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ABSTRACT

This study develops proposals for reform that could enable Austria to align its development
policy more closely with intended results and better connect policy objectives, public resources
and evidence of impact. It draws on budget and strategy documents, evaluations, audit reports
and academic literature, as well as background interviews and an expert workshop. The anal-
ysis takes as its starting point a well-developed system of performance budgeting in Austria
whose potential for development policy is, however, only partially used. The study proposes
developing the Three-Year Programme into a results-oriented multiannual development policy
programme. Within this programme, shared results areas, clearly articulated results models
and a Strategic Results and Resources Matrix would connect whole-of-government develop-
ment policy objectives, resources and responsibilities across ministerial boundaries. An an-
nual report would make existing information usable for planning, parliamentary scrutiny and
institutional learning. The development policy effects of other policy areas and potential con-
flicts between objectives must also be included. In each case, Austria’s contribution to results
must be assessed realistically, taking account of its limited influence. Overall, the study out-
lines a reform pathway that can be implemented step by step, brings existing instruments
together and makes results a stronger basis for policy decisions.

Keywords: development policy, impact, reporting, public administration
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study examines the extent to which Austria’s architecture of objectives and budgets in-
corporates development policy impacts and makes them usable for policy management. The
analysis draws on the legal and institutional framework, budget documents including the Fed-
eral Budget Estimates for 2027, evaluations, Austrian Court of Audit reports, OECD docu-
ments and the relevant academic literature. It also draws on ten background interviews with
experts from the federal administration and the Austrian Development Agency, as well as an
expert workshop held in 2026. The system is assessed against four criteria: alignment of ob-
jectives, specificity of objectives, clarity of causal relationships and verifiability.

Since the since the reform of federal budget legislation in 2013, Austria has a well-developed
system of performance budgeting. This also provides a sound basis for development policy. It
has the potential to connect policy objectives, public resources, outputs and intended results.
So far, however, this potential has been only partially used. The study concludes that further
development policy reforms should prioritise connecting the existing instruments into a whole-
of-government results cycle in which objectives, resources, evidence and policy decisions are
related to one another, and that instruments of results-oriented public administration should
be incorporated into this process.

The study treats development policy as a whole-of-government responsibility. In addition to
bilateral development cooperation, it includes multilateral contributions, international financial
institutions, humanitarian assistance, international climate finance and food aid, migration-re-
lated programmes, peacekeeping, and research, economic and parliamentary cooperation.
Policies outside official development assistance can also influence partner countries’ devel-
opment prospects. A results architecture confined to traditional development cooperation and
the ODA ratio therefore captures only part of the relevant government contributions and con-
flicts between objectives.

Results orientation is particularly demanding in development policy. Social change takes place
over long periods, under changing political and economic conditions and through the interac-
tion of many actors. Austria can support such changes, but can rarely bring them about on its
own. Impact measurement should therefore explain Austria’s plausible contribution and make
clear where government influence ends. This requires robust assumptions about results, ap-
propriate intermediate objectives, quantitative and qualitative evidence, and an explanation of
external factors. A promise of exact attribution would be methodologically untenable. Falling
back on expenditure or project counts is equally inadequate.

Austria’s system already contains many suitable building blocks. At project and programme
level, results models, monitoring and evaluations are in place. The federal budget sets out
outcome objectives, measures and indicators. These are complemented by impact assess-
ments, ODA and SDG reports, Austrian Court of Audit audits and OECD DAC peer reviews.
However, these streams of information follow different responsibilities, schedules and report-
ing approaches. What is missing is a connecting framework that regularly brings their findings
together and analyses them for priority-setting, budget planning and accountability.

The analysis of the federal budget also reveals gaps. Expenditure relevant to development
policy is distributed across several budget chapters, global budgets and detailed budgets, but
only part of it is linked to relevant outcome objectives. In budget chapter 12, the gender equal-
ity objective and the objective relating to the multilateral order capture important aspects, but
do not cover the full breadth of the statutory mandate of Austrian development policy. Other
contributions, such as international climate finance or food assistance, appear within ministe-
rial frameworks without specific development policy outcome objectives. For international fi-
nancial institutions, the focus is primarily on the quality and efficiency of intermediaries. Their
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links to changes in partner countries often require further explanation. The indicators used
also limit the information’s explanatory value.

Formally embedding results information does not in itself guarantee that it influences policy
management. Information on the achievement of objectives often becomes available only after
key budget decisions have been taken. Parliamentary proceedings provide little visibility of the
combined development policy impacts across ministries. Evaluations and audit reports lead to
documented adjustments only in some cases. The feedback link between evidence, priority-
setting and resource allocation therefore remains weak.

As a central reform step, the study proposes developing the statutory Three-Year Programme
into a results-oriented multiannual development policy programme, abbreviated as RMPP in
German. The RMPP would sit below the government programme and above ministries’ annual
budget and programme planning. Its purpose would be to define shared strategic results areas
and relate the contributions of the participating ministries, instruments and budgets to these
areas in a transparent way, using structured instruments for which this study provides concrete
templates.

Much of this development is possible within the existing legal framework. The Development
Cooperation Act continues to require a Three-Year Programme and its annual submission.
Within this format, a whole-of-government situational assessment, results models, cross-min-
isterial objectives and a shared monitoring and evaluation framework can be established.
From a technical perspective, a six-year results and strategy horizon with a mid-term review
after three years would be appropriate. The strategic core would remain stable throughout this
period; context, financing, implementation and the resources matrix could be updated annu-
ally. Subsequently placing the RMPP on a statutory footing would strengthen its binding effect
across ministries, but is not a prerequisite for initial reform steps.

For each politically agreed results area, results models should describe the longer-term
change sought, the outcomes and outputs contributing to it, and the resources and activities
envisaged. These ‘theories of change’ explain the assumptions, risks and external conditions
underlying the causal chain. They must reflect the different degrees of influence that the in-
struments can exert. In bilateral programmes, pathways to results are often more direct. For
multilateral contributions, international financing or measures in other policy fields, they oper-
ate through governance, incentives, policy positioning and cooperation with other actors.

The Strategic Results and Resources Matrix, abbreviated as SRRM in German, would be a
central instrument of the RMPP, translating these results models into a standardised working
structure. It links inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts to their respective indica-
tors, baselines, targets, assumptions, risks, responsibilities and data sources. On the re-
sources side, it connects results areas with budget chapters, global and detailed budgets,
instruments, outcome objectives and measures. This makes it possible to assess whether
policy priorities are backed by funding, which ministries contribute, and where gaps, duplica-
tion or conflicts between objectives exist. The matrix should be updated annually, allowing the
strategic framework to remain stable while making budget changes visible.

The RMPP should consider traditional development assistance and the effects of other policy
areas together. The ODA ratio remains an important measure of the volume and international
comparability of official development assistance, but it is not an impact indicator. Trade, cli-
mate, agriculture, migration, security, research, technology and international financial policy
can support or undermine development policy objectives. The study therefore recommends
systematically incorporating Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development into the RMPP
and impact assessment. For selected areas of coherence, potential synergies, negative spill-
overs and conflicts between objectives should be documented, responsible bodies identified
and policy decisions prepared.
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A whole-of-government development policy report would support annual policy management.
It should bring together the most important information from budget execution, ODA reporting,
SDG monitoring, performance monitoring, evaluations, Austrian Court of Audit findings and
peer reviews. For each results area, the report should explain progress and deviations in as
standardised a manner as possible, identify the evidence base and its limitations, and record
the resulting adjustments. Responsibility, deadlines and the implementation status of earlier
decisions should also be included. Its timing should ensure that the findings are available
before key budget priorities are set.

The reform should be implemented gradually and aligned with the budget cycle. The starting
points are a political mandate, a cross-ministerial situational assessment and a small number
of strategic results areas. Results models, a results annex and the SRRM would build on
these. A review before the draft budget is finalised would link objectives and resources. Annual
monitoring, a mid-term review and a final evaluation would feed findings back into further plan-
ning. Cross-ministerial management requires clear responsibilities and a procedure for con-
flicts between objectives that need political resolution.

In summary, the main reform steps are:

. to develop the Three-Year Programme into the RMPP and secure political backing for it
. to define a limited number of results areas with clearly articulated results models

) to connect ministerial contributions, budgets, instruments and targets in the SRRM

. to review outcome objectives and indicators and specify the intended changes at out-
come level

° to link the annual report to budget planning and parliamentary consideration in good time

. to strengthen capacities for results analysis and connect evaluations to concrete deci-
sions on adjustments.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Federal Budget Act 2013 introduced results oriented budgeting in Austria. Since then,
federal budget chapters have been required to set out impact goals, outcome objectives and
indicators. The ambition behind this extends beyond a technical modernisation of the budget
process: public resources are to be linked transparently to policy objectives, administrative
outputs and societal impacts. Budget management thus also becomes a matter of political
accountability. What should public expenditure achieve? How can progress be recognised?
And what conclusions do policymakers and public administrators draw from the available in-
formation (see BHG 2013, §§ 2 and 23; Bundeskanzleramt 2013)? These questions are par-
ticularly relevant to development policy. It is a policy field with strong normative ambitions,
long time horizons for impact and complex institutional responsibilities. It encompasses tradi-
tional bilateral development cooperation, multilateral cooperation through UN organisations,
international financial institutions and EU instruments, as well as humanitarian assistance,
international climate finance, measures relevant to migration and security policy, the effects
of other policy areas on countries of the Global South, and the associated development policy
dialogue. The question of how development policy produces results therefore concerns both
the project level and the entire government architecture of objectives, budgets and policy man-
agement.

This study examines the extent to which Austria’s approach to results orientation makes this
whole-of-government dimension of development policy visible and amenable to policy man-
agement. It starts from a twofold observation: on the one hand, Austria has a formally sophis-
ticated system of performance budgeting that is considered advanced internationally. On the
other, budget documents, evaluations and institutional experience show that the actual con-
nections between development policy objectives, budgetary contributions, indicators and
learning processes remain fragmented. The study therefore examines why the connections
between development policy objectives, budgets, indicators and learning processes have so
far remained fragmented and how they can be improved (see IMF/OECD/Universitat Klagen-
furt 2018; OECD 2019a). For the study, we conducted 10 background interviews in 2026 with
experts and practitioners from the public administration, including the Federal Chancellery,
BMEIA, BMF, BMLUK and ADA. We also held an expert workshop in mid-2026, at which we
discussed interim findings with participants from institutions active in development policy and
sought expert input on a draft of this text.

Our analysis has three aims. First, it clarifies central concepts: what does impact mean in
public sector management and, specifically, in development policy? Second, it analyses Aus-
tria’s performance budgeting framework with regard to development policy. Third, it develops
reform options for what a realistic whole-of-government approach to impact measurement and
results orientation might look like. The text is structured as follows. Chapter 2 clarifies the
concept of impact and places results orientation within the international debate on perfor-
mance budgeting, results-based management and evidence-informed policy. Chapter 3 ad-
dresses the distinctive features of development policy and the limits of linear impact measure-
ment. Chapter 4 describes Austria’s legal and institutional framework. Chapter 5 analyses the
federal architecture of objectives and budgets relevant to development policy. Chapter 6 de-
velops diagnostic criteria and applies them to key findings. Chapter 7 discusses building
blocks for whole-of-government impact measurement, particularly 100I, Beyond Aid and pol-
icy coherence for sustainable development. Chapter 8 discusses the transition to the RMPP.
The final chapter summarises the main conclusions and recommendations. The annexes
translate the reform proposals into immediately usable working instruments: Annex 1 outlines
the process and governance of the RMPP, Annex 2 the SRRM, Annex 3 the template for the
annual report, and Annex 4 the budget chapters currently relevant to development policy.
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2. IMPACT IN POLITICAL SYSTEMS: CONCEPT, AMBITION AND LIMITS

2.1 From input-based management to results orientation

Since the 1980s and 1990s, public administration and budgeting have undergone a broad
transformation internationally. Traditional budget systems focused primarily on the proper use
of approved funds. Above all, they asked whether expenditure was lawful, economical and
consistent with established procedures. This perspective remains indispensable for public
budgets, but is of limited use for policy management. It says little about the societal changes
actually achieved through public expenditure.

