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Abstract 

While federal credit programs are varied in form, their fiscal and 
economic effects arise primarily from the same source--each program’s 
subsidy component. Recent credit reform proposals would make control of 
credit subsidies the primary focus of budgetary efforts. By subjecting 
these subsidies to annual appropriations, the Government would gain more 
effective means to control the long-run fiscal effects of credit programs. 
Such reforms also would represent an important first step in improving 
their economic effects by eliminating unintended subsidies. However, 
many high subsidy-rate programs appear to have a significant effect on 
the allocation of credit without yielding clearcut efficiency gains. 
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Sl~tMW -- l”y 

The !I,?. Government is extensively involved in the allocation 
of capital ?rid is rapidly expanding some forms of this involvement. 
Through direct loans, ioan guarantees, and the activities of 
government-sponsored enterprises, the Government is seeking to make 
more credit available for certain target groups, such as homebuyers, 
students, and agriclrltural enterprises, and thereby to increase their 
investment expenditures. 

While the form of federal credit assistance programs varies, 
the source of their fiscal and economic effects is the same: each 
program's subsidy component, The subsidy component, rather than 
annual cash flows, determines the program's long-run impact on the 
fiscal deficit. Moreover, programs affect economic efficiency to 
the extent that the subsidies alter the allocation of capital. 

Current budgetary practices, however, emphasize the cash flows of 
federal credit assistance programs rather than their subsidy components. 
Recause short-run cash flows hear little or no relationship to credit- 
program subsidies, this practice can render ineffective the Government's 
control of credit programs as the 1983 bailout of the Farm Credit Yystem 
and recent losses in federal mortgage insurance programs evidence. 
These failures highlight the lack of effective budgetary control over 
credit programs and intensify concerns about their effect on the 
allocative efficiency of credit markets, 

Recent proposals by the Administration and Senate to reform the 
credit programs would focus budgetary efforts on the control of credit 
subsidies. By sllbjecting these subsidies to annual appropriations, the 
Government would more effectively control the long-run fiscal effects 
of credit programs. SIJC~ reforms would also begin to improve the 
economic effect, of credit programs by eliminating {unintended subsidies. 
Similarly, measures, such as risk-adjusted mortgage insurance premiuw, 
to manage program risks more effectively would target resources 
better. 

Many programs with a high sldbsidy rate seem, however, to allocate 
capital withclJt yielding clear-cut efficiency gains. If the policy 
behind these programs seeks mainly to redistribute income, more direct 
means exist to achieve this goal. 





I. Introduction 

The U.S. Government’s involvement in the allocation of credit to 
the private sector is extensive and in some forms is expanding rapidly. 
Through direct loans, loan guarantees , and activities of government- 
sponsored enterprises (GSES), the Government aims to increase credit 
availability to certain target groups--such as homebuyers, students, 
agricultural enterprises, small businesses, and exporters. However, in 
the wake of the savings and loan crisis and bailout of the Farm Credit 
System, as well as evidence of rising losses in federal mortgage insur- 
ance programs, all areas in which the Government may be exposed to sig- 
nificant financial risk have come under increased scrutiny. A priority 
in this regard is federal credit reform to improve control of program 
risks and to target resources more effectively. L/ 

While the form of federal credit assistance programs is varied, 
their fiscal and economic effects arise primarily from the same source, 
, 
i.e., each program’s subsidy component. For a direct loan, a subsidy 
exists to the extent that the credit terms offered by the Government are 
more favorable than those available from a private lender, provided that 
the Government’s cost to originate and service the loans equals that of 
a private lender. A guaranteed loan conveys a subsidy when the Govern- 
ment charges a fee for its commitment to pay all or part of the loan 
principal and interest in the event of default that is less than the 
amount implied by actuarial considerations. A CSE, which is a federally 
chartered but (with one exception) privately owned corporation, receives 
a subsidy because its borrowing costs do not fully reflect the riskiness 
of its asset portfolio and contingent commitments. In each case, it is 
the subsidy component that determines the program’s long-run fiscal 
impact in terms of the Government’s net claim on private savings. 
Moreover, the program’s effect on economic efficiency stems from the 
extent to which the subsidies alter the allocation of capital. 

