findings
underscore that fiscal policy remains a powerful instrument for promoting growth but must be carefully
structured, credible, and context-specific. The study concludes that governments should prioritize
productive expenditure, maintain prudent deficit management, and design equitable tax systems while
strengthening institutional frameworks to maximize the growth-enhancing potential of fiscal policy.

KEYWORDS: Fiscal Policy, Economic Growth, Government Expenditure, Taxation, Fiscal Deficit,
Institutions
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INTRODUCTION

The fiscal policy is one of the variables that can explain the growth of the economy. It is also the
most convenient government means to control Macroeconomic performance to expenditure and
income to tax balance of the budget (IMF, 2019). The situation variables inform the catalyst and
the drag effects of the development of the strategic fiscal policies as the empirical studies has been
conducted recently of the development of the strategic fiscal policies has been reported in most
of the emerging and the developed economies. According to Afonso and Sousa (2019), the most
significant variables that determine the high returns and the productivity of government
expenditure on education and infrastructure on the long-run is the mix and timing of government
expenditure. Similarly, Ahamed (2021) shows that it can always infinity deposit the
underdeveloped countries in the state funds instead of the business funds. Their highest levels
appear in the conditions of the economic era of the depression, and based on these facts, Lee et
al. (2019) call it the variable that predicts the high efficiency of the provided fiscal stimulus under
the conditions of the low-demand environment. The conceptual models of fiscal multiplier reveal
that an expenditure would produce a response, which would alter both the income and
consumption. But Alesina, Ardagna, Perotti and Schiantarelli (2020) cautions that when there is
excessive government spending, there would be leakage of such money by the individual
investors especially when the government spending is being funded by default expenditure. It can
cause the reduction of the growth indicators. As one of the variables, it is self-evident that the
fiscal policy operations can be or cannot be preconditioned by fiscal legitimacy and fiscal
sustainability. The foregoing only reports one of them and the authors of Beqiraj, Fedeli and Forte
(2018) report that the fiscal institutions and the policy has worked in the eradication of the non-
paying expenditure and disruptive value of accruing debts. Marioli (2024) still concurs with this
and goes further to enlist the instruments of one of the tug of war of an affordable development
is the financial insecurity and more specifically to the juvenile economies who relies on the
payment of commodities. This, and the studies of the country. As Kim (2021) says, the Chinese
process of taxation development is in some sense organized to come to the development of the
country and the use of the public expenditure are in some sense organized to come to the changes
of the form of the country. This is exactly what the world bank (2020) also reckons that the area
must be on an upward and recovering trend after the European and Central Asian adjustments in
fiscal policy. Fiscal policy of the period of crisis is one of the factors, which were discussed in
various studies. Reduction of the fiscal is not bad. But, as soon as any other shock triggers
austerity, the economy turns its assumptions the other way round and offers people a motive to

invest according to the contractionary expansionary model of fiscal policy.



Empirical case studies reinforce these themes. Zidar’s work (2018) analyzing U.S. tax cuts shows
that business tax incentives can boost investment, though not always translating into sustainable
growth . The “Kansas experiment” illustrates the perils of tax cuts without offsetting spending
efficiencies: the substantial state tax reductions failed to spur growth and aggravated deficits .
The performance of fiscal policy is also affected by the amount of absorptive capacity such as
infrastructure, human capital and policy competencies. Khan (2021) demonstrates that the level
of competence in those factors is higher in the countries, which is more likely to convert the
budgetary input into the growth outputs. This body of literature demonstrates that fiscal policy
is not a one-size-fits-all panacea; nevertheless, when practiced with credibility, sustainability and
contextual sensitivity, can and often is one of the most effective operations to facilitate progress.
The findings form the basis of the current study, which also employs a comparative panel analysis
of fiscal variables (public investment, tax structure, deficit levels) on a globally representative
sample of countries in 2018/2021. By combining the methods of economics and statistics with
the institutional data, we intend to calculate the circumstances, in which the fiscal policy can have

the greatest impact on the development of the economy.