As New Public Management emerged, and was subsequently developed into governance and
evidence-based policy approaches, growing emphasis was therefore placed on orienting gov-
ernment action towards objectives, results and impacts (see Schlogl/Zeiner 2025). Perfor-
mance-based budgeting, results-based management, performance monitoring and evaluation
systems are among the most important instruments of this development. Their shared aim is
to connect policy objectives, administrative outputs and financial resources more systemati-
cally. This is intended to make budget decisions more transparent, strategic and responsive
to learning (see Berman/Hijal-Moghrabi 2023; OECD 2019a; Schldgl/Zeiner 2025).

Within this approach, a distinction is typically made between inputs, activities, outputs, out-
comes and impacts. Inputs are the resources deployed, such as funding, staff or institutional
capacities. Activities are the actions carried out using these resources. Outputs are the imme-
diate deliverables, such as reports, training, funded projects or infrastructure created. Out-
comes describe changes among target groups, in institutions, procedures or behaviour. Im-
pacts refer to longer-term social, economic, political or environmental changes. The analytical
strength of this distinction is that it establishes a clear, differentiated framework for measuring
success. For example, a high rate of fund utilisation or a large number of activities imple-
mented is not in itself evidence of societal impact (see Bundeskanzleramt 2013; OECD 2014).

At the same time, the OOl approach must not be misunderstood as a mechanical causal
chain, since political systems are highly complex. Between a budget allocation and a societal
change lie actors’ interests, institutional capacities, external shocks, political conflicts, unin-
tended effects and time lags. Accordingly, results orientation cannot promise precise control.
Its strength lies more in making assumptions visible, clarifying objectives, structuring obser-
vation and enabling learning. International experience also shows that performance budgeting
rarely leads directly to automated budget decisions in practice. Even where performance in-
formation is collected systematically, political priorities, legal obligations, distributional conflicts
and historical path dependencies remain decisive. The benefits of results orientation therefore
lie primarily in greater transparency, better formulation of objectives, more substantiated ac-
countability and a stronger capacity to learn (see OECD 2019a; Vahamaki/Verger 2019).

2.2 Impact as a political and normative concept

Which changes are considered relevant within results orientation, which target groups are
considered, which time horizons are appropriate, and which effects are judged as success or
failure are shaped by political and normative considerations. In other words, impact is not a
purely technical concept. This applies to all policy fields in principle, but particularly to devel-
opment policy. Poverty reduction, gender equality, human rights, resilience, sustainable de-
velopment and political participation can be measured, but their meaning typically extends
beyond individual indicators (see Eyben et al. 2015).

Results orientation must therefore reconcile measurability and relevance. Indicators that can
be measured well are important for monitoring and accountability. However, they can create
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perverse incentives when they prioritise easily recorded activities over changes that are sub-
stantively more important but harder to observe. Conversely, abstract objectives that have not
been operationalised offer little policy guidance or influence over management. Sound results
orientation operates within this tension. It establishes clear objectives and verifiable evidence
of progress without reducing complex societal changes to simple target figures.

The question of causal attribution is also relevant. For simple, narrowly defined interventions,
it may be straightforward to establish a causal link between measures and particular effects
(‘attribution’). In complex political and social systems, however, ‘contribution’ is often the more
appropriate concept: a measure contributes to a change alongside other factors. This distinc-
tion is particularly relevant in development policy because external actors rarely control soci-
etal changes in partner countries directly or on their own. They can provide impetus,
strengthen capacities, change incentives, facilitate dialogue or make resources available.
Whether this generates lasting impact depends on the political, social and economic context
(see Vogel 2012; OECD 2019b).

2.3 Criteria for sound results orientation

Several requirements can be drawn from the international debate that are central to the sub-
sequent analysis. (i) First, results orientation requires clear, politically relevant objectives. Ob-
jectives should be sufficiently specific to allow measures and responsibilities to be assigned.
(i) Second, it requires plausible assumptions about how results are achieved. The I0OI ap-
proach structures the results chain from the resources deployed (inputs), through activities
and immediate deliverables (outputs), to the intended changes (outcomes) and longer-term
societal effects (impacts). A Theory of Change (ToC) complements this results chain by mak-
ing the underlying assumptions explicit. It asks why and under what conditions the individual
stages of the results chain are connected, and which external influences, risks and assump-
tions matter for the expected results to materialise. Results orientation therefore requires both
an understandable sequence of inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts and a plausible expla-
nation of why a measure should contribute to a particular objective under given conditions. (iii)
Third, it requires suitable indicators and evaluation procedures. Quantitative indicators are
important, but often need to be complemented by qualitative analysis. (iv) Fourth, it requires
institutional use. Information on results is relevant to management only if it feeds into budget
processes, policy priority-setting, parliamentary deliberation and administrative practice (see
OECD 2019a; Berman/Hijal-Moghrabi 2023).

Meeting these four criteria is demanding and demonstrates why merely formal compliance
with results orientation falls short. A budget can include outcome objectives and indicators yet
contribute little to actual management if objectives remain imprecise, indicators measure the
wrong level or reports simply receive little political use. Conversely, a system with incomplete
data can be highly relevant to management if it makes assumptions about results explicit,
enables learning and reveals conflicts between objectives.

For this analysis, these considerations are translated into four diagnostic criteria: (i) alignment
of objectives, (ii) specificity of objectives, (iii) clarity of causal relationships and (iv) verifiability.
They allow a systematic assessment of whether Austria’s architecture of objectives and budg-
ets plausibly captures development policy impacts and makes them amenable to policy man-
agement. The criteria are presented and applied in more detail in Chapter 6.

The widely used SMART approach can be helpful in this context, although it should not be
applied too mechanically. ‘Specific’, ‘measurable’, ‘achievable’, ‘relevant’ and ‘time-bound’
provide useful questions for assessing objectives. Indicator quality can additionally be as-
sessed using the RACER approach: relevant, accepted, credible, easy to monitor and robust
(see Europaische Kommission 2025).
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In development policy, some impacts can be observed only indirectly or over the long term.
An objective is, of course, not poor simply because it is complex. Problems arise when com-
plexity is not translated into plausible assumptions, intermediate objectives and points for ob-
servation. Results models perform a bridging function here. They make visible the assump-
tions underpinning a policy intervention. They show the intermediate steps between resources
and societal change. They identify where government action has direct influence, where it can
only make a contribution, and where external, intervening factors are decisive. For complex
policy fields, they are therefore often more important than individual indicators because they
reveal the logic and connections behind those indicators (see Vogel 2012; Valters 2015;
Bieri/Schwegler 2024; Wernli/Bieri 2025).

Evaluations should also be read in this light. An evaluation rarely answers the entire question
of policy impact, but it can assess whether a particular assumption about results was plausible,
whether target groups were reached, whether an instrument was appropriate under the given
conditions or whether unintended effects occurred. The quality of results orientation conse-
quently also depends on whether individual evaluations are brought together to support
broader institutional learning (see Vedung 1997; OECD 2019b).

A further criterion concerns the appropriateness of the level of results measured. Many budg-
eting and management systems select indicators that are readily available, such as the num-
ber of particular measures, disbursements, participant numbers, the number of events, com-
pleted projects and similar measures. Such data answer different questions from outcome or
impact indicators. A mature results architecture should therefore explicitly distinguish between
management information and results information.

Finally, results orientation needs to be interpretable in political terms. Indicators and results
reports are relevant only if they can also be understood and used outside specialised admin-
istrative units. Budget committees, specialised parliamentary committees, the public and the
media need to be able to see which objectives are being pursued and why, what resources
support them, and how any deviations in achieving objectives can be explained. Without this
interpretive work, results orientation remains more of an internal administrative system than a
system of accountability to society as a whole.

3. IMPACT IN DEVELOPMENT POLICY

3.1 The distinctive features of development policy impact

Development policy is a particularly demanding field for results-oriented management. It seeks
societal changes that are long-term, context-dependent and influenced by numerous actors.
Poverty reduction, improved governance, food security, gender equality and climate adapta-
tion typically do not arise as the immediate result of individual projects, but emerge from the
interaction of local political economies, international conditions, national strategies, civil soci-
ety dynamics and external support (see Mosse 2005; Andrews et al. 2017).

This complexity requires appropriate methodological assumptions. Where impacts arise indi-
rectly and over the long term, linear models have limited explanatory power. Sound impact
measurement therefore combines monitoring, evaluation, contextual analysis, qualitative re-
search, participatory methods and results models based on plausible causal relationships. It
asks whether and under what conditions a development policy contribution has led to observ-
able changes, which assumptions have been confirmed or refuted, and how programmes
should be adjusted (see Valters 2015; OECD 2020a).
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Evaluations also serve accountability to parliament, the public and taxpayers. Their real rele-
vance to management emerges when they influence decisions on priorities, instruments, part-
ners, country programmes and institutional processes. Results orientation should therefore be
understood as an architecture for learning: it organises the connection between planning (set-
ting objectives), implementation, observation, assessment and adjustment.

3.2 Project-level impact, policy-level impact and a whole-of-government ap-
proach

Much development policy impact measurement has traditionally taken place at project and
programme level. Here, results models, indicators, target groups and evaluation designs can
be developed relatively precisely. Many development cooperation organisations, including the
Austrian Development Agency (ADA), have well-developed monitoring and evaluation sys-
tems. This level remains important because it is close to implementation and enables learning,
particularly within the organisation.

The central question in our analysis, however, concerns the impact of development policy as
a policy field within overall government management. This level encompasses the strategic
direction of Austrian development policy, resource allocation, the contributions of different
ministries, integration into international commitments and coherence with other policy areas.
Project-level and even programme-level evaluations are insufficient for this purpose. Even
with well-developed impact measurement at project level, the relationships between policy
objectives, the effects of the overall budget structure and whole-of-government impact still
need to be examined. Specifically, the questions are whether activities reinforce one another,
are complementary and well integrated, whether resources and interventions match overall
development policy objectives, and whether priorities in resource use are appropriately set.

The analysis of effects across ministries (spillovers) is an important element here. Austria’s
contribution to sustainable development arises through bilateral Austrian Development Coop-
eration programmes and, at the same time, through multilateral contributions, international
financial institutions, climate finance, humanitarian assistance, export promotion, migration
policy, research cooperation, peacekeeping and parliamentary cooperation, as well as the
associated development policy dialogue. A results architecture that ignores this breadth nec-
essarily remains incomplete.

At project level, impact can therefore often be modelled comparatively well. A measure pro-
vides resources, generates outputs, changes capabilities or practices and thereby contributes
to longer-term objectives. At policy level, the situation is more complex. Here, questions of the
instrument mix, interministerial coordination, the international division of labour, multilateral
influence and policy coherence are central. A national results cascade connects these levels
so that operational evidence and strategic management can inform one another.

3.3 Results orientation, power and participation

Development policy impact is also connected to questions of power. Donor institutions often
define objectives, indicators and reporting requirements according to their own accountability
logic. Partner institutions and local actors sometimes experience these requirements as an
administrative burden with little connection to their priorities. High-quality results orientation
must therefore consider whose objectives, whose data and whose assessment perspectives
are decisive (see Eyben et al. 2015; Mosse 2005).

Participatory approaches, local ownership and responsiveness to partners are both normative
principles and methodological prerequisites for sound impact measurement. Anyone who un-
derstands development as an expansion of substantive freedoms, for example in the sense of
the capability approach, must design the definition of objectives and assessment so that af-
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fected actors are not reduced to objects of measurement. They should participate in formulat-
ing assumptions about results, interpreting findings and assessing unintended effects (see
Sen 1999).

For the Austrian debate, this means that results orientation should not be reduced to indicators
internal to the budget. Budgetary logic should be connected to development policy quality
principles, partner perspectives, evaluation practice and international accountability. Other-
wise, a system may emerge that formally reports results but poorly reflects the actual com-
plexity of development policy action.

Development policy thus adds further complexity to the existing challenges of results-oriented
management. It operates in a field where policy objectives are often deliberately formulated
broadly because they must accommodate different actors and international commitments. At
the same time, budgeting and accountability systems require clear responsibilities, unambig-
uous indicators and verifiable targets. These two approaches often do not coincide. Handling
this difference productively is a central task for results orientation in development policy.

The distinction between accountability and learning is also particularly important for develop-
ment policy. Donor countries must report to parliament and the public on how resources are
used. At the same time, partner-oriented development policy needs room for adjustment, anal-
ysis of mistakes and shared learning. A system focused too heavily on control may prioritise
safe, readily measurable activities. Conversely, a system focused exclusively on learning may
lose political commitment and accountability. The reporting system must therefore enable ac-
countability while leaving sufficient scope for adjustments and shared learning.