Under current budgetary practices, however, the cash flows of fed- 
eral credit assistance programs are emphasized rather than their subsidy 
components. 21 Because short-run cash flows bear little or no rela- 
tionship to credit program subsidies, this practice can render ineffec- 
tive the Government’s control of credit programs. For example, the Farm 
Credit System , a GSE that provides loans to agricultural enterprises, 
required in 1988 an infusion of federal funds to cover losses on its 
loan portfolio. 3/ More recently, the Federal Housing Administration 
reported significant losses in its Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund, which 

11 Other areas in which the Government may be exposed to significant 
financial risks are the deposit insurance system and the insurance of 
private pension plans. The former is examined in Fries (1990). 

2/ While GSEs are off-budget entities, their cash flows have been 
recorded in recent years in a supplement to the budget. 

3/ Department of the Treasury (19901, Part D, pp. 9-14. 
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provides mortgage insurance for lord- :. ,i I L.;::-..-;: k:omebuyers. l/ 
These failures highlight the Lack oE ,?<i .‘:.‘. 1 :,. :>:..,3gk:'-.3ry CCntrOl over- 
credit programs and intensified concerns a;~:juc !-heir eEfect on the allo- 
cative efficiency of credit markets. 

The purpose of this appendix is t,s ~~:<>!:l;..i~i recent credit reform 
proposals by the Administration and St-,,,.:.;., . .! 1::’ e; ;ential ingredient in 
each proposal is to separate the estim;l:,.c! suksidy costs from the non- 
subsidized cash flows of the credit assil;tancc* programs. This change 
would make control of subsidies the primary fccus of budgetary efforts. 
In addition, the Administration has proposed several reforms for par- 
ticular credit programs that aim to improve their management of risk and 
targeting of resources. 

The remainder of the appendix is or;;anizcd as follows: section 2 
provides an overview of federal credit assist;\nc? programs. The third 
section describes the current budgetary treatment of programs, while 
section 4 explains various methods to estimate the subsidy components of 
existing credit programs. The fifth section considers the possible 
effects of current programs on the allocation of capital. Section 6 
examines the proposed credit reforms. The seventh section offers some 
conclusions about the fiscal and economic efEects of the proposed 
reforms. 

II. An Overview of Federal Credit Assistance Programs 

A substantial portion of funds that flow through the credit mar- 
kets receives government assistance. In the period FY 1982 to FY 1989, 
federally assisted loans net of repayments averaged $110 billion a year, 
or 16 percent of total net Lending in credit markets to the private 
sector. 2/ At the end of FY 1989, the outstanding amount of such loans 
totaled $1,558 billion. 31 In comparison, the largest U.S. commercial 
bank had assets totaling-$231 billion at the end of 1989. 41 

The form of government involvemenL in credit markets is varied. 
For example, several federal agencies originate and service direct 
loans. These programs are designed to redirect economic resources 
by providing credit on more favorable terms than would otherwise be 
available from private lenders. While the repayment oE direct loans has 
exceeded disbursements in recent years, the outstanding amount of such 
loans totaled $207 billion at the end of FY 1989 (Table 1). The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the Export-ImpJrt Bank operate the largest 
direct loan programs. 

l/ General Accounting Office (1983). 
21 Office of Management and Budger. ilSy:/), p+ 4-97. 
j/ Office of Management and Budg,-*. L 1.‘:: i.3 ‘, 1;‘. :1;‘3. 
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Guaranteed loans, which grew steadily during the 1980s and totaled 
$588 billion at the end of FY 1989 (Table 2), are privately held loans 
that the Government guarantees to pay in the event of default. The 
guarantee can cover all or part of the loan principal and interest, and 
thus transfer at least some of the default risk from the lenders to the 
Government. Guaranteed loans also include insured loans, where the 
Government pledges to use accumulated insurance premiums to secure lend- 
ers against default. The largest guaranteed loan programs are the mort- 
gage insurance funds of the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
and the Department of Veterans Affairs. The troubled Mutual Mortgage 
Insurance Fund of the Federal Housing Administration alone covered $326 
billion in loans at the end of FY 1989. Guarantees of loans to students 
and small businesses also represent substantial contingent commitments 
of the Government. i/ 