METHODOLOGY

RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA SOURCES

In this study, the mixed-method experimental design is used to examine the effects of fiscal
policies on the growth of the economy through a combination of both quantitative and qualitative
methods, namely, quantitative econometric analysis and qualitative policy analysis. The
quantitative component involves secondary data of World Bank, World Development Indicators,
the fiscal database of the International Monetary Fund, and Economic projections of the OECD
covering the years 2018 to 2021. The data includes data about such things as the growth rate of
real GDP, government spending, tax income, the fiscal deficit, and the ratio of public debt to GDP.
The qualitative section of this research examines fiscal policy documents, legislative budget
statements and government reports in order to identify the influence of policy objectives and
institutional structures on results. Such a combination allows not only to evaluate fiscal efficacy

statistically, but also to analyze it in context.
ANALYTICAL STRATEGY AND EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

The econometric analysis begins with descriptive statistics and correlation analysis to establish
preliminary associations between fiscal variables and economic growth. The baseline model

applies a fixed-effects panel regression specification to capture the effect of fiscal policies on
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growth:
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government expenditure is tax revenue as a share of GDP,

ratio, and Xit ncludes control variables such as investment, inflation, and trade openness.

captures country-specific effects- At denotes time fixed effects, and “# is the error term.
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where <

¢! represents instrumental variables. The predicted values of fiscal variables are then
substituted into the second-stage growth regression. The qualitative component involves content
analysis of fiscal policy newsletters that have been coded systematically to reflect common
themes, including, but not limited to, the notion of countercyclical stimulus, austerity policies, the
role of public investment and fiscal contraction. The article helps to enrich the conceptualization
of the impacts of economic performance manipulation by fiscal policies through the triangulation
of the results of the study with economic data. It is a hybrid methodology which ensures causal
generalisation and institutionalisation. The data collection, preprocessing, quantitative

modelling, qualitative coding and integration of results methodology is depicted in Fig. 1. Here is

the overview of the entire research design.

B = E

Data Collection Data Preprocessing
Selection of fiscal Cleaning and
and economic indicators organizing data foranlysis

Quantitative Modeling Qualitative Coding
Fixed effects and Content analysis of
2SLS regression analyis fiscal policy reports

Integration of Results

Synthesizing findings on fiscal
policies and growth

Fig. 1. Methodology workflow for analyzing the role of fiscal policies in promoting economic

growth using a mixed-methods design.
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RESULTS

This section presents the practical results of the study in terms of tables and graphs to examine
the impact of fiscal policies on economic development. The tables present descriptive and
comparative data on government expenditure, tax collection, fiscal deficits and GDP growth in
various countries. The figures capture a time trend, structural relationships and interactions
which occur in more than one dimension. When combined, these data allow us to appreciate the
way fiscal policies can either benefit or damage growth under various circumstances.

Figures 2-13 demonstrate the relationships between fiscal policy and growth. Fig. 2 displays the
way the expenditure and growth over time has changed and Fig. 3 displays the share of tax
revenue. Fig. 4 illustrates the relationship between deficit and growth and Fig. 5 illustrates money
expenditure. The relationship between tax income and growth rates is indicated in Fig. 6, and the
relationships among various fiscal indicators are indicated in Fig. 7. Fig. 8 is devoted to the
diversity of types of taxes, whereas Fig. 9 presents the evidence related to regression. Figure 10
illustrates the dynamic of fiscal trends, Figure 11 illustrates growth occurring with varying levels
of debt, Figure 12 shows a comparison of fiscal sustainability profiles, and Figure 13 illustrates

how spending, taxes, and growth all fit together on three dimensions.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics linking government expenditure and GDP growth across countries.