In addition, results orientation in development policy encounters different levels of accounta-
bility. Austria reports to its own parliament, international organisations, the OECD DAC, part-
ner countries and the public. These levels use partly different analytical categories and also
have different expectations. ODA eligibility, SDG relevance, budgetary outcome objectives,
evaluation findings and partner priorities are certainly connected, but do not coincide. This
alone makes a bridging national framework necessary, one that clearly states which contribu-
tions Austria intends to make and which changes can realistically be expected. It should dis-
close conflicts between different policy interests. And it should take greater account of partner
countries’ perspectives, since their priorities and institutional conditions are decisive for devel-
opment policy impact.

The following chapters therefore examine both the formal existence of outcome objectives and
whether Austria’s architecture of budgets and objectives is capable of capturing this complex
reality of impact. Our analysis focuses on the connections between the policy level, budget
structure, ministerial responsibilities, instruments and the actual use of evidence.

4. AUSTRIA’S FRAMEWORK FOR RESULTS ORIENTATION

4.1 Budget law reform and the Federal Budget Act 2013

Austria’s budget law reform was introduced in two stages. First, a medium-term federal finan-
cial framework was established, setting expenditure ceilings for several years and thereby
seeking to enable more strategic financial planning. When the Federal Budget Act 2013 en-
tered into force, performance budgeting was embedded throughout the system. Since then,
budget resources are to be presented in conjunction with outcome objectives, measures and
indicators (see BHG 2013; Bundeskanzleramt 2013).

The core of the reform is the connection between the budget structure and the structure of
objectives. The federal budget is divided into headings, budget chapters, global budgets and
detailed budgets. Budget chapters generally correspond to ministerial portfolios or areas of
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responsibility. Outcome objectives are formulated for each budget chapter, including at least
one gender equality objective. Global budgets group major areas of responsibility within a
budget chapter. Detailed budgets form the operational level of resource management. At each
level, budget information is thereby intended to become more closely linked to policy objec-
tives and accountability.

The reform seeks a cultural change in public administration. Public sector management is to
focus more strongly on results and impacts, planning and monitoring within ministries are to
improve, and parliamentary deliberation is to be better informed. Austria has thus created
institutional conditions that are, in principle, also favourable to results-oriented development

policy.
4.2 Outcome objectives, indicators and impact assessment

‘Outcome objectives’ are the central link between policy priorities and budget management.
They are intended to describe the societal effects sought by a budget chapter. Indicators are
intended to make progress towards these objectives visible. Measures connect objectives with
specific activities. This system is complemented by ‘results-oriented impact assessment’,
which is intended to set out ex ante the effects, side effects and financial implications of pro-
posed new regulations and major projects (see BHG 2013, §§ 17 and 23; Bundeskanzleramt
2013).

This system generates a formal results cascade: policy priorities are translated into outcome
objectives, outcome objectives are linked to measures and indicators, achievement of objec-
tives is reported and is intended to feed into future planning. In practice, the quality of this
cascade depends on several conditions. Outcome objectives must be sufficiently specific. In-
dicators must address the relevant level of results. Evaluations must go beyond simple com-
pliance reports. And, crucially, the information obtained must be used in political and admin-
istrative decisions.

Impact assessment illustrates the ambivalence of results-oriented management. In theory, it
can improve evidence-informed policy by revealing conflicts between objectives, alternatives
and expected effects at an early stage. In practice, impact assessments are often completed
as a routine exercise, narrowed to financial effects or bypassed for urgent initiatives. Accord-
ing to our interviewees, their use in policy decisions is therefore limited. In our assessment,
based on background interviews with people familiar with the system, there is consequently
scope to improve the use of Austria’s system.

4.3 Implementation experience and the need for reform

Several analyses of Austria’s results orientation reach a similar overall finding. Budget law
reform has clearly improved transparency, systematic practice and formal accountability, but
its influence on strategic management falls short of the system’s institutional potential. Out-
come objectives and indicators are embedded in budget documents, but their quality and in-
terconnections leave considerable room for improvement, and they are not consistently used
for priority-setting, resource decisions or political debate (see Hammerschmid/Griinwald 2014;
Hammerschmid/Hopfgartner 2019; IMF/OECD/Universitat Klagenfurt 2018; Felbermayr/
Schratzenstaller 2023; SDG Watch Austria 2025).

Early studies on the introduction of results-oriented administrative management accordingly
emphasised its character as a long-term learning process. The quality of objectives and indi-
cators was uneven, roles and responsibilities were partly unclear, and supporting IT and mon-
itoring structures were still being developed. Later evaluations confirmed that Austria has an
ambitious model by international standards, while also requiring more focused objectives, bet-
ter indicators and more intensive political use (see Hammerschmid/Grinwald 2014; Ham-
merschmid/Hopfgartner 2019; IMF/OECD/Universitat Klagenfurt 2018).

OFSE Research 16



Retrospective analyses after a decade of reform still show a mixed picture. The Federal
Budget Estimates have become more informative, gender budgeting is formally embedded,
and medium-term financial planning provides a framework for strategic direction. At the same
time, the cultural shift towards results-oriented management has remained rather limited. In
crisis years, questions of results have often receded, and continue to recede, into the back-
ground. Impact assessments have sometimes been shortened or bypassed. Existing results
information is difficult for the public and media to access and is used only to a limited extent
in the parliamentary process (see Hammerschmid/Hopfgartner 2019; Felbermayr/Schratzen-
staller 2023).

This yields an important lesson for development policy: formally applying existing instruments
to another policy field is insufficient. What matters is their connection to a plausible results
architecture, cross-ministerial management, evaluation and political accountability. This ap-
pears to be where the greatest challenges currently lie.

The ‘Handbook on Results-Oriented Management’ describes the basic logic of Austria’s re-
form as a connection between political mandates, outcome objectives, inputs, processes, out-
puts and impacts. In this account, public administration acts as a provider of services between
the political mandate and societal change. Other influences are explicitly taken into account.
The basic model therefore already contains the important insight that results orientation should
plan, observe and report its contributions in ways that allow effectiveness and efficiency to be
better assessed (see Bundeskanzleramt 2013).

For the federal budget, this means a tiered architecture. The federal financial framework sets
multiannual expenditure ceilings. Headings organise the budget into broad policy areas.
Budget chapters form the central level of budgetary responsibility and contain outcome objec-
tives. Global budgets structure major areas of responsibility within a budget chapter. Detailed
budgets reflect the operational use of resources. In principle, this system offers an appropriate
structure for tracing development policy contributions from policy objectives through to the
specific use of funds.

Since development policy is a cross-cutting area, the practical difficulty lies in the fit between
the budget structure and the policy field. Because the budget is organised primarily by minis-
terial portfolios and areas of responsibility, development policy contributions appear in differ-
ent parts of the budget, often under objectives formulated from the perspective of the respec-
tive ministry. An overall picture would therefore require reconstructing which budget chapters,
global budgets and detailed budgets are actually relevant to development policy (see Annex4).

Results-oriented impact assessment (WFA) complements this structure by examining the ef-
fects of proposed new regulations and major projects ex ante. It is well suited to assessing
development policy coherence because it also covers initiatives in other policy areas. In prac-
tice, however, the WFA is often perceived more as a formal procedure. Its use for systematic
development policy coherence assessment remains open to improvement (see SDG Watch
Austria 2025).

A further finding of the budget law reform evaluations concerns the political use of information.
Results data make a difference only if they influence budget decisions, priority-setting and
parliamentary scrutiny. This reveals a weakness in Austria’s system as a whole. The docu-
mentation is extensive but complex. The connection between achievement of objectives and
political consequences often remains indirect. For development policy, this means that out-
come objectives are formally part of budget documents, while actual negotiations over re-
sources and priorities often follow other logics.

For the following analysis, it is therefore important neither to overestimate nor to underestimate
Austria’s framework. It offers considerably more entry points than a purely input-oriented
budget system, but does not produce coherence by itself. The decisive question is whether
and how the existing instruments are connected to an overarching development policy strategy.
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5. DEVELOPMENT POLICY IN AUSTRIA’S FEDERAL BUDGET

5.1 Development policy as a whole-of-government responsibility

Austrian development policy is distributed, in legal, political and budgetary terms, across sev-
eral policy fields, institutions and administrative levels. Traditional development cooperation
in the narrower sense is located within the foreign affairs portfolio and the Austrian Develop-
ment Agency. Other ministries also make contributions relevant to development policy: for
example, the Ministry of Finance through international financial institutions and certain financ-
ing instruments, the ministry responsible for climate protection and agriculture through inter-
national climate finance and food assistance, the Ministry of the Interior through migration-
related programmes, the Ministry of Defence through international deployments, the ministry
responsible for science through research and higher education cooperation, and the Parlia-
mentary Administration through international parliamentary cooperation.

This breadth is inevitable because, in a globally interconnected world, development policy
impacts arise across many policy areas. At the same time, it makes results-oriented manage-
ment more difficult. When resources relevant to development policy are spread across differ-
ent budget chapters, a need for coordination arises that often also becomes a coordination
problem: which objectives apply across ministries? What contributions do individual budgets
make? Where are there synergies or conflicts between objectives? Which indicators capture
whole-of-government impact?

Austria’s federal budget so far provides only partial answers to these questions. Some budget
chapters contain outcome objectives or indicators relevant to development policy. Other areas
contain relevant resources or measures without an explicit development policy logic of objec-
tives and results. This gap makes policy management more difficult because the overall impact
of Austrian development policy cannot be traced through a shared architecture of objectives.
Within the administration, there is also often a perception that one cannot ‘interfere’ in the
affairs of other ministries.

5.2 Overarching policy objectives and international reference frameworks

At the level of overarching policy objectives, development policy in Austria is first bound by
the objectives and principles of the Development Cooperation Act: combating poverty in de-
veloping countries; safeguarding peace and human security, particularly by promoting democ-
racy, the rule of law, human rights and good governance; and preserving the environment and
protecting natural resources as the basis for sustainable development. The guiding principles
for implementation specify responsiveness to partners regarding the form and pace of the
development process, the integration of measures into the social context, gender equality, and
consideration of the needs of children and persons with disabilities. Development policy is also
closely connected to foreign policy, multilateralism, human rights, sustainable development,
peace, security, climate and global stability. The Government Programme 2025-2029 posi-
tions development cooperation as part of an active foreign policy and refers to international
responsibility, sustainability, crisis prevention and partnerships. The 2030 Agenda and the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) provide a central reference framework (see EZA-G
2002, § 1; Bundesregierung 2025; BMEIA 2025; Vereinte Nationen 2015).

These overarching references remain at a macro level that does not permit concrete manage-
ment. Translation is therefore needed between global objectives such as the SDGs, foreign
policy guidelines, development policy priorities and budgetary outcome objectives. For results-
oriented development policy, it is crucial to operationalise the relevant macro-level objectives
so that responsibilities, resources, measures and expected changes become clearly visible. A
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reference to the SDGs, poverty reduction, gender equality or multilateralism is only the begin-
ning. It becomes relevant to management only when it is clear what contributions Austria in-
tends to make, which ministries are involved, which financing flows are relevant and how pro-
gress is to be assessed.

5.3 Budget chapters, global budgets and detailed budgets

The budget chapter is the central unit of budgetary management in Austria’s federal budget.
For development policy in the narrower sense, budget chapter 12, Foreign Affairs, is particu-
larly relevant; it covers development cooperation, the Foreign Disaster Fund and contributions
to international organisations. For development policy in a more comprehensive sense, how-
ever, other budget chapters, global budgets and detailed budgets relevant to development
policy are also important, such as Federal Assets, Environment and Climate, Agriculture and
Forestry, Defence, Interior, Education, Science and Economic Affairs (see BMF 2026).

Global budgets group major areas of responsibility within a budget chapter. They matter for
the analysis of development policy impact because they bridge the strategic budget chapter
level and the operational detailed budget level. In this way, they make visible which major
areas of responsibility contribute to development policy objectives and therefore share respon-
sibility for development policy. Detailed budgets, in turn, reflect the actual management of
resources and thus show where financial resources are in fact budgeted and spent.

There are several discontinuities at this operational level. Some detailed budgets relevant to
development policy are not linked to specific outcome objectives or indicators. Other outcome
objectives are formulated so broadly that their connection to individual measures and alloca-
tions is difficult to trace. In still other cases, indicators refer to activities that are only indirectly
connected to the claimed effects. A central task for future reforms, and for a corresponding
RMPP, is to connect budget chapters, global budgets, detailed budgets, measures and indi-
cators relevant to development policy systematically in an SRRM.