Government-sponsored enterprises (GSES) are financial intermedia- 
ries that have been established and chartered by the Federal Government, 
but that are now, with one exception, privately owned. 2J Despite their 
private status, these enterprises maintain several links to the Govern- 
ment (Table 3). Because of these links with the Government, GSEs can 
borrow in private capital markets at interest rates just slightly above 
those on Treasury securities of comparable maturity. While these obli- 
gations do not carry an explicit guarantee, investors perceive that GSE 
debt is implicitly backed by the Government, a perception reinforced by 
the Government’s bailout in 1988 of the Farm Credit System. In addition 
to providing loans to agricultural enterprises, GSEs participate in the 
secondary markets for mortgages and student loans (as purchasers of 
loans for their own portfolios and issuers of pass-through securities) 
as well as provide loans to private financial intermediaries (primarily 
savings and loans). J/ CSE loans outstanding, which include pass- 
through securities, grew rapidly during the 1980s and totaled $880 bil- 
lion at the end of calendar year 1989 (Table 4). The largest GSEs are 
those that are active in the secondary mortgage market, the Federal 
National Mortgage Association and Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation. 

A/ In addition to the guarantee, the Government pays an interest 
subsidy on student loans. 

21 This appendix does not include as GSEs the Farm Credit System 
Financial Assistance Corporation, Financing Corporation, nor Resolution 
Funding Corporation. These entities were created by the Government to 
finance through the issue of nominally private bonds the resolution of 
insolvent farm credit and thrift institutions. 

31 Pass-through securities are claims to an underlying pool of 
loans. The GSEs that issue pass-through securities insure them against 
default risk from the underlying loans. 
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III. The Current Budgetary Treatment of Programs 

The current budgetary measures for direct and guaranteed loan 
programs emphasize the amounts of cash actually paid or received in the 
fiscal year. While a cash basis budget provides a comprehensive system 
for recording and controlling many receipts and outlays, it is an incom- 
plete system when applied to federal credit programs because many eco- 
nomically significant aspects of the transactions are omitted. Most 
credit contracts and guarantees involve obligations for payments to or 
by the Government in future fiscal years. Thus, when the Government 
enters into credit commitments, many of the obligated amounts are 
excluded from that year’s budget. This emphasis on cash flows in the 
current fiscal year tends to divert attention from the long-run costs 
of credit programs when budgetary priorities are being set. 

That cash-basis accounting for credit programs creates distortions 
in budgetary efforts is evident in several ways. For example, the full 
amounts of direct loans are recorded as outlays when disbursed by fed- 
eral agencies, while guaranteed loans have no positive outlays until 
defaults occur. Consequently, loan guarantees have been growing much 
faster than direct loans in recent years. Cash-basis accounting also 
results in treating equally some direct loans that differ in cost, since 
all loans of equal amounts have the same budget outlay in the disburse- 
ment period. A distinction is made neither between high- and low-risk 
loans, nor between loans provided on highly subsidized terms and those 
given on or near market terms. Similarly, under most guaranteed loan 
programs, the fees charged by the Government are not adjusted for risk 
of the loans that are backed. 

The federal budget has a second instrument of budget control 
through annual appropriations that confer budget authority. This 
authority is the lawful permission to obligate federal financial 
resources. However, budget authority is ineffective in controlling 
credit programs for two reasons, First, the largest direct loan pro- 
grams are currently financed by revolving funds in which disbursements 
for new loans are offset by repayments on existing Loans. Congressional 
appropriations of budget authority for these funds are required only 
when new disbursements exceed available funds, which can be augmented 
by loan sales and in some cases borrowing from the Treasury. Second, 
guaranteed loan commitments were excluded from the definition of budget 
authority by the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. l/ - 

i/ The federal credit budget, which places limits on new direct loan 
obligations and guaranteed loan commitments, is a third instrument of 
budgetary control. However, since the credit budget measures Levels of 
credit activity rather than costs, it does not encourage the tradeoffs 
among programs against an overall constraint that occurs for other types 
of federal programs. 
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The financial transactions of GSEs are excluded altogether from the 
federal budget both in terms of budget outlays and authority. The 
reason for this exclusion is the private ownership of GSEs. However, a 
supplement to the federal budget does contain summary financial infor- 
mation for each CSE, including a projection of its aggregate borrowing 
and Lending through the fiscal year. 