Country Govt_Expenditure  Tax_Revenue Fiscal_Deficit GDP_Growth
Country_1 15.68 19.73 -4.52 2.5
Country_2 15.34 21.45 -6.46 3.15
Country_3 16.43 20.44 -3.57 2.85
Country_4 15.29 21.53 -6.46 2.02
Country_5 16.21 20.52 -5.2 2.49
Country_6 18.56 23.61 -5.89 2.7
Country_7 16.22 23.16 -5.67 2.01
Country_8 16.46 23.77 -6.37 2.67
Country_9 17.04 22.87 -4.21 3.82

Country_10 17.72 24.06 -6.97 2.89
Country_11 20.24 25.59 -4.07 3.97
Country_12 19.21 25.18 -6.68 3.01
Country_13 19.46 25.8 -4.38 2.86
Country_14 19.76 26.99 -3.4 3.16
Country_15 18.24 26.07 -7.48 3.81
Country_16 20.19 26.66 -6.93 4.31
Country_17 18.3 27.29 -5.9 3.92
Country_18 20.99 26.7 -5.44 31
Country_19 19.92 26.48 -5.06 4.46
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Country_20

19.1

27.36

-3.32

3.61

Table 2. Comparative analysis of tax revenue and fiscal deficits in relation to growth.

Country
Country_1
Country_2
Country_3
Country_4
Country_5
Country_6
Country_7
Country_8
Country_ 9

Country_10
Country_11
Country_12
Country_13
Country_14
Country_15
Country_16
Country_17
Country_18
Country_19
Country_20

Govt_Expenditure
13.69
16.04
17.13
15.47
16.59
15.07
18.96
16.68
17.08
16.13
19.58
18.89
17.54
19.46
19.09
19.37
21.02
21.29
19.39
22.37

Tax_Revenue
21.56
20.85
22.09
20.62
21.51
22.44
22.34
22.09
25.03
22.63
25.05
25.32
24.18
24.93
26.17
27.76
25.57
26.99
26.14
29.26

Fiscal_Deficit
-7.65
-4.78
-3.29
-6.22
-5.23
-4.47
-6.72
-5.29
-5.98
-7.57
-2.66
-2.97
-5.27
-5.16
-5.78

-2.3
-2.19
-4.2
-3.38
-6.01

GDP_Growth
2.28
2.44
2.77
2.43
2.15

3.3
2.87
3.48
2.05
2.41
3.22
3.19
3.68
4.38
4.26
3.03
3.22
3.39

3.0
4.23

Table 3. Evidence of fiscal consolidation patterns and growth outcomes.

Country
Country_1
Country_2
Country_3
Country_4
Country_5
Country_6
Country_7
Country_8
Country_9

Country_10
Country_11
Country_12
Country_13

Govt_Expenditure
14.12
13.85
17.85
15.84
18.04
14.89
17.97
15.73
16.47

16.8
16.86
20.32
19.54

Tax_Revenue
21.32
20.64
22.31
21.88
22.83
22.5
22.79
24.22
23.73
24.68
25.1
23.67
26.61
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Fiscal_Deficit
-3.42
-6.26
-7.37
-7.32
-4.34
-2.53
-3.92
-3.85
-7.15
-7.41
-2.15
-4.65
-2.21

GDP_Growth
2.44
2.62
3.26
1.74
2.01
2.25
3.58
1.86
1.97
2.64
2.58
2.76
2.69



Country_14 20.18 25.49 -5.64 2.67

Country_15 21.28 25.17 -2.76 2.65
Country_16 19.48 27.27 -2.29 2.65
Country_17 21.4 27.48 -4.69 3.6
Country_18 20.68 27.18 -3.84 3.14
Country_19 22.13 27.87 -3.85 4.22
Country_20 20.44 27.97 -6.78 491

Table 4. Country-level disparities in the efficiency of public expenditure on growth.