5.4 Instruments and modalities

Development policy impact arises through different instruments and modalities. These include
financing bilateral programmes and projects, budget support and programme financing, loans
and guarantees, humanitarian assistance, cooperation within multilateral organisations, con-
tributions to international financial institutions, civil society cooperation, knowledge and re-
search partnerships, policy dialogue, and measures in other policy fields that are relevant to
development policy.

These instruments often differ significantly in their results logic. A bilateral programme can, for
example, formulate a specific theory of change. A contribution to a multilateral organisation
operates through that organisation’s mandate, governance and programmes. International cli-
mate finance connects global commitments with specific environmental policy objectives. Ex-
port or investment instruments can have development policy side effects, but primarily pursue
other sets of objectives. Whole-of-government results orientation must understand and inte-
grate these differences.

It follows that a uniform set of indicators for all instruments would hardly be useful. What is
needed is a differentiated system: at strategic level, shared development policy results areas
and assumptions about objectives should be defined. At instrument level, appropriate indica-
tors and evaluation approaches are needed in each case. At whole-of-government level, this
information must be brought together in a way that enables political accountability and learning
without artificially equating different instruments.
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5.5 Performance monitoring and reporting

Austria’s system has several reporting and oversight streams. The federal budget’s outcome
objectives are presented in the budget process and reported through performance monitoring.
Development cooperation has its own evaluation practices. ODA reporting follows the DAC’s
international rules. SDG reporting, in turn, uses national indicators and cross-ministerial coor-
dination. The Austrian Court of Audit examines selected areas of government action. Interna-
tional peer reviews, particularly within the OECD DAC, complement this national level (see
OECD 2020b; BMEIA et al. 2019).

This diversity opens up different perspectives on effectiveness and accountability, but also
leads to parallel processes. Information is produced in different formats, for different audiences
and according to different logics. Whole-of-government development policy management
lacks a forum in which this information is regularly brought together, assessed politically and
translated into priorities.

A regular federal development policy report could fill a gap here. It would need to bring to-
gether budget developments, ODA, relevant non-ODA contributions, outcome objectives,
SDG links, evaluation findings, progress, conflicts between objectives and the need for adjust-
ments. Such a report would add value only if it were not designed as an additional reporting
obligation alongside existing systems. Its function would have to be to integrate existing infor-
mation and make it usable for policy management.

Budget chapter 12, Foreign Affairs, is particularly important for development policy in the nar-
rower sense. It covers development cooperation, the Foreign Disaster Fund and the foreign
ministry’s contributions to international organisations. The gender equality objective concern-
ing women’s political and economic empowerment in priority countries and regions is relevant
to development policy, but falls far short of covering the full breadth of the statutory mandate
and corresponding development policy priorities. Furthermore, its associated indicators re-
main focused on programmes and people reached. This provides a degree of measurability,
but the actual outcome level is barely visible and is illuminated only in fragments (see BMF
2026).

The objective of strengthening the multilateral order is also highly relevant to foreign and de-
velopment policy. As an outcome objective, however, it is difficult to pin down. The multilateral
order is not a clearly delineated object of impact, and Austria’s influence over it is limited.
Indicators concerning international institutions, host-country policy or economic interests can
capture individual aspects. They explain only to a limited extent, however, how Austrian con-
tributions support the development policy impacts of multilateral institutions (see BMF 2026).

Other budget chapters show similar patterns. International food assistance is highly relevant
to development policy, but has no specific outcome objective in the budget structure. Interna-
tional climate finance is central to sustainable development, but is not made visible through
development policy objectives and indicator systems. Contributions to international financial
institutions and the quality of the Ministry of Finance’s ODA are partly captured, but the objec-
tives focus heavily on the quality and efficiency of intermediaries. The connection to specific
development policy outcomes requires further explanation (see BMF 2026).

Budget decision-making processes are also relevant to results orientation. Key decisions are
already made when ceilings are set in the federal financial framework and during ministerial
negotiations with the Ministry of Finance. Detailed budget allocations are subsequently deter-
mined within ministries. If development policy impact is reported only at the end of this pro-
cess, it comes too late for strategic allocation decisions. Results information should therefore
be available earlier in the budget cycle and in a form that can inform policy deliberations (see
BHG 2013; BMF 2026).
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The parliamentary level plays an important role here. The budget is adopted by the National
Council, and the budget documents contain results information. Its actual use, however, de-
pends on whether it is comprehensible and politically relevant. A fragmented presentation
makes it harder for members of parliament to discuss the overall impacts of development
policy or questions of coherence. An integrated report could serve as a bridge between sec-
toral policy and budget policy.

Finally, the ODA ratio is a particular case. It enjoys high political visibility internationally and is
relatively easy to communicate. Of course, it primarily measures the volume of certain eligible
expenditures, rather than their quality or impact. A results-oriented system should therefore
continue to report the ODA ratio, but should not treat it as a substitute for results analysis.
Equally important are the contributions made with the resources and whether these contribu-
tions fit the strategic results areas (see OECD 2025a).

6. DIAGNOSTIC CRITERIA FOR A CONSISTENT ARCHITECTURE OF OB-
JECTIVES AND BUDGETS

To assess the quality of results orientation in development policy, it is necessary to examine
whether the architecture of objectives and budgets follows a plausible results cascade. The
following analysis uses four criteria for this purpose: alignment of objectives, specificity of ob-
jectives, clarity of causal relationships and verifiability. These criteria can be applied vertically
within a budget chapter and horizontally across ministries.

Criterion Guiding question Current weakness Need for reform

Alignment of Are outcome objectives, | Resources relevant to de- | Develop shared re-

goals and objec- budget contributions velopment policy are lo- sults areas and a

tives and international com- cated in budget chapters cross-ministerial
mitments substantively without a corresponding SRRM.
consistent? architecture of objectives;

conflicts between objec-
tives remain implicit.

Specificity of Are objectives formu- Objectives remain ab- Refine outcome ob-

goals and objec- lated so that responsibil- | stract or mix together im- | jectives at outcome

tives ities, measures and pro- | pacts, instruments and ac- | level and connect
gress become clear? tivities. them to clear target

groups, assumptions
and responsibilities.

Clarity of causal Is there a plausible ex- Causal assumptions re- Develop results mod-

relationships planation of how inputs | main implicit; multilateral els for each strategic
and measures contrib- and indirect contributions | results area, including
ute to outcomes and im- | are represented through assumptions, risks
pacts? simple output measures. and limits to influence.

Verifiability Can achievement of ob- | Indicators often measure Integrate quantitative
jectives and contribu- activities; evaluations, indicators, qualitative
tions be observed em- SDG data and ODA re- evidence, evaluations
pirically and used for ports are only weakly con- | and reporting.
management? nected.
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6.1 Alignment of goals and objectives

Alignment of objectives describes the substantive fit between overarching policy objectives,
international commitments, outcome objectives and budgetary measures. Vertically, the ques-
tion is whether a budget chapter’s outcome objectives are consistent with the government
programme, the SDGs, development policy strategies and the legal framework. Horizontally,
the question is whether the objectives of different ministries are compatible or in tension with
one another.

In Austria, objectives are recognisably embedded in international norms at the level of general
references. Development policy objectives refer to gender equality, the multilateral order, in-
ternational cooperation, sustainable development and Austrian contributions to global chal-
lenges. The SDGs also provide a broad reference framework. However, this embedding some-
times remains at the level of symbolic references and is not consistently translated into a co-
herent cross-ministerial architecture of objectives.

This is particularly visible in the distribution of budgets relevant to development policy. While
individual outcome objectives in UG 12 refer to gender equality or multilateralism, relevant
financial contributions are also located in budget chapters whose outcome objectives primarily
follow other policy logics. International climate finance, food assistance and contributions to
international financial institutions have development policy significance, but are not captured
by specific development policy outcome objectives.

Alignment of objectives also requires explicit attention to conflicts between objectives. Devel-
opment policy objectives can coincide with, or come into tension with, economic, migration,
security or foreign policy interests. A results-oriented system should address such tensions
and make clear which objectives have priority, how trade-offs are made and what development
policy effects are expected from measures in other policy areas.

6.2 Specificity of goals and objectives

Specificity of objectives concerns the translation of broad guiding goals into requirements rel-
evant to management. A sound outcome objective describes the intended change, the results
area concerned and the contribution of government action to that change. It need not conclu-
sively prove every causal relationship, but should indicate what policy measures are intended
to improve and how progress can plausibly be observed.

Some advances are evident in Austria’s system. Gender equality objectives and certain indi-
cators in development cooperation provide a degree of operationalisation. Nevertheless, cen-
tral objectives remain highly abstract. Formulations such as strengthening the multilateral or-
der or supporting particular target groups have limited precision as management objectives
unless they are connected to clear assumptions about results, responsibilities, target groups
and assessment criteria.

A further problem is the mixing of objectives, instruments and activities. Some objectives sim-
ultaneously describe an intended effect and a means of achieving it. Other indicators count
measures, appointments, projects or people reached without capturing qualitative change at
outcome level. Such indicators are more useful for management purposes than for steering
towards results.

Horizontally, specificity of objectives is reflected in the functional division of labour between
ministries. If several budget chapters contribute to sustainable development, it should be clear
which results areas are pursued jointly and what role each ministry assumes. At present, this
division of labour often remains implicit. This makes it difficult to see whether contributions are
complementary, gaps exist or duplication occurs.
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6.3 Clarity of causal relationships (causal traceability)

Clarity of causal relationships generally concerns whether the assumed connections between
interventions and results are plausible. A results cascade should explain how inputs and ac-
tivities contribute through outputs to outcomes and longer-term impacts, although the cascade
need not necessarily be linear. Ideally, assumptions, risks and external influences are also
identified.

In Austria’s performance budget, such causal assumptions often remain implicit. Several steps
lie between the number of international contacts, the number of gender-relevant projects, con-
tributions to international organisations or financing volumes, on the one hand, and long-term
development policy impacts, on the other. Without explicit results models, it is difficult to as-
sess whether the selected measures are suitable for achieving the stated objectives.

This is particularly relevant for multilateral contributions and international financial institutions.
Austria often has only limited direct influence over their operational results, but can contribute
through financing, governance, supervisory bodies, policy positioning and coalitions with other
members. A robust results logic should model these channels of influence realistically and
identify their limits. It should distinguish between direct influence, indirect contribution and
contextual conditions.

The causal connection between budget developments and outcome objectives is also often
poorly developed. When resources increase or decrease, it is not always apparent what ef-
fects are expected, which priorities need to be adjusted or which risks arise for the achieve-
ment of objectives. Results orientation becomes relevant to management only when budget
decisions are connected to verifiable assumptions about their consequences for programmes,
partners and target groups.

6.4 Verifiability

Verifiability refers to the system’s capacity to observe achievement of objectives empirically
and make it usable for management. It depends on the quality of indicators, the availability of
data, the connection to evaluations and the institutional use of findings. An objective is verifi-
able if progress can be observed transparently, deviations explained and implications for man-
agement derived from them.

Austria’s results orientation formally meets this requirement in many areas: outcome objec-
tives are backed by indicators, target states are specified and reports are produced. In sub-
stantive terms, however, there are clear limitations. Many indicators are at input, activity or
output level. They show whether funds have been used, projects implemented or particular
contacts maintained. They show only to a limited extent whether the intended societal changes
have occurred or whether Austria’s contribution to them was plausible.

This has both a methodological and an institutional dimension. In complex policy fields, out-
come and impact indicators are often difficult to collect. Combining different forms of evidence
is therefore crucial. Indicators should be connected to qualitative evaluations, case studies,
partner perspectives, Austrian Court of Audit audits, international comparative information and
SDG data. Such a system would be more robust than a narrow focus on a few counts (see
OECD 2019b; BMEIA et al. 2019).

Verifiability also has a horizontal dimension. If development policy is conceived as a whole-of-
government responsibility, compatible indicators, or at least compatible reporting approaches,
are needed across ministerial boundaries. At present, SDG links, ODA data, budget indicators
and evaluations are connected only to a limited extent. The result is a fragmented information
landscape in which much is reported, but whole-of-government impact remains difficult to

grasp.
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6.5 Overall assessment

Austrian development policy currently has numerous components of results-oriented manage-
ment, but lacks a framework that connects them adequately. At project level, results models
and evaluations exist. At budget level, there are outcome objectives and indicators. At inter-
national level, ODA, SDG and DAC reporting systems are in place. At audit level, the Austrian
Court of Audit and international peer reviews provide important findings. Against this back-
ground, the central reform task is to connect these elements more closely.