The systematic problems in the budgetary contra! of federal credit 
assistance programs are highlighted by the Government’s bailout of the 
Farm Credit System in 1988 and the large Losses recently reported by the 
Federal Housing Administration’s Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund. The 
Farm Credit System’s recourse to federal. funds could total $4 billion 
through 1992, whi1.e a recent actuarial study of the Mutual Mortgage 
Insurance Fund found a capital shortfaLl of over $2 l/2 billion. I/ 
Moreover, the write-off of direct loans and termination of loan guaran- 
tees due to defauLts rose sharply during the 1980s (Table 5). The value 
of Loan write-offs increased six-fold with credits to agricultural enter- 
prises accounting for much of the rise. At the same time, the value of 
guaranteed loans terminated by the Government rose nearly four-fold as 
defaults on student loans and mortgages backed by The Federal Housing 
Administration and Department of Veterans Affairs increased. 

IV. Estimating the Subsidy Component and 
Fiscal Impact of Programs 

An essential ingredient in credit reform is a reliable method to 
estimate the subsidy components of credit assistance programs, since 
their long-run fiscal impact in terms of the Government’s net claim on 
private savings arises from these subsidies. A program subsidy exists 
if the cash or financial asset received by the Government is worth less 
than the cash paid out or the contingent Liability incurred by it plus 
the program’s administrative costs. 21 The subsidy calculation requires 
an estimate of the value of the GoveTnment’s financial asset or contin- 
gent liability because its market value is generally unobservable. 3/ - 

On a direct loan, the Government incurs a subsidy cost if the loan 
amount Less any fee paid by the borrower at the time of disbursement is 

l/ See Department of the Treasury (1990), Part D, pp. 9-14, and Price 
Waterhouse (1990), respectively. 

21 A second-order cost of a federal credit program is the foregone 
tax revenue if a simiLar service would have been provided otherwise by a 
taxable financial intermediary. 

31 One approach to credit reform is to use market transactions such 
as-loan sales and reinsurance to convert the subsidy component of credit 
assistance programs into budget outlays under current budgetary prac- 
tices. However, Legislative attempts to implement this approach have 
been unsuccessful. See Office of Management and and Budget (19871, 

fice (1989), pp. 22-24. Par t 2, pp. 42-43, and Congressional Budget Of 
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greater than the present value of the borrower’s principal and interest 
payments net of the Government’s cost of servicing the loan. The Gov- 
ernment loses money on a guaranteed Loan if any initial fee, or present 
value of any future fees, is. less than the present value of administra- 
tive expenses and an allowance for default net of amounts recovered. 
Similarly, the Government incurs a subsidy cost from its implicit 
guarantee of GSE liabilities that equals the present value of defaulted 
payments. 

To estimate the subsidy component of direct loans and loan guaran- 
tees, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) developed a valuation 
model based on the credit terms of comparable private sector loans. 1/ 
An advantage of this valuation procedures is that it does not require 
estimates of the most likely future cash flows from federal loans and 
guarantees which would require detailed histories on the performance of 
similar credit commitments. Rather, the model uses market yields on 
related private sector loans to discount the contractual cash flows of 
federally assisted credits. 21 The assumption behind this approach is 
that the pricing of private credit transactions yields a return that 
just covers the private costs of the loan, including administrative 
expenses, default losses, and the lender’s cost of capital. Credit 
terms below those available in private markets are expected to impose 
losses on the Government provided that its costs are equal to those of a 
private lender. 

The OMB model for measuring the subsidy component of direct loans 
contains four steps. First, the federal credit contract is used to 
project the future cash flows from this loan, assuming all repayments 
are made as scheduled. Second, the internal rate of return (IRR) on a 
comparable private sector loan is calculated based on the contractual 
repayments. 21 Third, this IRR is used to discount the scheduled repay- 
ments from the government loan to determine its approximate market 
value. Finally, the estimated market value of the loan is subtracted 
from the present value of amounts disbursed to determine the subsidy 
component of the government loan. 

For a guaranteed loan, the OMB model uses the contractual terms of 
the government-backed loan and the IRR of a comparable, unguaranteed 
loan. This IRR is used to discount the cash flows to the lender of the 
guaranteed loan. The difference between the estimated present value of 
the loan and the present value of the amounts disbursed is the increase 

l/ Office of Management and Budget (1984a). A similar discounting 
procedure was used by Baron (1983). 

