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A. Premchand, Government Budgeting and Expenditure Controle: Theory and Practice, International
Monetary Fund, 1984, p. 138, f.n. 7
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http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/50xx/doc5010/doc02-Entire.pdf
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DNYY VIPI DY IMINY MTN IR NDIPN MIYD RIOND DXPN 9000 — HHDHnn 8pNa
AUNN DXPNT IUNND NPHDD NPINNL TN 927N DN DY 12D 217 29-DY TUND ,NINIAN

SIDINND DXPN NNOND HONIV-IT DNPNY NV VINOYW Jaya DYy DY DYND 1PIVDIND
9527921 NPINA IONNN DMINTN MY 29-DY NNAN DXPNN NIVO XON NPN POND N DM
DXVUTIN 1901 VINJIAN DY TI9 MYINRD XN ,NININ DIPNN MVYD OPON IPN POND
ININNY ,O9IX . MADN DMWY NPHYI NION NI MK Y TH> TWNRI AN ININD
PYO) MIVDIN DY NPIND NMIPIN ,DIPNN NN MDD TN NOY NPPNIN NN NNDNA
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927N IYNRD D) DMNVP DOYNNINI YINIWA PIPN DY NN ¥ IIVDINIY 1IND ¥ DY
12 NYY) MIVDINIY PORIWIN DMTONN PIND NNYTH PIN RYNA TD .10PIN NPNIAN NN
NN9T YIS NN NOUNNY IR PIN HDITD 72N OOP IURD ,MPT) DNYY P vy
MY PN NI PIN PIAYNY N DI MIVDIND ININA TIWHY MAINY N5 NPININ NN
VYN NN NN MODIT NN DOXNYD NN PIVODINI MDIPNN NN MIVHVN NNNX
D212 O»Y21VHN DIMOON .(MPAI12)7) DM DYDY OM1HANY) DINOD NYIAPY ,1NPNI
9PIND 0D NVUN ADUM HYMN 2D NNNAIN DY NYNRIN 2DVN .UKRIND DNIY NN yap nd
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Jon R. Blondal & Daniel Bergvall, "Budgeting in Austria", OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 7, No. 3,
2007, pp. 4-5 http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/57/47/40961371.pdf
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MON PHOD LV VT 2009 MNVPIND 13-70 MVOINN 1IN TIwnHn Dr. Philipp Lust-n 7099 T’
SIPYTI NN DY I8P
Our current reform has two steps: the first phase is in force since 2009 (basically new budget structure,
medium-term expenditure framework) and a second phase will start in 2013 (bringing performance
budgeting and a more modern accounting system which does not only focus on cash-flow but
incorporates the system of accrual accounting).
: NI THONI NINNT 1N NNNDIN YD DXV

Veronika Meszarits & Johann Seiwald, "Budgetary Reform in Austria: Towards tighter coupling within
the financial and management system", EGPA Conference 2008, Innovation in Public Sector, 3™-6™
September 2008.

http://www.eur.nl/fileadmin/ASSETS/fsw/Tufan/EGPA2008/Papers/PSG12/Seiwald__Meszarits.pdf
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Federal Ministry of Finance, Veronika Meszarits, "Performance Budgeting in Austria as Part of a
General Comprehensive Federal Budget Reform, EIPA, Warsaw, 6 March 2009.

http://english.bmf.gv.at/budget/theaustrianfederalb_399/eipa_printversion.pdf
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792,592 NNVY PXPNN NNONN DY NTPAN NN PIND NNNX OMIV-YTN 1XPNNY 120N
55 VINYIAY INY PPTIN KD NOWNNN D92 MINRIPNY TIONN NIDINN DY NPNWN NIVYNY
2 28pnn Yy NN YapY 1O v
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"IMF Concludes 2001 Article IV Consultation with the Republic of Slovenia"
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Isabelle Joumard, Per Mathis Kngsrud, Young-Sook Nam & Robert Price, "Enhancing the Cost
Effectiveness of Public Spending: Experience in OECD Countries", OECD Economic Department,
ECO/WKP(2004)3, 12 February 2004, p. 19

http://www.mfcr.cz/cps/rde/xber/mfcr/ECO_PublicExpend CostEffectiveness_Composite 2004.pdf
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"Report on the Observance of Standards and Codes (ROSC) Hungary" Prepared by the Fiscal Affairs
Department of the International Monetary Fund, April 18, 2001, p. 7
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Charles J. Whalen, " Biennial Budgeting for the Federal Government: Lessons from the States", Working
Paper No. 149, December 2, 1995, http://129.3.20.41/eps/mac/papers/9810/9810008.pdf
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Ronald K. Snell, "Annual and Biennial Budgeting: the Experience of State Governments, National
Conference of State Legislatures, updated April 2009.
http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=12658
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United States General Accounting Office, Report to the Chairman, Committee on Rules, House of
Representatives, "Biennial Budgeting — Three States' Experiences", October 2000.
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d01132.pdf
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James V. Saturno, "Biennial Budgeting: Issues and Options" Congressional Research Service, Report
RL30550, August 10,2006 http://wikileaks.org/wiki/CRS-RL.30550