Applying the diagnostic criteria first shows that alignment of objectives exists at a general
level, but becomes fragmented at management level. The three overarching statutory objec-
tives of Austrian development policy — combating poverty, safeguarding peace and human
security, and preserving the environment and protecting natural resources — and the equally
binding principles for their implementation are not systematically translated into a cross-min-
isterial results architecture.

For specificity of objectives, the weakness lies in translating guiding concepts into verifiable
assumptions about change. In results-oriented management, ‘promotion’, ‘strengthening’, ‘im-
provement’ or ‘safeguarding’ must be connected to a clear object: who is to gain which capa-
bilities, rights, opportunities to act, institutional procedures or living conditions? Which inter-
mediate changes are considered plausible? What role does Austria play in this process? With-
out this precision, the results cascade remains incomplete.

Clarity of causal relationships is particularly difficult where objectives are very broad and in-
struments indirect. Multilateral contributions, governance work, international negotiations and
contributions to financial institutions operate through long causal chains. This requires a form
of results presentation that explicitly describes channels of influence, coalitions, governance
contributions, institutional levers and contextual conditions.

For verifiability, there is a tendency to remain close to outputs. Many indicators can readily be
recorded administratively, but capture activity more than change. This is useful for monitoring,
but insufficient for statements about policy impact. A better architecture would combine sev-
eral levels of evidence: output data for management, outcome indicators for strategic direction,
evaluations for causal plausibility and qualitative analyses for context and unintended effects.

The diagnosis also shows that vertical and horizontal problems are connected. A budget chap-
ter may formally meet its own outcome objectives while capturing only part of the overall de-
velopment policy impact. Conversely, a cross-ministerial ambition may be articulated politically
without finding operational expression in individual budget areas. Reform must therefore ad-
dress both the vertical chain within budgets and the horizontal connections between policy
fields.

The distinction between management and proof is also important. Development policy can
rarely demonstrate precise impact in the natural-scientific sense, but can make contributions
transparent, organise learning loops and account for achievement of objectives. This realistic
expectation should guide future reforms. It guards against both exaggerated promises of
measurement and a retreat into mere input or activity reporting.

Austria does not need to create a new system alongside existing budget law. Existing instru-
ments should be developed so that they connect development policy impacts more effectively.
The greatest opportunities lie in making objectives more specific, developing results models,
improving cross-ministerial budget transparency, integrating reporting and strengthening po-
litical use.
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7. BUILDING BLOCKS FOR ROBUST WHOLE-OF-GOVERNMENT IMPACT
MEASUREMENT

7.1 Theory of Change (ToC) and IOOI as a shared results framework

The 100l approach (Input—Output—Outcome—Impact) can perform an important integrating
function for Austrian development policy. It is an instrument that originated in project planning
but is increasingly used in results-oriented models of public administration and budgeting. It
can help translate contributions from different ministries, instruments and budget levels into a
common language. Within this framework, inputs would be financial and human resources;
outputs, immediate deliverables; outcomes, medium-term changes in partner institutions, tar-
get groups or policies; and impacts, longer-term contributions to sustainable development (see
OECD 2014; Vogel 2012; Bieri/Schwegler 2024).

For a whole-of-government application, ToCs would need to complement this 100l results
chain with realistic assumptions about the scope for influence, external factors and risks. Re-
sults orientation thus requires both an understandable sequence of inputs, outputs, outcomes
and impacts and a plausible explanation of why a measure is suitable for contributing to a
particular objective under given conditions (see Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland 2023).

For bilateral projects, pathways to results can be described relatively directly. For multilateral
contributions or policy areas beyond aid, contributions are more indirect. Here, the results
chain should be described more in terms of governance, agenda-setting, coherence, incentive
structures or systemic contributions.

A practical benefit of the |00l approach would be to relate budget levels and results levels
more closely. Budget chapters and global budgets could identify strategic results areas. De-
tailed budgets and measures could present outputs and immediate contributions. Evaluations
and reports could assess outcomes and assumptions about longer-term impact. This would
make the existing budget structure interpretable in terms of results.

7.2 Impact beyond aid

Whole-of-government impact measurement should distinguish and connect two levels. The
first is the traditional impact of ODA and development cooperation: what contributions are
made by development cooperation, humanitarian assistance, multilateral financing and inter-
national programmes? The second is the development policy impact of government action as
a whole: how do other policy areas influence global sustainable development, partner coun-
tries and development policy objectives? This dual perspective makes impact measurement
more demanding, but also more realistic.

Trade policy, agricultural policy, climate policy, migration, security and financial policy, re-
search, technology policy and international regulation can strongly influence development pro-
spects in partner countries. The 2030 Agenda has already embedded this shift in perspective
widely by conceiving sustainable development as a universal and integrated task. For Aus-
tria’s results orientation, this ‘beyond aid’ perspective means that development policy impact
should not be reduced to ODA expenditure. Some policies that are not ODA-eligible may even
have stronger development impacts than ODA-eligible expenditure (see Vereinte Nationen
2015; OECD 2019c).
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7.3 Policy coherence for sustainable development

Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development (PCSD) is the central concept for bringing the
beyond-aid perspective into policy management. PCSD aims to identify conflicts between ob-
jectives across policy areas, reduce negative external effects and strengthen synergies for
sustainable development. This is particularly important for effective development policy be-
cause the successes of individual programmes can be weakened by contradictory policies in
other areas or reinforced by policies that generate synergies (see OECD 2019c; OECD
2025b).

In the Austrian context, PCSD could be connected more closely to performance budgeting.
The outcome objectives and indicators of individual budget chapters could be systematically
assessed for their relevance to conflicts between development policy objectives. New initia-
tives could be examined more closely for their international sustainability effects within impact
assessment. The RMPP could define central areas of coherence, such as climate, trade, mi-
gration, food security or international financing.

Such a connection would translate PCSD from a general commitment into the architecture of
government management. This would require a political mandate, clear responsibilities and a
procedure for documenting and addressing conflicts between objectives. Since questions of
coherence are political questions, they also require political consideration, making parliamen-
tary consideration central.

7.4 Making better use of existing components

A whole-of-government ambition requires a whole-of-government results architecture. Several
existing instruments can be used to improve whole-of-government results orientation in this
sense. (i) First, performance budgeting provides outcome objectives, measures, indicators
and performance monitoring. (ii) Second, Austrian Development Cooperation has evaluation
practice and an evaluation policy. (iii) Third, ODA reporting systems and international DAC
peer review processes are in place. (iv) Fourth, there is SDG monitoring and national sustain-
ability reporting. (v) Fifth, Austrian Court of Audit audits provide important information on gov-
ernance, achievement of objectives and efficiency.

The whole-of-government approach provides the political framework for cross-ministerial man-
agement. In practice, its implementation currently remains rather limited because coordina-
tion, budget transparency, shared systems of objectives and binding reporting mechanisms
are still weakly developed.

The evaluation policy of Austrian Development Cooperation is another important building
block. It establishes evaluation standards, promotes learning and accountability, and can con-
tribute to quality improvement. Its reach currently remains limited, however, where contribu-
tions relevant to development policy fall outside Austrian Development Cooperation in the
narrower sense. Whole-of-government results orientation would therefore need to clarify how
evaluation principles can also be applied to multilateral contributions, cross-ministerial
measures and beyond-aid impacts. For cross-ministerial issues, it would be useful to comple-
ment programme-specific evaluations with thematic syntheses, for example on gender equal-
ity, climate resilience, fragile contexts, multilateral contributions or policy coherence (see
BMEIA et al. 2019; OECD 2020b).

The Austrian Court of Audit can strengthen this architecture through independent audits. Audit
reports can identify gaps in systems of objectives, management structures, performance mon-
itoring and coordination. International developments within INTOSAI also show that supreme
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audit institutions can play an important role in auditing SDG implementation and policy coher-
ence. Their findings should f_eed more systematically into development policy reports and the
RMPP (see Rechnungshof Osterreich 2018, 2022; INTOSAI Development Initiative 2024).

DAC peer reviews are also more than external assessments. They can be used as a learning
instrument to reflect on institutional reforms, strategic prioritisation, coherence, evaluation and
resourcing. Austria should therefore incorporate peer review recommendations into its na-
tional policy cycle (see OECD 2020b; OECD 2025a).

SDG reporting provides a further point of connection. The 2030 Agenda is designed to be
universal and integrated. It is therefore suitable as a reference framework for horizontal co-
herence. At the same time, SDG indicators are not automatically national management indi-
cators. They must be connected to Austrian responsibilities, budget contributions and outcome
objectives. A development policy report could therefore interpret SDG links rather than merely
map them. SDG Watch Austria (2025) recommends cross-ministerial quality assurance and
closer connections between outcome objectives, SDG indicators and evidence-based budget
management.

Taken together, these building blocks can form a results cycle: strategic objective-setting in
the RMPP, allocation to budgets and instruments, annual monitoring, thematic evaluation,
parliamentary discussion, adjustment of priorities and renewed planning. Such a cycle would
establish a shared rhythm for the existing instruments. The quality of this cycle, however, de-
pends on political leadership. Interministerial coordination needs a clear mandate, and shared
results areas must be politically agreed. Data and evaluation systems require resources. Con-
flicts between objectives must be handled so that they do not simply become bogged down in
administrative coordination and remain unresolved. Results orientation therefore remains an
essentially political reform project, even though it uses technical instruments.

8. TOWARDS A RESULTS-ORIENTED MULTIANNUAL DEVELOPMENT
POLICY PROGRAMME (RMPP)

8.1 The RMPP as a whole-of-government framework for strategic management

The statutory Three-Year Programme for Austrian Development Policy is the natural starting
point for a RMPP. In what follows, we use RMPP to refer to a functionally developed version
of this instrument: a multiannual, whole-of-government framework connecting strategy, results
logic, resources, monitoring and learning. The new designation is deliberately programmatic.
It highlights the longer-term results cycle without claiming that the current statutory designation
has already changed. In its present form, the Three-Year Programme primarily provides ori-
entation. If it is to contribute more strongly to policy management, results orientation and ac-
countability in future, it must be linked more systematically to performance budgeting, cross-
ministerial contributions to development policy, monitoring, evaluation and parliamentary con-
sideration (see BMEIA 2025; OECD 2020b; Syspons 2021).

The RMPP should therefore be understood as a whole-of-government framework for strategic
management (see Annex 1). It would sit below the government programme and above minis-
tries’ annual budget and programme planning. It does not replace instruments under budget
law or encroach on ministerial autonomy or the Federation’s budgetary authority. Its function
is to provide a shared architecture of objectives, results and coherence to guide ministry-spe-
cific strategies, instruments and financial contributions.

Much of this development can already be implemented within the existing legal framework.
Section 23 of the Development Cooperation Act continues expressly to require a Three-Year
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Programme covering the federal government’s official development assistance, its priorities
and financing, and guidelines for bilateral, European and multilateral development coopera-
tion, to be submitted annually to the Federal Government and the National Council. Section
22 of the Act binds the federal government’s official development assistance to the statutory
objectives and principles and to the guidelines laid down in the Three-Year Programme. These
provisions already allow the programme to be supplemented with a whole-of-government sit-
uational assessment, shared results models, cross-ministerial systems of objectives and a
systematic monitoring and evaluation framework. The 2023 update also demonstrates that
strategic priorities can be retained and individual parts refined or supplemented within the
existing format (see EZA-G 2002, §§ 22—-23; Bundesregierung 2023).

Nor does the Federal Budget Act present a fundamental obstacle to such development. Alt-
hough it requires all ministries to practise performance budgeting, it does not prescribe a re-
sults logic confined exclusively to individual ministries. Likewise, the Federal Ministries Act
does not preclude cross-ministerial strategies. Comparable governance approaches already
exist, for example in relation to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), climate policy
and digitalisation.

A legislative amendment is not strictly necessary for this functional development. Within the
current three-year format, the strategic core and results models can be retained while the
sections on context, financing, implementation and the SRRM are updated as part of the an-
nual submission. A six-year results and strategy horizon can be established politically as an
overarching reference framework, while the statutory Three-Year Programme continues to be
submitted and reviewed annually. Existing law reaches its limits where the RMPP is intended
to impose direct obligations on other ministries or determine specific budget decisions. Politi-
cal and administrative commitment can, however, already be established within the existing
framework through Council of Ministers decisions, cross-ministerial management structures,
shared outcome objectives, reporting obligations and standardised management instruments.