2/ The Congressional Budget Office (1989) supports this valuation 
procedure and in Congressional Budget Office (1990) provides a detailed 
example of how to implement the OMB model. 

31 The internal rate of return is the discount factor that equates 
the present value of the scheduled loan repayments to the present value 
of disbursements. 
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Administration and Government National Mortgage Association, involve 
significant costs to the Government. According to the OMB’s estimates, 
the primary target group toward which the subsidies are directed are 
students and homebuyers. 

While no estimate of the subsidy created by the Government’s impli- 
cit backing of GSE liabilities is available, some of these enterprises 
are among the economy’s most thinly capitalized financial institutions. 
The ratios of capital to assets and mortgaged-backed securities for the 
Federal National Mortgage Association and Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation were 0.9 and 0.6 percent, respectively, at th? end of 1989. 
The Farm Credit System also is thinly capitalized given the large losses 
it incurred in the 1980s and the riskiness of an asset portfolio concen- 
trated in agricultural. loans. The degree of leverage achieved by these 
enterprises is made possible largely by the Government’s implicit back- 
ing of their liabilities. 

V. Economic Effects of Programs 

Any analysis of the economic effects of federal credit assistance 
programs in a general equilibrium framework involves several steps, in 
addition to calculating the programs’ subsidy components. l/ The first 
step considers how the subsidy of a program is allocated between bor- 
rowers and lenders. This allocation determines the degree to which the 
cost of capital in the target activity is affected by the subsidy. TO 
the extent that credit is inelastically supplied, there wouLd be a ten- 
dency for the subsidy to accrue to lenders, reducing the incentive 
impact of the subsidy on the targeted activity. 

While a range of outcomes are possible, a useful benchmark to con- 
sider is the case where credit is elastically supplied, at least after 
the introduction of the credit assistance programs. A reason for empha- 
sizing this case is that many federal credit assistance programs are 
either entitlements or serve to transform the ofien unique risk charac- 
teristics of loans into those similar to more liquid assets. For exam- 
ple, a government loan guarantee tends to make the risk of the targeted 
loan similar to that of a Treasury security. 21 To the e.<tent that 
investors can obtain close substitutes for federally assisted credits, 
their supply would tend to be relatively elastic. Given the significant 
reliance on loan guarantees and activities of GSEs in recent years, as 
opposed to direct loans, the supply of credit to target groups may well 
be relatively elastic. 

l/ For related discussions, see Bosworth, Carron, and Rhyne (19831, 
ppT 23-46, and Gale (1990). 

2/ See Penner and Silber (1973). 
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If the subsidy tends to accrue to borrowers, attention can focus on 
the incidence effects of the subsidies on capital markets in general. 1/ 
Any general equilibrium incidence analysis of the subsidies is sensitive 
to the assumptions made concerning the economic framework in which they 
are placed. Again, a benchmark model that provides a useful first pass 
at analyzing the incidence effects is the (Harberger) two-sector model 
of tax incidence. 21 Briefly, this model assumes that there are two 
perfectly competitive industries producing two distinct commodities with 
constant returns to scale technologies and both capital and labor as 
factors of production. These factors are fixed in total supply and 
mobile between sectors. 

While credit assistance programs vary significantly in detail, for 
the purpose at hand their common impact can be modeled as reducing the 
cost of capital in one sector, with the cost of the subsidy assumed to 
be raised in a neutral way. At this basic level, the total impact of 
the subsidy can be decomposed into two effects. The first is a factor 
substitution effect which depends on the ease with which capital can be 
substituted for labor in the subsidized sector. If this elasticity of 
subsitution is positive, the demand for capital as a whole would tend to 
increase, and the greater the elasticity the more significant would be 
this effect. 

The second effect is the output effect. In the simplest case of 
a zero elasticity of factor substitution in the subsidized industry, 
the full impact of the targeted subsidy would occur via an increase in 
demand for the output of that industry. In effect, a subsidy to a fac- 
tor of production would be equivalent to subsidizing the output of the 
targeted industry, with the interest elasticity of the targeted expen- 
diture determining the increase in output. The consequences for factor 
demand would depend on the relative factor intensities of the two 
industries. 