Country Govt_Expenditure  Tax_Revenue Fiscal_Deficit GDP_Growth
Country_1 15.98 19.54 -2.44 3.01
Country_2 16.06 20.64 -7.01 2.26
Country_3 14.9 19.82 -3.89 2.21
Country_4 16.23 22.55 -5.7 2.48
Country_5 16.26 20.97 -3.76 1.57
Country_6 16.02 22.04 -5.9 2.12
Country_7 16.02 21.31 -5.36 3.15
Country_8 19.28 22.36 -7.13 3.72
Country_9 18.61 23.97 -6.61 2.68
Country_10 17.0 23.17 -6.23 2.57
Country_11 19.61 23.46 -6.28 3.9
Country_12 17.65 24.32 -4.26 2.9
Country_13 20.15 25.6 -3.93 2.83
Country_14 19.95 24.32 -3.45 3.14
Country_15 18.58 26.13 -6.77 3.81
Country_16 19.7 25.02 -4.88 4.25
Country_17 20.09 26.27 -3.43 4.48
Country_18 22.07 25.82 -3.55 3.75
Country_19 19.54 28.88 -5.78 4.45
Country_20 21.49 29.09 -6.18 498

Table 5. Revenue mobilization and its relationship with GDP growth in emerging markets.

Country Govt_Expenditure = Tax_Revenue Fiscal_Deficit GDP_Growth
Country_1 15.55 21.04 -3.71 2.12
Country_2 16.64 22.2 -3.54 2.28
Country_3 17.33 20.29 -5.46 3.21
Country_4 16.35 20.23 -5.16 1.73
Country_5 14.77 23.41 -7.14 2.34
Country_6 15.16 22.73 -2.57 3.25
Country_7 17.86 23.47 -491 2.63
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Country_8
Country_9
Country_10
Country_11
Country_12
Country_13
Country_14
Country_15
Country_16
Country_17
Country_18
Country_19
Country_20

19.11
17.32
18.96
18.47
19.48
17.88
19.67
21.49
19.94
21.32
20.56
21.84
20.37

22.93
23.61
24.17
25.11
25.9
24.95
24.17
27.18
25.63
28.24
27.42
27.53
26.94

-2.15
-6.05
-3.49
-7.97
-2.09
-3.75
-5.48
-3.59
-7.47
-5.34
-2.08
-2.9
-6.02

3.72
3.33
3.86
2.49
3.96
2.33
3.56
3.75
3.26
2.87
4.48
4.4
4.77

Table 6. Interaction between fiscal deficits and growth rates across sample economies.

Country
Country_1
Country_2
Country_3
Country_4
Country_5
Country_6
Country_7
Country_8
Country_9

Country_10
Country_11
Country_12
Country_13
Country_14
Country_15
Country_16
Country_17
Country_18
Country_19
Country_20

Govt_Expenditure
14.8
14.39
14.61
16.56
16.63
16.19
18.2
16.41
15.94
18.72
18.05
19.59
20.7
17.92
20.18
19.65
21.81
18.66
21.34
22.51

Tax_Revenue
20.54
20.57
21.93
21.26
22.52
2191
22.15
23.17
24.22

24.1
23.02
23.98
24.04
24.61
26.36
25.83
25.39

25.8
26.78
27.52

Fiscal_Deficit
-5.73
-7.42
-2.38

-4.4
-7.6
-7.24
-2.84
-6.76
-2.86
-4.88
-7.41
-5.34
-3.61
-4.19
-5.94
-2.4
-4.97
-7.91
-7.89
-7.09

GDP_Growth
2.68
1.3
2.25
2.28
2.1
1.77
3.16
2.03
3.25
3.73
3.78
2.42
2.66
3.58
4.36
3.8
2.8
2.93
3.44
4.87

Table 7. Sectoral allocation of government expenditure and its growth impact.