Finally, the time dimension should also be reconsidered. Development policy impacts often
emerge over periods longer than three years; a longer-term reference framework therefore
corresponds better to the results cycle. From a technical perspective, a six-year results and
strategy horizon with a mid-term review after three years and annual monitoring would be
appropriate. Annual updates to selected parts would allow responses to changing global con-
ditions without reformulating stable strategic statements every year. As long as § 23 of the
Development Cooperation Act remains unchanged, this longer horizon is operationally con-
nected to the regularly updated statutory three-year planning, with the RMPP serving as the
overarching results framework.

8.2 The policy cycle and results models

Such a programme should be developed through an integrated policy cycle (see also
Schldgl/Zeiner 2025). On the basis of a political mandate, the starting point would be a devel-
opment policy situational assessment bringing together global challenges, international com-
mitments, partner needs, Austrian contributions, the ODA and budget structure, evaluation
findings and existing outcome objectives. This assessment would provide the basis for political
prioritisation.

A limited number of strategic results areas should be defined on this basis. These could in-
clude poverty reduction and social protection, climate resilience and sustainable transfor-
mation, gender equality and rights, peace and human security, or food security. The precise
selection is a political decision. What matters is that each results area is operationalised
through a results model: intended impacts, outcomes, outputs, activities, inputs, assumptions,
risks and indicators should be set out explicitly.
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Such results models would perform several functions. They would clarify how Austria’s contri-
butions are intended to support overarching objectives. They would make different instruments
within a results area comparable without erasing their differences. They would make external
assumptions and risks visible. And they would provide a basis for directing evaluations to-
wards strategic questions.

These results models should be operationalised through a further-developed results annex to
the RMPP. For each strategic results area, it would set out the relevant Theory of Change
(ToC), intended impacts, outcomes and outputs, suitable indicators, baselines, targets, data
sources and evaluation mechanisms, thereby forming the RMPP’s shared narrative and ana-
Iytical results architecture. The results annex would become the central instrument for moni-
toring, learning and accountability while establishing the connection between strategic objec-
tives and operational implementation.

8.3 The Strategic Results and Resources Matrix (SRRM) as a link between
strategy and budget management

Another central technical building block of the RMPP would be the Strategic Results and Re-
sources Matrix (SRRM). It translates the results models explained in the results annex into a
standardised 100l results cascade. For inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact, it
sets out appropriate indicators, baselines or actual values, targets, assumptions, risks, re-
sponsibilities and data sources. On the input side, it also links resources to budget chapters,
global and detailed budgets, instruments, outcome objectives and measures. The SRRM thus
brings objectives, resources, responsibilities and evidence together in a structure that sup-
ports management.

The SRRM does not aim to assign all budget items artificially to development policy objectives.
Instead, it creates transparency about cross-ministerial contributions, identifies gaps or dupli-
cation, and facilitates assessment of consistency between policy priorities, budget allocation
and intended results. At the same time, it creates a shared basis for monitoring, evaluation,
and parliamentary and public accountability (see Annex 2).

For management purposes, the SRRM should not be designed as a static component of the
RMPP. It should instead be updated annually as part of the development policy report. This
would keep the strategic framework stable throughout the results period while allowing
changes in the budget structure, ministerial responsibilities or use of instruments to be contin-
uously traced and assessed.

8.4 Monitoring, reporting and evaluation

The RMPP needs a regular monitoring and evaluation cycle. Each year, a whole-of-govern-
ment development policy report should present progress, budget developments, achievement
of objectives, evaluation findings, ODA developments, SDG links and the need for adjust-
ments. This report should not replace all existing reports. It should bring together the most
important information and make it interpretable for policy purposes (see OECD 2019a; OECD
2020a).

The annual development policy report would perform a dual function. On the one hand, it
would document progress in implementing strategic outcome objectives and summarise eval-
uation and monitoring findings. On the other, it would provide the platform for annually updat-
ing the SRRM, thereby connecting budget developments, results information and cross-min-
isterial contributions in a shared management and accountability instrument (see Annex 3).
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The reporting template proposed in Annex 3 brings these functions together at three levels: a
short whole-of-government management overview, standardised reporting sheets for each re-
sults area, and a section on decisions and follow-up with responsibilities and deadlines. The
underlying detailed data are not duplicated, but drawn from the results annex, the SRRM and
existing ODA, SDG, budget and evaluation data.

A mid-term review should take place halfway through the programme period. It would need to
record implementation progress and examine the underlying assumptions about results. Have
contextual conditions changed? Are the instruments suitable, and are target groups being
reached? Have conflicts between objectives arisen? What adjustments are necessary? At the
end of the programme period, a summative evaluation should take place, with its findings
feeding into the next situational assessment and the next round of priority-setting. This would
create a programme cycle that learns. Impact measurement would thereby become part of
strategic management.

8.5 Political commitment and parliamentary use

Even the best results architecture has little effect if it is not used politically. The RMPP should
therefore be connected to clear procedures for decisions, reporting and deliberation. Regular
parliamentary consideration could improve accountability and public debate. Budget delibera-
tions could draw more strongly on results information. Results orientation is most beneficial
when deviations from objectives are analysed, evaluation findings taken into account and pol-
icy priorities adjusted where necessary.

Political commitment means that objectives, assumptions and deviations feed into policy de-
cisions. If an outcome objective is missed, this should lead to analysis and adjustment. If con-
flicts between objectives exist, they should be addressed politically. If indicators are inade-
quate, they should be improved. Results orientation depends on this use.

Stronger parliamentary use could also improve the comprehensibility of the documents. Re-
sults information is currently often technical, fragmented and difficult to access. An integrated
development policy report with clear results areas, budget mappings and narrative assess-
ments could facilitate debate. This would make results orientation part of democratic account-
ability as well as an administrative instrument.

A targeted amendment to the Development Cooperation Act would nevertheless be desirable.
It could expressly establish the RMPP designation, the longer results and strategy horizon,
the cross-ministerial results architecture, shared strategic outcome objectives, the monitoring
and evaluation framework, and the results annex and SRRM. Such an amendment would
strengthen political and administrative commitment; however, it is not a prerequisite for imple-
menting the substantive core elements now through the annual submission of the Three-Year
Programme, Council of Ministers decisions, cross-ministerial structures and shared standards.

This would create a tiered governance architecture: the RMPP provides the strategic frame-
work for Austrian development policy. A results annex explains the shared results and moni-
toring architecture. The annually updated SRRM connects the strategic results areas to the
budget structures and instruments of participating ministries. Finally, the annual development
policy report brings together budget developments, progress on results, evaluation findings
and coherence analyses, thereby providing the basis for policy management, parliamentary
accountability and continuous learning. This architecture respects both ministerial autonomy
under the Federal Ministries Act and budgetary authority under the Federal Budget Act, while
strengthening the whole-of-government management capacity of Austrian development pol-

icy.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 Conclusions

The analysis shows that Austria has a formally well-developed system of performance budg-
eting, whose potential for development policy has so far been only partially used. The institu-
tional instruments exist: outcome objectives, indicators, impact assessment, evaluations, ODA
reporting, SDG monitoring, Austrian Court of Audit audits and international peer reviews. The
current shortcoming lies in integrating these elements into a whole-of-government develop-
ment policy results architecture (see Hammerschmid/Hopfgartner 2019; IMF/OECD/Universi-
tat Klagenfurt 2018; OECD 2020b).

Development policy impact in Austria arises across several ministries and budget areas. The
federal budget’s formal structure of objectives captures this breadth only incompletely. Some
relevant contributions are presented without a specific development policy results logic. Other
outcome objectives remain too abstract or are linked to indicators that primarily measure ac-
tivities and outputs. Detailed results models often exist at operational level, but their connec-
tion to strategic budgetary and ministerial management remains limited.

This creates a tension between ambitions for impact and institutional reality. The ambition is
to manage development policy coherently, transparently and with a focus on results. Institu-
tional reality is characterised by fragmented responsibilities, parallel reporting systems, insuf-
ficiently specific objectives and weak horizontal connections. This tension can, however, be
resolved by connecting existing instruments more closely.

The RMPP can play a central role here. It could define strategic results areas, formulate results
models, provide an SRRM for each results area, structure monitoring and evaluation, and
improve parliamentary and public accountability. This would make the existing budgetary logic
more comprehensible from a development policy perspective and more relevant to manage-
ment.

9.2 Recommendations

1. Develop the statutory Three-Year Programme functionally into a RMPP. The RMPP
should capture the full range of federal contributions relevant to development policy,
define strategic results areas and combine a longer-term results and strategy horizon
with annual updates to selected parts. In our assessment, this would not necessarily
require an amendment to the Development Cooperation Act. A simple Council of Minis-
ters decision could provide a political mandate for developing the Three-Year Pro-
gramme in this direction (see Annex 1).

2. Develop explicit results models for strategic results areas. The areas should be
agreed across ministries and satisfy the statutory mandates. For each results area, in-
puts, outputs, outcomes, impacts, assumptions, risks and external influences theries of
changes) should be set out (see recommendation 3).

3. Introduce a Strategic Results and Resources Matrix (SRRM) for each results area.
The SRRM should represent the 100l results cascade with indicators, baselines, tar-
gets, assumptions, risks, responsibilities and data sources, while systematically con-
necting results areas, budget chapters, global budgets, detailed budgets, instruments,
outcome objectives and measures (see Annexes 2 and 3). It should make visible where
contributions, gaps, overlaps and conflicts between objectives exist. A realistic distinc-
tion should be made between direct impact, indirect contribution and limited influence.
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4. Review impact goals in the federal budget. They should be formulated more strongly
at outcome level and clearly specify which changes are sought among which actors or
in which structures. Indicators should continue to capture activities and outputs, but
should be supplemented by outcome indicators and qualitative evidence. For major pol-
icy-level impacts, particularly peace, poverty reduction and the environment, it should
be assessed whether suitable outcome objectives are missing (see Annex 4).

5. Systematically integrate beyond aid and PCSD. Development policy impact should
not be narrowed to ODA expenditure. The RMPP and impact assessment should define
central areas of coherence and make both conflicts between objectives and synergies
across policy areas visible.

6. Establish a systematic whole-of-government development policy report on the
RMPP. The report should integrate budget developments, ODA, relevant non-ODA con-
tributions, outcome objectives, SDG links, evaluation findings, Austrian Court of Audit
findings and the need for adjustments into a common document. It should be sufficiently
comprehensible to support parliamentary and public debate (see Annex 3).

7. Expand the use of results information. Reports and evaluations should not stand in
isolation at the end of programmes, but should feed systematically into priority-setting,
budget planning and programme updates (see Annex 1). Results-oriented reporting
should be embedded in the policy cycle as part of a ‘results cycle’. This would strengthen
democratic accountability and improve the quality of policy priority-setting.

8. Strengthen administrative capacities for results analysis. A more demanding ap-
proach to results orientation requires methodological expertise, data infrastructure, co-
ordination capacity and political backing. Without these conditions, outcome objectives
either remain formal reporting elements or fail in the face of internal resistance.

9.3 Concluding assessment

Results orientation can improve development policy management when understood as a pro-
cess of political learning. It does not replace policy decisions or eliminate conflicts between
objectives, but can make visible which objectives are being pursued, which resources are
being used, what assumptions underlie them, and what evidence of progress or a need for
correction is available.

Austria has an opportunity to make an already well-developed budgeting and reporting system
more useful for development policy. The next reform step therefore need not be an entirely
new instrument. It lies in connecting existing instruments: the budget, RMPP, evaluation, SDG
and ODA reporting, Austrian Court of Audit audits and parliamentary accountability should be
brought together in a shared results cycle.

Used appropriately, results orientation makes policy priorities and conflicts between objectives
transparent and enables adjustments based on findings. Precisely because causal chains are
long and contextual conditions uncertain, it should enable realistic statements about Austria’s
contribution.