A recent simulation study examines the effect of the federal credit 
assistance programs on the allocation of capital for those programs with 
the highest subsidy rates, assuming a Leontief production technology. 21 
Based on available estimates of the interest elasticity of the targeted 
expenditures, credit programs were found to increase the flow of funds 
to the targeted groups , primarily agricultural enterprises, students, 
and small business, by between 20 percent and 37 percent. 

1/ A further assumption needed before proceeding to this incidence 
analysis is that the subsidized borrowings are not fungible. In some 
cases, this assumption is open to question. See Bosworth, Carron, and 
Rhyne (19831, p. 34. 

z/ See Atkinson and Stiglitz (1980), pp. 160-226, for a further dis- 
cussion of this approach. 

3/ See Gale (1990). - 
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As previously emphasized, this incidence analysis is a first-pass 
and numerous other factors should be taken into account. For example, 
the analysis assumes that there are no other taxes or subsidies in the 
economy. In the case of U.S. capital markets, this assumption is 
clearly untenable. Pre-exisring distortions can significantly alter the 
comparative static results in this type of model. Moreover, the frame- 
work takes the supply of capital to the economy as a whole to be fixed, 
although the consideration of international capital flows could justify 
a relaxation of this assumption. 1/ With open capital markets, the sub- 
sidized sector would be small relative to the whole, and, as a result, 
the overall rate of return on capital would be unaffected by the subsi- 
dies. Increased investment in the subsidized sectors would drive down 
the gross rate of return in those sectors until the corresponding net 
rates of return equal the economy wide rate of return. 

To this point, the focus has been on the incidence effects of fed- 
eral credit assistance programs. The conclusion would appear to be that 
programs are Likely to have as significant effect on the allocation if 
not the Level of credit, although the precise nature of the allocation 
effects and their implications for the return to capital and labor can- 
not be identified with accuracy. Similarly, the efficiency implications 
of these programs are not cLearcut. Any welfare anaLysis would need to 
account for the pre-existing distortions in U.S. capital markets. 
Moreover, the welfare gains or Losses associated with the subsidies 
depend in part on the extent to which Ehe subsidies serve to correct 
market failures that would exist in their absence. For example, a well- 
targeted subsidy could in theory reduce the incidence of credit ration- 
ing due to borrowers’ lack of collateral. 2/ However, many high subsidy 
rate programs are directed at borrowers such as agricultural enterprises 
and small businesses that couLd pledge real assets as collateral. If 
credit programs target primarily inframarginal borrowers, they would 
produce few efficiency gains as they redistribute wealth. 3/ - 

Finally, credit programs may help to overcome private market fail- 
ures even without imparting subsidies. For example, the rationale for 
many CSEs is to Link the primary and secondary markets for certain types 
of loans, such as those to homebuyers, students, and agricultural enter- 
prises. By exploiting arbitrage opportunities, GSEs are intended to 
improve the credit markets’ allocative efficiency and at the same time 
to operate essentially on a commercial basis. However, if there are 

l/ Empirical evidence on the interest-sensitivity of private domes- 
tic savings and the openness of capital markets is inconclusive. With 
respect to the former issue, see Boskin (1978) and Bovenberg and Evans 
(1990). Regarding the Latter, see Feldstein and Horioka (1980), and 
Bayoumi (1990). 

2/ See Gale (1989). 
j/ ExternaLities associated with targeted expenditures may provide a - 

rationale for subsidies, however credit programs are an indirecr. means 
to achieve such a policy objective. 
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arbitrage opportunities left unexploited by the private sector, these 
enterprises should be able to operate without subsidies. 

VI. Reform Proposals 

The main objective of the credit reform proposals of the Admin- 
istration and Senate is to measure the long-run subsidy costs to the 
Government of the credit programs and to make these costs the basis for 
setting budgetary priorities. l/ The two proposals contain several 
common budgetary procedures to-implement this essential ingredient of 
credit reform. First, both would delegate to a central authority in the 
Executive branch responsibility for the establishment of a method to 
calculate the subsidy costs and the oversight of its list-. Second, 
credit program accounts in the budget would include the subsidy costs of 
the programs. Finally, control of federal credit activity would occur 
through appropriations of budget authority for the programs’ subsidy 
costs. 2/ By making the subsidies subject to annual appropriations, the 
costs of programs could be controlled at the time of the decision to 
extend credit. Those programs without subsidy components would be sub- 
ject to limits on the level of direct loan obligations or loan guarantee 
commitments set in the federal credit budget. 