Robert D. Lee Jr., Ronald W. Johnson & Philip G. Joyce, Public Budgeting Systems, Jones & Bartlett
Publishers, seventh edition, 2004. Pp. 287-89
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MYYY VAN ORY 1PIN IPO¥2 XNV NP MIN dNIV-1T I¥PNY 92NN M1APYA HWnnm
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ppm (Congressional Budget Act) ©1P2 PN PINY INRY .00 Y -5y Ywnnn
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NI HIDNNYN PIMIY-1TN DXPNN RYN NPVIPHP PIN MYSM DNNPN I T-DY IPNN
NTYN HMINY O30 NTYNN ,OWNN YD NTYNM ,0>INN N1 DY DIPNN NTYN OM5ON
DY DNV NNN DWNNN IT-DY 1NPINY MNY MITYND qONI NN ,ONIDN DY DIPNN
SV 1T IN DMINN N2 DV NINDNA INTY D9 WD KD RYUNA PIND MY 20 XYM NTD
YIIV-YT 2INPNY NYSOY TARND NIPN .OMNYN DININND P2 MYT OPIDON D52 NNY VRIDN
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20201 9m 217 Y 2772 NHNT NN ,2000

VYN THPNSPNRN INYT NN Y2ANY (CBO) 09PN DY 28PNN TIvN vpan) ,0nvn Tonna

0 NYTY NN 21D 29-9Y XTI YMV-1TN DXPNN RYNL INDPPNNIY DNPTN DYIDIWN Y1
95 NN DVNPN DY DXPNN TIVN NN DNV DI THIRD INYLN INK D PN N WYMN
DY PYNA YN NAPIWYN MNNNNN YD TWURD PNIV-IT DXPNY 712yn0N TN Tya DNYLN
NNMN NRYAY TIVNN DY ININKRD NITYN 0NN NNOND MDY ONIV-IT DIPN DY NN

.1 7901 NODI INT DIV NP VNN T

18

Charles L. Schultz, Edward R. Fried, Alice M. Rivlin & Mary H. Teeters, Setting national Prioirites:
The 1973 Budget, Brookings Institute 1972.

.1977 720vapa ,Leon Penetta m)M»9pa 0NN N%2 12N YY PIN NYSN NNMA MNWRIN mysnn nnx
SINT MY PIN MYSN DY NPPOY

Charles J. Whalen, "Should the U.S. Government Adopt a Biennial Budget?” Working paper No. 128,
November 1994. http://www.levy.org/pubs/wp128.pdf
STIV-IT 2INPN NIIRD IXIPY 1993 NIV M-ON NOWIN PO IV NNt M2APYI DDNY NN THONN

H 3127 my 146 775 ,000PN 1272 186 'O Nyaxn WA 2
http://www.thomas.gov/cgi-bin/query/F?r106:1:./temp/~r106GFg9vyh:e344684
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SV XPNM NPYPNN PYND MwnNn N 19 Pynv ,Douglas Holtz-Eakin 91 Hyommn v
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THONA NN PMIY-1TN DIPNN XRYND DINPA NNINNRD MON»NNN .2 'ON NI MINID

0MPN DY Apnnn >M Y — CRS-n Sv

DYEPN XUNY N 73an Ywy OECD-n Yv ,9IXY-1Pan ¥a01nn 1P YY omMon»ni
D»MY-29 -17

DYPOWN MYN P1an Sy OECD-n Yv [ ;mIND-1an yavnn 1Ip DY 010010 DRI KXY
DYINDN) DMINNNI XYNY MONYNN NNMP TN ,DPMY-1 -1T DXDIPN NYNI 1T192 19IN2
AINPNN XYM DYPOIWN DHYLN

NN SNOWNN NEPN NWNA 1984 MV TPMINI-PIN ¥a0RD 1IP OT-5Y DONOY 1902
N9IPNN P2V DIPNN NN TYN NNN PA YA POV YW MYV dMIVY-17 1I¥PNN 12NHN
DYNRY DN NYANT DORNN-ND MIYONND NOTY T, AN IIN DEPNN ONONN MINY