The recommendations should be read as a pragmatic reform pathway. Some steps can be
implemented in the short term, such as an improved SRRM or more comprehensible annual
reporting. Others require more institutional groundwork, particularly developing shared results
models and strengthening evaluation and coordination capacities. What matters is that the
reform is designed as a recurring learning process through which we progressively come
closer to realising our ambitions for impact.
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ANNEXES

Annex 1: The results cycle — process and governance of a RMPP

In this study, the results-oriented multiannual development policy programme (RMPP) is conceived
as a whole-of-government management framework with a six-year results and strategy horizon.
As long as § 23 of the Development Cooperation Act remains unchanged, this horizon is opera-
tionally connected to the statutory Three-Year Programme and its annual submission: stable strat-
egy and results sections can be retained, while sections on context, financing, implementation and
the SRRM can be updated. The RMPP sits below the government programme and above minis-
tries’ global and detailed budgets. On the basis of the Development Cooperation Act, the Federal
Budget Act and the Federal Ministries Act, it establishes a shared architecture of objectives, results
and coherence. Its binding effect consists in a shared strategic orientation that can be secured
through a Council of Ministers decision, cross-ministerial coordination, shared outcome objectives
and a uniform monitoring and evaluation system (see EZA-G 2002, §§ 22-23; BHG 2013; Bun-
desregierung 2023).

Its development follows an integrated policy-cycle approach. On the basis of a political mandate,
the starting point is a whole-of-government development policy situational assessment that brings
together global challenges, international commitments, partner needs, Austrian contributions, ex-
isting budget structures and evaluation findings. Strategic results areas are defined on this basis
and operationalised through results models. For each results area, overarching impacts, intended
outcomes, outputs, activities, inputs, assumptions, risks and indicators are defined. Two comple-
mentary tools are envisaged to operationalise this architecture: the RMPP’s results annex explains
the Theory of Change (ToC), objectives and central assumptions about results for each results
area. The Strategic Results and Resources Matrix (SRRM, see Annex 2) translates this logic into
a standardised |00l cascade. For inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact, it specifies
indicators, baselines, targets, assumptions, risks, responsibilities and data sources, and links in-
puts to the relevant budget chapters, global budgets, detailed budgets, instruments, outcome ob-
jectives and measures. This makes visible the budgetary and institutional contributions to achiev-
ing development policy objectives and the gaps in coherence, management or financing.

Implementation takes place through annual work and monitoring cycles. An annual whole-of-gov-
ernment development policy report presents progress, budget developments, achievement of ob-
jectives, evaluation findings and the need for adjustments. The report performs a dual function. On
the one hand, it documents progress in implementing the strategic outcome objectives and sum-
marises evaluation and monitoring findings. On the other, it provides the platform for annually up-
dating the SRRM and thus connects budget developments, results information and cross-ministe-
rial contributions in a shared management and accountability instrument. After three years, a mid-
term review examines both implementation and the underlying assumptions about results. At the
end of the results and strategy horizon, a summative evaluation feeds its findings into the situa-
tional assessment and priority-setting for the following cycle. In this way, the RMPP is designed as
a learning, results-oriented management instrument connected to the budget. Its strategic core
remains stable, while budgetary and organisational adjustments can be traced annually.
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Table A1.1. The results cycle: an ideal-type RMPP process

istry, instrument, UG/GB/DB
and resources

RMPP phase | Function in the Timing Key result Budget process interface / Governance Budgetary / legal
policy cycle milestone basis
1. Political Initiation, mandate | Year —1, preferably Council of Ministers mandate; Before budget preparation be- | Federal Govern- | EZA-G §§ 22/23;
mandate and system bound- | 12—-18 months before process and participation plan; | gins for the first programme ment; BMEIA; in- | BMG; BHG
aries the programme starts inception report year terministerial
steering group
2. Develop- Problem and con- | Year -1, Q1-Q2 Whole-of-government situa- Draw on the BRA, perfor- Ministries, ADA, Baseline data from
ment policy text analysis tional assessment: challenges, | mance monitoring, existing OeEB, stake- the BFRG, BVA,
situational partner needs, international BFRG/BVA and evaluations; holders, re- budget chapter
assessment commitments, evaluation find- | identify existing fiscal space searchers booklets, BRA and
ings, ODA and resource struc- results reports
ture
3. Strategic Agenda-setting Year -1, Q2 4-6 strategic results areas and | In good time before budget Political level + Government pro-
prioritisation strategic outcome objectives policy priorities and ministerial | interministerial gramme; SDGs; in-
submissions are determined steering group ternational commit-
ments; existing
BFRG
4. Results Policy formulation Year -1, Q2-Q3 Impact—outcome—output Objectives and indicators Technical work- Connection to the
architecture / chains; assumptions, risks, in- | must be available in good ing groups; min- BVA's outcome ob-
ToC dicators, baselines and targets | time before the results infor- istries; BMEIA jectives, measures
— Annex | mation for the relevant UG is coordination and indicators
prepared or adjusted
5. Strategic Allocation of re- Year -1, Q3 100l cascade for each results Central ex ante interface with BMEIA + BMF + BFRG; UG/GB/DB;
Results and sources and re- area; indicators, baselines, tar- | budget preparation: alignment | relevant minis- staffing plan; results
Resources sponsibilities gets, assumptions, risks, re- with BFRG ceilings and prep- | tries information
Matrix sponsibilities and data sources | aration of ministries’ budget
(SRRM) at each stage; mapping to min- | requests




RMPP phase | Function in the Timing Key result Budget process interface / Governance Budgetary / legal
policy cycle milestone basis
6. Budget Connecting strat- Year —1, Q3/Q4, be- Review of alignment of objec- Draft BFRG/BFG, BVA and BMF, BMEIA, BFRG/BFG; strat-
alignment egy and resources | fore the draft budgetis | tives, financing gaps, duplica- budget chapter booklets: de- participating min- | egy report; BVA;
and con- finalised tion and conflicts between ob- | velopment objectives are istries budget chapter
sistency jectives; finalised SRRM checked against the re- booklets
review sources actually envisaged,
outcome objectives,
measures and indicators
7. Adoption Political decision No later than before, Council of Ministers decision; Strategic guidance for the Council of Minis- | EZA-G; BHG;
of the RMPP and preferably coordi- | Annex I; SRRM BFRG/BFG and parliamentary | ters; parliamen- BFG/BFRG
nated with, budget budget deliberations tary considera-
adoption for the first tion
programme year
8. Annual Implementation Years 1-6 Ministerial measures and pro- Budget execution on the basis | Ministries; ADA; Annual BVA; budget
implement- grammes of BFRG/BFG; ongoing re- OeEB; chapter booklets;
tation porting and performance mon- | BMF/BMEIA budget execution
itoring
9. Annual Monitoring, learn- Annually — ideally be- Progress report; updated Findings feed into the next Cross-ministerial; | Performance moni-
monitoring ing, accountability | fore budget prepara- SRRM; analysis of deviations budget cycle and, where nec- | parliament toring; BRA,;
and develop- tion begins for the fol- essary, BFRG adjustments BFRG/BFG; ODA
ment policy lowing year reporting
report
10. Mid-term | Strategic evalua- End of year 3/ early in | Review of outcomes, ToC as- Findings must be available External evalua- | Possible adjustment
review tion year 4 sumptions, risks, resource al- before the next relevant me- tion + interminis- | of the BFRG, out-
location and coherence dium-term budget planning terial steering come objectives
exercise group and budget priori-
ties
11. Final Impact, learning, Year 5 to early year 6 Summative evaluation; up- In good time before budget External evalua- Feedback into the
evaluation reprogramming dated situational assessment; and BFRG planning for the tion; Federal BFRG/BFG and
and new recommendations for the suc- | first year of the successor pro- | Government; new RMPP cycle
cycle cessor programme gramme parliament
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Annex 2: Strategic Results and Resources Matrix (SRRM): schematic structure

Inputs

Activities

Outputs

Outcomes

Impact / strategic outcome ob-
jective

measured?

tion of the measures
measured?

reach measured?

measured?

Theory of What resources are pro- What is done with the | What immediate delivera- | What changes occur among tar- | What longer-term development
Change (ToC) vided? resources? bles are produced? get groups, in organisations or in | policy impact is sought?
systems?
Output 1.1, Output 1.2, Outcome 1, Outcome 2, Out-
Qutput 2.1, Output 3.1 ... | come 3 ...
Indicators How is resource use How is implementa- How are deliverables and | How is the intended change How is long-term impact or

achievement of objectives ob-
served?

Actual value /

Initial value in the base-

Initial situation or ex-

Level of delivery to date

Initial situation of the target

Initial value of the overarching

baseline | line year isting level of activity group/system impact indicator
Planned value / | Planned resource use Planned level of im- Intended output Intended change by time X Intended longer-term develop-
target plementation ment or target value

Assumptions

Multiannual resources,
specialist staff and part-
nerships are available in
good time.

Implementation ar-
rangements, man-
dates and capacities
are clear; the partici-
pating bodies cooper-
ate as envisaged.

Activities reach the in-
tended target groups and
can be implemented to
the required quality.

Partners have sufficient capaci-
ties; target groups have equal
access; outputs are actually
used and institutionally embed-
ded.

International and national condi-
tions support the change; politi-
cal support, institutional stability
and ownership are maintained.

Risks

Budget cuts; staff short-
ages; loss of co-financing
or partners.

Delayed approvals or
procurement; unclear
responsibilities; secu-
rity or integrity prob-
lems.

Quality shortcomings;
late or incomplete deliv-
ery; limited reach.

Staff turnover; institutional weak-
ness; discrimination; limited up-
take or absorptive capacity.

Geopolitical crises; conflicts;
global shocks; changes of gov-
ernment; shrinking scope for ac-
tion; policy incoherence.

Responsibility /
data source

Who provides or records
the resources?

Who manages and
documents imple-
mentation?

Who records the out-
puts?

Who measures/verifies out-
comes, and using which data?

Who is responsible for strategic
monitoring/evaluation, and which
external data are used?
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Annex 3: Reporting template for the RMPP

This annex presents a possible format for the annual whole-of-government report. It is intended to bring together existing data, explain deviations and
trigger concrete management decisions; it is neither an additional project evaluation nor a second indicator system (see OECD 2019a; OECD 2020a).
The report addresses three audiences: those responsible for cross-ministerial management, those responsible for budget and sectoral policy, and the
public. To this end, it combines a condensed overall view with standardised reporting sheets for each results area. Assessments and traffic-light rat-
ings must not replace the underlying evidence; every statement of status is therefore accompanied by a trend, a level of confidence in the evidence
and a brief justification.

A. Recommendations on the content of the results report

1.

Executive Summary: a brief account of overall progress, three to five key findings, significant deviations from objectives, budgetary shifts and
the decisions required at political or administrative level.

Mandate, reporting period and data status: legal and strategic basis, ministries and instruments covered, a uniform data cut-off date,
changes in reporting coverage and methodological limitations.

Context/situational report: global and country-specific developments, partner priorities, crises and other changes that materially influence
assumptions about results or implementation conditions.

Progress by strategic results area: a standardised reporting sheet for each results area in accordance with Table A3.1; cross-cutting issues
are included within these sheets.

Resources and whole-of-government contributions: annual update of the SRRM with planned, actual and previous-year values, ODA and
relevant non-ODA contributions, and an explanation of significant shifts.

Evaluation and audit findings: a synthesis of evaluations, Austrian Court of Audit findings, DAC peer reviews and partner perspectives rele-
vant to strategic decisions, including the implementation status of earlier recommendations.

Policy coherence and conflicts between objectives: significant synergies, negative spillovers, unintended effects and unresolved conflicts
between objectives, together with the measures envisaged to address them.

Learning, management decisions and follow-up: concrete adjustments to strategy, instrument mix, budget, data collection or governance;
responsibility and a deadline are assigned to each measure.

Methods and data annex: indicator definitions, data sources, any revision notes and detailed tables (in machine-readable form wherever possi-
ble).
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B. Standardised reporting sheet (for each strategic results area)

Module

Minimum content and guiding questions

Presentation / responsibility

1. Key information and sta-
tus

Results area and outcome objective; lead ministry and contributing ministries; rele-
vant SDGs; reporting period and data cut-off date; status, trend and confidence in the
evidence.

Compact header; status only with a leg-
end and brief justification. The lead
ministry confirms the data status.

2. Progress on outcomes

What change has occurred since the baseline? Two to four central outcome indica-
tors with baseline, actual value, target, trend and, where relevant, disaggregated
data.

Time series or small results table; ex-
plain deviations in narrative form.

3. Austrian contribution

Which inputs, activities and outputs have plausibly contributed? Which instruments,
ministries and partners were involved? Where does Austria’s influence end?