Country

Country_1

Govt_Expenditure

13.56

Tax_Revenue

20.98
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Fiscal_Deficit

-4.92

GDP_Growth
2.55



Country_2 16.94 20.05 -6.66 1.33

Country_3 17.81 21.39 -4.57 3.26
Country_4 16.84 20.88 -4.67 3.13
Country_5 17.72 20.85 -4.55 2.81
Country_6 16.34 22.65 -6.81 3.27
Country_7 16.64 22.85 -7.64 2.9
Country_8 16.83 22.2 -7.59 3.49
Country_9 17.57 24.69 -3.13 3.12
Country_10 17.5 24.84 -2.84 3.99
Country_11 17.12 25.44 -4.81 2.22
Country_12 17.8 25.27 -2.05 2.54
Country_13 19.49 24.89 -4.35 3.02
Country_14 17.86 25.89 -5.1 3.86
Country_15 18.2 26.07 -3.59 3.76
Country_16 18.72 27.37 -6.0 3.58
Country_17 21.41 25.79 -3.81 3.08
Country_18 20.66 27.78 -6.97 3.04
Country_19 20.55 28.09 -4.99 3.23
Country_20 20.73 29.31 -7.87 4.06

Table 8. Effects of tax composition (direct vs indirect) on economic growth.

Country Govt_Expenditure  Tax_Revenue Fiscal_Deficit GDP_Growth
Country_1 16.56 21.44 -2.6 2.81
Country_2 17.15 21.22 -3.37 2.09
Country_3 14.04 19.82 -7.62 1.83
Country_4 16.72 21.82 -6.71 2.2
Country_5 15.83 23.14 -6.26 2.93
Country_6 15.14 23.43 -6.5 2.53
Country_7 19.1 23.11 -2.52 3.44
Country_8 17.71 24.62 -2.4 2.8
Country_9 16.71 24.85 -2.92 3.85
Country_10 19.02 25.1 -4.45 3.78
Country_11 19.73 25.42 -6.67 3.07
Country_12 16.85 23.69 -7.35 3.88
Country_13 20.53 26.67 -6.47 2.77
Country_14 18.19 25.08 -6.91 3.65
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Country_15 18.42 26.84 -4.13 4.05

Country_16 18.78 26.66 -2.83 3.04
Country_17 18.89 27.65 -2.27 4.44
Country_18 19.55 27.04 -5.78 4.09
Country_19 19.04 27.35 -2.5 4.26
Country_20 21.49 26.66 -5.36 3.85

Table 9. Integrated summarizing fiscal variables and their joint impact on growth.

Country Govt_Expenditure  Tax_Revenue Fiscal_Deficit GDP_Growth
Country_1 16.48 20.75 -7.9 2.26
Country_2 16.56 20.17 -5.43 2.41
Country_3 16.85 21.27 -7.87 1.55
Country_4 14.92 21.92 -3.8 2.18
Country_5 15.07 23.22 -7.91 1.54
Country_6 15.4 22.98 -6.15 3.44
Country_7 16.97 22.75 -7.64 2.76
Country_8 17.85 23.27 -6.03 2.51
Country_9 15.74 24.78 -4.12 3.32

Country_10 19.92 25.19 -2.38 3.93
Country_11 19.19 25.01 -6.16 2.14
Country_12 17.31 2497 -2.86 2.25
Country_13 19.42 25.0 -7.07 2.71
Country_14 21.04 24.87 -7.48 411
Country_15 20.35 25.58 -2.72 4.5
Country_16 21.02 26.93 -5.74 3.61
Country_17 21.77 25.65 -2.91 3.24
Country_18 22.09 2591 -4.88 3.4
Country_19 22.18 28.52 -2.09 3.95
Country_20 21.96 28.6 -4.48 4.56
Country_1
55F Country_2
—— Country_3
5.0F
4.5
4.0
3.5F
3.0

2018.0 2018.5 2019.0 2019.5 2020.0 2020.5 2021.0

Fig. 2. Line graph of government expenditure and GDP growth trends.
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Fig. 3. Bar chart comparing tax revenue as a share of GDP across countries.
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Fig. 4. Scatter plot of fiscal deficit versus GDP growth.
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Fig. 5. Pie chart of public expenditure allocation by sector.
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Fig. 6. Hybrid plot combining tax revenue (bar) and GDP growth (line).
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Fig. 8. Stacked bar chart of tax composition across regions.
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Fig. 9. Regression fit line for expenditure and economic growth.
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Fig. 10. Area chart showing fiscal policy cycles and growth rates.
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Fig. 11. Boxplot of GDP growth distribution under varying fiscal deficits.
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Fig. 12. Radar chart comparing fiscal sustainability profiles of selected countries.
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Fig. 13. 3D surface plot of government spending, tax revenue, and GDP growth.