2 029TIVN

POIND VW N1V WL 2003 Mwa OECD-N Dyvn XYW 9INY 1OTIVN IINNI
9901 DMV 27 DXDIPN A NNVY MOYYN YINIWD ¥ 01172 MNIN> INTN MNION
,NMI2) 1992 MIRTN-IND NN ONIRPDYY DINWN Y2)D NPINNY NN TN OO .MNION
SV NMIPIID D) 1D MONINIVIAN NYDITIN NNMIND Y2)D MDIWVND MPPII NV NN 1Pyl
...11797) N2 MNP DXNYD NNPIND M2 NNVLD MIOVN ,DINNY OI35570 MNNNA NYIYIN
DONYY DRONINN DX9NN DX MIXXIND NONRND DY MYPNY MWY 1172 NNV DN ,TI0 9oN1

2 1. .D»TNY DVDD 1Y MOT MINXINT NPINN

DNV NYNA TPNIND-PAN YAVNN 1IP 1) 299N 232N DD9VN 90-N NNV YNNN INND
(Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks - MTEF ) »12 n10vY mx$In n71)0n5 07 »Hn
2P NIONI NWYNY DT ZAPMIaKRI MPTH TP — MNNINN MPTN YW LOPLIPI
POIN YV I0NY MNNINNN MNTHN DY NPOIDON NPYIAN DY TTINNNY DNIVNY D1MY-19
2320 YV YPPONY DXONMNN DN ,RYN MY 93322 DITIY MW 1INV 2NT) THONI IMNON
3102 NNVY MXXIN NNDN VIV TITYI II0WN

If the Africa region has been the laboratory for MTEF development, the World
Bank has been the principal researcher. In the vast majority of cases the World

http://www.rules.house.gov/Archives/cbo_test.pdf *'

.4 myn ,A. Premachand 5w y190 1

,10 nyn ,Isabelle Joumard, Per Mathis Kngsrud, Young-Sook Nam & Robert Price Yv o7mnxn Na »
.20-19 my
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Bank was involved in the decision to adopt and implement an MTEF, many of
which came about as a result of a public expenditure review. In fact, the MTEF
has become a standard item in the Bank’s public expenditure management
(PEM) toolkit. More and more, MTEFs are considered the sine qua non of
good PEM. The World Bank, however, is not the only advocate of this
approach, which has also been advocated by the Asian Development Bank and
the International Monetary Fund, though with some reservations.”

MYMIND MIPTNI 92T PN IANMIND TN

PN

2009 MV YV DRIV PO DINIMP DPX ,DVIDINND DXDXPN DIRY ,DPMY-1T DODNPN
190NV, 27NN DY MPTNIN 50 -0 PONY ,TPOVRIPIVIN VI NPTH NV ,)1ININ X\INY NN
YUY VAP DDA HY DOMV-IT DODIPNI MYNDNYNN MPTH DY DY PR JOPY TON
MYIN 9D KDY DXTNPN DININD NNNX OYA NI IXPN DXIINNN 1P2AVN MNINKD DNIYN
NN DNNT 0Y9 D91 ,MNINKD ONWN 30-2 MTAX DMIYI XYNN NN PRWY MmN nd1an
oY TN OSMIY-IT DIPN PIAVNY TPNNIND NN NNXYY NMINY NOVDNN MIVOIN INIWY»

.DYTINY DMIPNA NXIN N2 WHNWND NNIMNDA PR TR ,NPIND NN MYNNINID TN

YA MIND NPNIN IPOYA PNIV-IT IXPND 0NN MININY DWW MYLD YNOINND PR

DD MOYY NPITNI POIYD PNTO IRVIY IO I0INY DIPNN MYIR MY DD NYPYIND

WY 10 MIPIYN N2X0N 1N — TIDN MNIM NPNN DINNA 1PV — MYIND TR ,DNPNN
V2P Y02 LY (DININD DYTIAND) MTN YT-DY XNIV-YTN NIXPNN \IINRND NNMONON

25

Philippe Le Houerou & Robert Taliercio, "Medium Term Expenditure Frameworks: From Concept to
Practice. Prliminary Lessons from Africa", February 2002, Africa Region Working Paper Series
No. 28. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPEAM/Resources/MTEFfinal.doc
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Arguments Favoring and Opposing Biennial Budgeting

Arguments Made by Proponents of Biennial Budgeting

Supporters of biennial budgeting generally advance three arguments. They contend
that a two-year budget cycle will (1) reduce congressional workload by eliminating
the need for annual consideration of routine or repetitious matters; (2) allow Congress
to reserve time to promote improved oversight and program review; and (3) allow
better long-term planning by the agencies that spend federal funds, at the federal,
state, or local level.

Advocates assert that reducing the number of times that Congress has to consider
budget questions will reduce the percentage of congressional time consumed by the
process. They assert that this would allow more time for Congress to conduct agency
and program oversight. By effectively dividing each Congress into a budget year and
an authorization/oversight year, a two-year cycle might reduce competition for
Members’ time and attention and allow for more effective use of authorizations to
establish policy. Congress would not have to resort to

appropriating in the absence of a current authorization as often, since the
authorizations would not be crowded out of the congressional schedule by
appropriations questions. Another

anticipated benefit is that executive branch agencies, relieved of the need to develop
and defend budget proposals as frequently, could better manage federal programs.