While there is agreement on the key aspects of credit reform, sev- 
eral problems remain in the budgetary treatment of the programs, such as 
the reporting of nonsubsidized cash flows and the recognition of unreal- 
ized losses from past credit assistance. Both the Administration and 
Senate propose to create separate financing accounts for the nonsubsi- 
dized cash flows of programs. For direct loan programs, these accounts 
would disburse new loans, financing these cash flows with receipts from 
the subsidy accounts and Treasury borrowings. The debt to the Treasury 
would be retired as the federal agencies receive debt service payments. 
For guaranteed loan programs, the financing accounts would receive pay- 
ments from the subsidy accounts and guarantee fees from the agencies. 
These funds would be invested in Treasury securities and be held as a 
reserve against future defaults. Agencies would be permitted to retain 
a fraction of the debt service repayments and guarantee fees to cover 

l/ The current Administration’s proposal is the same as that in the 
two previous budgets. See, for example Office of Management and Budset 
(1989), Part 6, pp. 23-27. The Senate version was passed on July 31, 
1987, as an amendment to H.J. Res 324 (a joint resolution raising the 
statutory limit on the public debt), but was deleted in the House and 
Senate conference. For a discussion of its key provisions, see 
Congressional Budget Office (1989), pp. 25-31. 

21 Budget authority would need to be extended to guaranteed Loan 
programs. Moreover, if a credit program is regarded as an entitlement 
with a permanent, indefinite appropriation to cover annual subsidy 
costs, it would be subject to oversight by the relevant authorizing 
committees in Congress. 
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administrative expenses. However, the Administration and Senate propo- 
sals differ in how to treat the financing accounts, which reflect 
primarily changes in the Government’s balance sheet, for the purpose of 
the Graham-Rudman-Hollings (GRH) deficit reduction targets. Under the 
Senate proposal, the nonsubsidized cash flows in the financing account 
would be excluded from net budget outlays for GRH purposes, while the 
budget deficit measure would include the financing accounts under the 
Administration’s proposal. A/ 

Although credit reform mainly applies to new loans and guarantees, 
the outstanding Loans and guarantees at the time of reform must also be 
considered. The Administration and Senate proposals differ in which 
accounts the old loans and guarantees would be reported and in whether 
their cash flows would be included in budget outlays for GRH purposes. 
Under the Administration’s proposal, all loan obligations and guarantee 
commitments made before credit reform would continue to be recorded in 
the existing program accounts and would be included in net budget 
outlays. These accounts would effectively become liquidating accounts 
and would eventually expire. Under the Senate’s proposal, loans issued 
before credit reform would be accounted for in the financing accounts 
that would be created for the nonsubsidized cash flows of new obliga- 
tions and commitments. In this case, the cash flows associated with the 
old loans would be excluded from net budget outlays for GRH purposes. 
Since several outstanding direct loans and loan guarantees have large 
unrealized losses, their associated cash flows reflect both changes in 
the Government’s balance sheet and the realization of subsidies conveyed 
in the past. While these subsidies are beyond the Government’s control, 
their magnitude may be important in setting future budgetary prior- 
ities. 21 - 

In addition to measures directed at strengthening the budgetary 
treatment of federal credit assistance programs, the Administration has 
proposed several reforms to improve the management of risks and target- 

l/ Because the financing accounts reflect primarily changes in the 
Government’s balance sheet, the Congressional Budget Office (1989), 
P* 51, recommended that the financing accounts be treated as a means of 
financing the deficit rather than as budget outlays. As a further 
alternative, the General Accounting Office (1989) proposed to include 
the financing account in a comprehensive capital budget. 