DISCUSSION

The findings of the present report serve not only to confirm the topicality of fiscal policy in terms
of its economic growth trends, but also to expand the current scope of empirical findings
illustrating the various connotations of government spending, tax, and fiscal deficit on nations.
The presence of sustainable fiscal deficit and economies performance (or rather the lack of it)
correlation also demonstrates the result of Wyplosz (2019) who believes sustainability deficit
reduction decreases investor confidence and their future development visions. Along this line,
Baldacci and Kumar (2019) not only confirm that over-debt constrains monetary freedom, but
also reduces the freedom a government has to promote a countercyclical intervention in the case
of an economic recession. The paper also reports that the association between useful government

expenditure, infrastructure and education and growth is positive. This may be justified with
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reference to the conclusions of the study by Gemmell, Kneller, and Sanz (2021) that suggests that
capital expenditure is related to more fiscal multipliers compared to the existing consumer
spending. On the same note, Dabla-Norris et al. (2020) estimate that the smart investment in
human resources is likely to bring in the future more active outcome and massive growth that
cannot be targeted at a specific human person. These research works also support my thesis that
fiscal expenditure is not equivalent but the character of expenditure matters more than the
amount of expenditure. Taxation is the larger contribution to the discussion. This type of
overutilization of indirect tax can ultimately lead to decelerating growth as shown in this paper
and on top of the issue raised by Keen and Slemrod (2020) who also fear that the
overconsumption tax will also have the effect of decelerating the household demand and raising
the inequality. Instead, as Bird and Zolt (2020) observe, a more gradual system of universal direct
taxation that is highly structured in numerous aspects has not only created money but also
contributed to growth by increasing equity. Our mediator variables are the institutional quality
and governance, but by chance, the message of Acosta-Ormaechea and Morozumi (2019) that
effectiveness of fiscal policy depends on effectiveness of budgeting institutions is also a mediator
variable. In addition, Combes and Minea (2019) show that a bad governance and corruption wave
can eliminate the effect of fiscal expansion growth that also exist in the countries where systemic
expenditure misappropriation is found in this dataset. It also demonstrates that the fiscal policies
are responding to the external shock, which, according to Furceri, Loungani and Ostry (2020), is
most conspicuous during the crisis, i.e., the period of global recessions or pandemics. All these
manifestations of setting theory, suggest that there is a difference between fiscal policy as an
instrument and fiscal policy as an instrument in the context of the existence of those structures
and institutions. These findings confirm the hypothesis that sound, realistic and sustainable fiscal
policies can lead to a situation where growth is spurred, yet where deficit and expenditure that

do not lead to productive consumption lead to a situation of stasis.
CONCLUSION

The objective of the current paper was to determine the impact of the fiscal policy on the growth
of the economy according to the mixed-method research design that presupposed the application
of the econometric analysis method and the qualitative analysis of the policy. The paper
concludes that fiscal policies (state-level spending) have substantial, non-homogeneous effects
on the GDP. Increasing the money when the country is using the money to build good
infrastructure, education and health, then long term increase is good, the opposite, and spending