One of the chief arguments of proponents of biennial budgeting is that it increases
certainty about the level of future funding and thus, allows better long-range planning
by federal agencies and by state and local governments. The Reagan, George H. W.
Bush, Clinton, and George W. Bush Administrations expressed support for biennial
budgeting. The 1993 report of the National Performance Review (the Gore
Commission) noted, “Considerable time could be saved—and used more
effectively—in both the executive and legislative branches of government if budgets
and appropriations were moved to a biennial cycle.”*’ The Clinton Administration’s
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(Washington: GPO, 1993), p. 59



12

final budget submission in 2000 reiterated its support for biennial budgeting.”® The
George W. Bush Administration has also included support for biennial budgeting (as
well as other budget process reforms) in the President’s annual budget submission to
Congress. The FY2004 Budget stated that:

... a biennial budget would allow lawmakers to devote more time every other year to
ensuring that taxpayers’ money is spent wisely and efficiently. In addition, Government
agencies would receive more stable funding, which would facilitate longer range planning

and improved fiscal management. %

Supporters point to the multiyear nature of the budget summit agreements between
Congress and the President that have been a major part of the budget process for more
than a decade as evidence of the efficacy of multiyear budgeting, and as a major
factor in recent years for promoting more efficient consideration of budgetary
legislation.

Arguments Made by Opponents of Biennial Budgeting

Critics of biennial budgeting have countered with several arguments as to why some
of the

projected benefits could prove to be illusory. Reducing the number of times that
Congress

considers budget matters, they suggest, may only raise the stakes, and thereby
heighten the

possibility for conflict and increased delay. In addition, enacting a budget resolution
and spending legislation every other year could be effective in reducing congressional
workload or aiding longer-term planning only in the second year of the cycle. Even
that benefit may not accrue without accurate budget projections. Making accurate
projections of revenues and expenditures is always difficult, and, because a two-year
cycle requires forecasting as much as 30 months in advance (rather than 18 under an
annual budget cycle), biennial budgets would be more susceptible to error. Less
accurate forecasting, they argue, could result in providing either too much or too little
money for individual programs, and some fear that this would increase the need for
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U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2001,
Analytical Perspectives (Washington: GPO, 2000), p. 287.
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Analytical Perspectives (Washington: GPO, 2003), p. 318.
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supplemental appropriations or other adjustments that would effectively undercut any
intended improvements in planning.

With only a limited ability to anticipate future conditions, critics argue that a two-year
cycle could require Congress to choose between allowing the President greater
latitude for making budgetary adjustments in the off-years or engaging in mid-cycle
corrections to a degree that would nullify any anticipated time savings or planning
advantages. Furthermore, they argue that annual review of appropriations requests is
an important part of oversight that would be lost under a biennial budget, with no
guarantee that committees would take advantage of a separate oversight session or
that oversight separate from review of funding decisions would be as effective.

In addition, they contend that the institutional incentives for supporting two-year
budgets can vary based on the expected budgetary outcome. A budget plan that would
lock in an amount for the second year of a biennium will draw relatively little support
from program advocates in a time of increasing budgets (because the program might
receive more generous funding later), and, alternately, will draw relatively little
support from program cutters in times of decreasing budgets (because the program
would be somewhat insulated from possible later cuts). In other words, an action to
lock in future budgetary resources may draw opposition when some decision maker
believe that a “better” decision may be arrived at in the future.
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Convert to a Biennial Budget Cycle

Proposals for biennial budgeting generally call for policymakers to enact budget
legislation one year and to oversee and evaluate activities in the next. Supporters of
biennial budgeting are increasingly concerned that the requirements of the annual
budget process are overwhelming policymakers and public officials. They argue that
the seemingly incessant demands of that process detract from other functions of
government — such as long-range planning and oversight — that are equally, if not
more, important.

However, changing to a two-year cycle could have significant drawbacks. It could
diminish the effectiveness of Congressional control of spending in the appropriation
process and could make adjusting to rapidly changing budgetary and economic
conditions more difficult. If the economic and technical assumptions underlying a
two-year budget resolution were not revised before the end of the biennium, the
information and estimates that policymakers used would be far less reliable. Budget
discipline and Congressional oversight might suffer if major policies were reviewed
less frequently, and large supplemental appropriation bills could be more likely under
a biennial budget process. Finally, it is unclear whether the root cause of the problems
cited by proponents of biennial budgeting is the annual timetable or other factors that
would be largely unaffected by a switch to two-year budgeting. Slightly less than half
of the states, which are cited by proponents as a proving ground for biennial budget,
use a biennial budget cycle. Many fo the larger states tend to budget annually.
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