Brief ‘contribution story’; distinguish di-
rect results, plausible contribution and
external factors.

4. Resources

Planned, actual and previous-year values by ministry and instrument; significant de-
viations; ODA and relevant non-ODA contributions; multiannual commitments.

Extract from the updated SRRM (Annex
2); no parallel data collection.

5. Evidence base

Which monitoring data, evaluations, audit reports, partner data and qualitative find-
ings support the statement? What data gaps or methodological limitations exist?

List of sources with an assessment of
the evidence (high/medium/low) and
justification.

6. Context, assumptions and
risks

Which assumptions have changed? Which external shocks, implementation risks or
unintended effects influence achievement of objectives?

Only changes relevant to management;
risks with likelihood of occurrence and
response.

7. Coherence and conflicts
between objectives

What synergies, negative spillovers or conflicts between objectives involving other
policy areas are visible? What trade-off or countermeasure is required?

Identify the policy field concerned, the
responsible body and the procedure for
addressing the issue.

8. Learning and decisions

What should be continued, adjusted, ended or examined in greater depth? What are
the implications for the budget, programmes or governance?

Decision log: measure, responsibility,
deadline and expected subsequent ef-
fect.

9. Follow-up

Which decisions and recommendations from the previous year have been imple-
mented, delayed or rejected, and why?

Status list with substantiated explana-
tions; outstanding issues are carried
forward into the next cycle.
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C. Evidence and reporting requirements

Each indicator specifies its definition, data source, baseline, target, actual value, reference period and data status.

Where causality or context is not sufficiently captured, quantitative indicators are supplemented by evaluations, qualitative evidence and partner
perspectives. Not everything needs to be presented in quantified form.

Direct results and Austria’s plausible contribution are clearly distinguished in the wording from causal attribution of long-term impacts, in accord-
ance with the SRRM (see Annex 2).

Positive, negative and unintended effects, as well as data gaps, are reported using the same relevance criteria. Selective presentation of suc-
cesses should be avoided.

Significant deviations from objectives or budgets lead either to a documented decision to adjust or to a reasoned decision not to intervene for the
time being.

Within the results cycle, the report should be timed so that its findings are available before central budget priorities are set (see Annex 1). Its tech-
nical sections are validated across ministries; a brief statement from management (management response) is included for strategically relevant
recommendations. The implementation status of these decisions appears again in the following year. The report thereby becomes the point of
handover between monitoring, evaluation, budget management and parliamentary accountability.
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Annex 4: Current status of areas relevant to development policy in Austria’s federal budget

Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

Austrian Court of Audit

UG 02 02.01 WZ 4 Creating optimal conditions for the active | KZ 02.4.3 Organisation of/participation in inter-
] participation of the National Council and Fed- national conferences

Federal Legislature 02.01.04 eral Council in European and international af- ) )

Parliamentary Admin- fairs and ir.1tensifying cc?opgration with Euro- KZ02.4.4 Election observation

istration pean and international institutions and other KZ 02.4.5 Bilateral international meetings
parliaments.

UG 06 06.01 WZ 4 Strengthening (inter)national financial KZ 06.4.1 Events for knowledge exchange with
oversight. other audit institutions at national and interna-

Austrian Court of Audit 06.01.01

tional level

KZ 06.4.2 Addressing implementation of the
Sustainable Development Goals within INTOSAI

Reports relating to the United Nations Sustaina-
ble Development Goals (SDGs)

UG 12
Foreign Affairs

BMEIA

12.02. Foreign policy measures

12.02.01. Development cooperation
and AKF

WZ 3: Gender equality objective: promoting
women’s political and economic empowerment
in the priority countries and regions of Austrian
Development Cooperation.

KZ 12.3.1 Share of Austrian Development Coop-
eration programmes and projects promoting
gender equality

KZ 12.3.2 Number of ongoing gender-relevant
projects in Austrian Development Cooperation’s
priority countries and regions

KZ 12.3.3 Number of people reached through
gender-relevant Austrian Development Coopera-
tion projects

KZ 12.3.4 Number of initiatives to strengthen hu-
man rights, particularly the rights of women and
children, that Austria has introduced or actively
contributed to
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

12.02.02. Contributions to interna-
tional organisations

WZ 2: Strengthening the multilateral order
through an active policy of hosting international
organisations and by advancing and safe-
guarding Austrian interests worldwide (as well
as reducing bureaucracy and deregulation).

KZ 12.2.1 Number of state visits and working
meetings of the highest state institutions pre-
pared under BMEIA’'s substantive leadership,
and international conferences in Austria organ-
ised or supported

KZ 12.2.2 Number of international institutions,
including other states’ representations in Austria,
as an indicator of Austria’s importance as a host
country

KZ 12.2.3 Number of measures promoting Aus-
trian economic interests vis-a-vis third countries
(e.g. representations to authorities, advice to
companies) inside and outside the EU

KZ 12.2.4 Number of proposals to reduce bu-
reaucracy

Immigration and Asylum

BMI

18.01.01 Basic welfare support

18.01.02 Federal Office for Immigra-
tion and Asylum, return

derly, lawful implementation and high-quality
management in asylum and immigration mat-
ters, particularly to guarantee appropriate pro-
tection for vulnerable groups from crisis re-
gions, such as women and minors.

UG 14 14.08 WZ 2: Ensuring deployments of the Austrian KZ 14.2.4 Deployment of military forces abroad
3 ) Armed Forces (OBH) for military national de-
Military Affairs 14.08.01 fence, and assistance to maintain internal se-
BMLV curity and provide support in the event of natu-
ral disasters in peacetime. In addition, the
OBH is a major contributor to disaster relief op-
erations and peacekeeping measures abroad.
UG 18 18.01 WZ 1: Gender equality objective: ensuring or- KZ 18.1.1: Total number of removals from the

country

KZ 18.1.2: Share of women in reintegration pro-
grammes

KZ 18.1.3: Asylum applicants in EU comparison
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

18.01.04 Migration and central ser-
vices

WZ 2: Ensuring a needs-based and quality-ori-
ented approach to legal migration. Irregular mi-
gration is to be reduced and skilled migration is
to serve Austria’s interests.

KZ 18.2.1: Share of foreign nationals who immi-
grated legally under the Settlement and Resi-
dence Act among all foreign nationals who immi-
grated to Austria

KZ 18.2.2: Share of criteria-based immigration in
total immigration to Austria

No separate outcome objective; operational
objective in detailed budget 18.01.04:

Contribute, in line with Austria’s migration strat-
egy, to reducing the causes of forced displace-
ment in countries of origin

Projects relating to third countries and aligned
with Austria’s migration strategy are funded —
number of projects

UG 30
Education

BMB

Within 30.02 Schools, including
teaching staff

30.02.08 Schools abroad

No separate outcome objective; operational
objective in detailed budget 30.02.08:

Optimising Austrian teachers’ participation in

mobility programmes and ensuring that inter-
national experience is transferred into the na-
tional education system.

The call for applications and appointment proce-
dure for the respective school year has been
completed.
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

UG 31

Science and Research

Within 31.01 ‘Management and ser-
vices’: funding for international pro-
jects

No specific outcome objectives

KZ 31.2.1 Number of international joint degree /
double degree / multiple degree programmes at
public universities and universities of applied sci-
ences

Economic Affairs (Re-
search)

BMWET

search)

33.01.02 Innovation, technology
transfer

33.01.03 Establishment of innovative
enterprises

ternational research cooperation, particularly
through co-financing the activities of the FFG’s
‘European and International Programmes’ divi-

sion and international funding programmes

such as ‘Eurostars’ and Knowledge and Inno-

vation Communities (KICs)

BMFWF
] ] KZ 31.2.2 Share of graduates with mobility expe-
31.02 Tertiary education rience at universities, universities of applied sci-
ences, and private higher education institutions
or universities
31.03 ‘Research and development’
31.03.01 Projects and programmes
KZ 31.2.3 International doctoral students
KZ 31.2.5 Number of published research infra-
structures in the BMFWF research infrastructure
database
UG 33 Within 33.01 Economic Affairs (Re- Projects and initiatives in 2027: support for in-
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

UG 34

Innovation and Technol-
ogy (Research)

BMIMI

Within 34.01 Research, technology
and innovation

Detailed budgets: currently very spe-
cific and limited

WZ 2: Strengthening applied research in de-
veloping and testing innovative solutions and
using Austria’s areas of strength to address the
maijor future societal challenges of climate
change and resource scarcity.

KZ 34.2.1: Environmental technologies and pa-
tents; patent publications by Austrian applicants
at the European Patent Office (EPO), relative to
the number of publications in the comparison
group for environmental technologies

KZ 34.2.2: Share of the R&D sector in the pro-
duction value of environmentally oriented goods,
technologies and services. No specific indicator
for development policy or international out-
comes.

UG 40
Economic Affairs

BMWET

Within 40.02 Transfers. Economic af-
fairs

40.02.01 Business promotion

WZ 1: Strengthening the competitiveness of
the Austrian economy and external trade, with
a focus on SMEs.

KZ 40.1.3 Number of Austrian companies sup-
ported by the go-international internationalisation
initiative

UG 42

Agriculture and Forestry,
Regions and Water Man-
agement

Within 42.05 Agricultural and regional
policy

42.05.03 National agricultural
measures

No specific outcome objectives

No specific indicators

Measures: financing international food assis-
tance

BMLUK

UG 43 43.01. WZ 2: Reducing greenhouse gas emissions KZ 43.2.1: Greenhouse gas emissions outside
and achieving a climate-friendly, sustainable, emissions trading; KZ 43.2.2: fossil-fuel heating

Environment, Climate and | 43.01.05

Circular Economy

BMLUK

Environment and climate (including
international contributions)

secure and competitive economic system. No
specific outcome objective for international cli-
mate finance.

systems replaced or avoided in Austria. No spe-
cific indicator for international climate or devel-
opment impacts.
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

UG 45
Federal Assets

BMF

45.01 Federal guarantees
45.01.01 Export Guarantees Act

45.01.02 Export Financing Guaran-
tees Act:

Objective 2: Soft loans for supplies
and services to implement sustaina-
ble Austrian projects in developing
countries

45.01.04 Other financial guarantees
(variable), e.g. Ukraine

WZ 2: Reducing entrepreneurial and financial

risk in export transactions and investments.

KZ 45.2.1: Guarantees for exports to emerging
markets (Black Sea region including Central
Asia, Africa and Latin America)

KZ 45.2.2: Number of transactions supported
from the overall soft loan portfolio
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Budget chapter
Responsible budget au-
thority

Global budget
Detailed budgets

Outcome objectives (WZ)

Indicators (KZ)

45.02 Federal asset management
45.02.01 Equity investments

Objective 1: Making an effective con-
tribution to achieving the UN Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs).
Participation in replenishments of
those international financial institu-
tions (IFls) devoted to poor and the
poorest countries

Objective 2: Providing development fi-
nance instruments by supporting Oes-
terreichische Entwicklungsbank
(OeEB), which promotes Austria’s in-
terests in development policy and ex-
ternal trade

45.02.04 Special payment obligations

Objective 2: Generating external eco-
nomic benefits for Austria by financing
IFI technical assistance programmes

Objective 3: Making an effective con-
tribution to achieving the UN Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDGs)

WZ 4: Gender equality objective: maintaining
and gradually further improving the high quality
of the services and efficiency of international fi-
nancial institutions (IFls) and the quality of the
BMF’s ODA (Official Development Assistance),
taking account of the establishment of equal
opportunities for women and men both in the
IFIs’ institutional structures and in their opera-
tions.

KZ 45.4.1: Operational quality of IFls, measured
through the World Bank’s Results Measurement
Framework (IBRD and IDA)

KZ 45.4.2: Organisational efficiency of IFls,
measured through the World Bank’s Results
Measurement Framework (IBRD and IDA)

KZ 45.4.3: Operational quality of IFls, measured
through the Results Measurement Framework of
the African Development Bank and the African
Development Fund

KZ 45.4.4: Organisational efficiency of IFls,
measured through the Results Measurement
Framework of the African Development Bank
and the African Development Fund

KZ 45.4.5: IFI gender equality indicators, meas-
ured through the Results Measurement Frame-
works of the World Bank (IBRD and IDA) and
the African Development Bank/African Develop-
ment Fund

Source: Authors’ analysis of the budget chapter booklets for the Federal Budget Estimates 2027 (BMF 2026).
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