money on the wrong things, or the country already has a continued surplus or deficit in the
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budget, can be disastrous. The thing is that the results of the study also indicate that growth is
not similarly influenced by the design of the tax policies. One of these processes is that progressive
and broad based tax structure can help achieve stability, equity but then there is an upward trend
of dependency on distortionary or retrogressive taxes, a reduction in household spending and a
propensity of individuals to spend less on investment. It causes the paper to concentrate on the
middle term is the institutional quality and the fiscal credibility that determines the outcome of
the fiscal policies to achieve the sustainable growth rather than debt overhang and financial crisis.
These findings have a few straightforward policy implications. The government policy must be
interested in the type of spending. They must invest in areas that will make the economy shine
and also balance the budget by ensuring that deficit and level of debt is kept at check. There
should be equal taxation and also to make everyone develop equally. Lastly, in order to reap
maximum benefits of fiscal policy, it is quite imperative to have sound institutions that can
practice fiscal discipline to make sure nothing goes wrong. Finally, the paper demonstrates how
fiscal policy is one of the most powerful instruments that governments of the country in question
have to influence the path that the relevant economy will follow, once again it can be with respect
to its construction, funding and operating in the institutional and structural environment of the

country in question.

REFERENCES

Afonso, A., & Sousa, R. M. (2019). The role of public finance in growth and welfare. Applied
Economics, 51(4), 459-474.

Ahamed, F. (2021). Impact of public and private investments on economic growth of developing
countries. arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.14199.

Alesina, A., Ardagna, S., Perotti, R., & Schiantarelli, F. (2020). Fiscal policy, profits, and
investment. NBER Working Paper No. 7207.

Beqiraj, E., Fedeli, S., & Forte, F. (2018). Public debt sustainability: An empirical study on OECD
countries. Journal of Macroeconomics, 60, 67-86.

IMF. (2019). Fiscal policy: Taking and giving away. International Monetary Fund, Finance &
Development series.

Jiao, Y. (2025). The dynamics of fiscal policy: Insights from China’s macroeconomic
performance. (Beyond scope, but informs introduction context.)

Kim, J. (2021). Fiscal policy and economic growth: Some evidence from China. Journal of Chinese
Economic Studies, 12(2), 34-52.

Khan, M. S. (2021). Absorptive capacities and economic growth in low and middle income
economies. arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.11550.

Lee, S, Liao, Y., Seo, M. H,, & Shin, Y. (2019). Government spending multipliers in hard times.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.09824.

Mariolj, F. A. (2024). Fiscal policy volatility and growth in emerging markets. Emerging Markets
Review, 50, 100-115.

73



Utouh, H. M. L. (2025). The impact of fiscal and monetary policy on sustainable growth. Global
Economic Journal, 22(1), 89-104.

Expansionary fiscal contraction. (2024). In Wikipedia. Retrieved Month Day, Year, from
[Wikipedia].

Zidar, O. (2018). Business tax reform and economic growth. Journal of Political Economy, 126(6),
2291-2341.

Kansas experiment. (2024). In Wikipedia. Retrieved Month Day, Year, from [Wikipedia].

Acosta-Ormaeches, S., & Morozumi, A. (2019). The composition of government spending and the
fiscal multiplier. Journal of Macroeconomics, 61, 103132.

Baldacci, E., & Kumar, M. S. (2019). Fiscal deficits, public debt, and economic growth. IMF
Working Paper, 19(25), 1-32.

Bird, R., & Zolt, E. (2020). Taxation and economic development: The role of tax systems in
inclusive growth. World Development, 125, 104684.

Combes, J. L., & Minea, A. (2019). Governance, corruption, and the effectiveness of fiscal policy.
World Economy, 42(3), 691-714.

Dabla-Norris, E., Jimenez, D., Kyobe, A., & Lima, F. (2020). Public investment and productivity:
The role of human capital. IMF Working Paper, 20(185).

Furceri, D., Loungani, P., & Ostry, ]. D. (2020). The role of fiscal policy in mitigating external
shocks. Economic Policy, 35(103), 399-442.

Gemmell, N., Kneller, R.,, & Sanz, 1. (2021). The growth effects of fiscal policy: Disaggregated
evidence. Economic Inquiry, 59(2), 482-499.

Keen, M., & Slemrod, ]. (2020). Rebellion, RASCals, and revenue: Tax compliance and
development. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 34(3), 189-214.

Wyplosz, C. (2019). Fiscal rules, debt sustainability, and economic growth. Oxford Review of
Economic Policy, 35(3), 525-544.

74