2/ Net unrealized losses on outstanding direct loans and loan guaran- 
tees totaled $21.6 billion at the end of FY 1988 (primarily in agricul- 
tural credit programs), according to the Congressional Budget Office. 
It proposes to create liquidation accounts for old obligations and com- 
mitments and to record these cash flows as a financing item provided 
that these accounts receive sufficient appropriations to restore their 
financial balance. See Congressional Budget Office (1989), pp. 56-60, 
and 97. 
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ing of resources by certain programs. 1/ One such proposal would 
require all GSEs to obtain a credit rating equivalent to triple-A, 
absent any implicit government guarantee, from at least two of the 
nationally recognized credit rating agencies. 21 If a CSE is rated 
below triple-A, it would be required to develop and implement an accep- 
table busir-zss plan that aims to achieve this rating within a five-year 
period. Failure to adopt an acceptable plan would result in the GSE 
losing its ties to the Government. This credit rating standard ir. 
effect would force a thinly capitalized GSE to increase substantially 
its equity. Moreover, since even a triple-A rated GSE would continue 
to benefit from its Links with the Government, the Treasury recommended 
the annual discolosure of the estimated financial subsidy to GSEs and 
greater regulatory oversight of these enterprises, which often has been 
ineffective or absent altogether. 3/ - 

With respect to the troubled Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund of the 
Federal Housing Administration, the Administration proposed a set of mea- 
sures to restore its financial soundness and to improve its management of 
risks. 4/ The main objective is to implement a premium structure for 
mortgage insurance that covers expected and normal operating costs. The 
new premium structure would be risk related, with higher premiums for 
loans with lower down payments, and all homebuyers would be required to 
invest at a minimum 2 percent of equity in their homes. In addition, 
administrative reforms would be designed to improve underwriting prac- 
tices and to prevent fraud. 

The Administration’s budget recommended changes to the Department 
of Veterans’ Affairs (VA) home loan mortgage program and the Farmers’ 
Home Administration (FmHA) direct loan programs, as well. 5/ The budget 
proposes to strengthen the VA program by requiring veterans to make a 
small downpayment (4 percent of the Loan amount in excess of $25,000) 
and charging a 1.75 percent loan fee which may be financed. The budget 
proposes to reduce the highly subsidized direct loan programs of the 
FmHA and to replace them with loan guarantees and housing vouchers. 
These changes are directed at improving the targeting of resources to 
low- and moderate-income borrowers. 

l/ The Office of Management and Budget also has implemented revised - 
credit management standards for all direct and guaranteed loan programs 
aimed at improving the origination of federally assisted credit. 
See Office of Management and Budget (1988a). 

2/ Department of the Treasury (1990), pp. 7-11. 
3/ For a discussion of issues in the regulation of GSEs, see Stanton 

(1589). 
4/ See Kemp (1990). 
I/ Office of M.inagement and Budget (1990), pp. 237-238. 
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VII. Conclusion 

The essential ingredient of the credit reform proposals of the 
Administration and Senate regarding the budgetary treatment of federal 
credit assistance programs is to make program subsidy costs the focus of 
budgetary efforts. By subjecting these subsidies to annual appropria- 
tions, the Government would gain a more effective means to control the 
long-run costs of direct and guaranteed loan programs. Moreover, a 
credit rating standard for the liabilities of GSEs along with enhanced 
regulatory oversight, as recommended by the Administration, would serve 
to Limit the ability of these enterprises to expose the Government to 
significant financial risks. If enacted, such measures would help to 
contain the long-run fiscal effects of credit programs. 

Reforms to enhance the Government’s control over existing credit 
programs would represent an important first step in improving their eco- 
nomic effects by eliminating unintended subsidies. Similarly, measures 
to improve the management of risks in programs, such as risk-adjusted 
mortgage insurance fees, would improve the targeting of resources. 
However, while the high subsidy-rate programs appear to have a signifi- 
cant effect on the allocation of capital, the efficiency gains from 
these programs is less clearcut. If the policy objective is mainly 
redistributive, more direct means exist to achieve this goal. 
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Tnhle 1. Federal Direct f.oang nutstnndf.ng 

(In mllllona of dolltirs,.cnd oE filmar) .- II---- --_ 

-.~.~-_----,- --_II_.-._- --.--.. ----l_---.-l--“-.--l 

19R2 lYA3 1984 19L15 1986 LYU: 1 !)t!$ I 9 a 9 

i:u~:cls r>uroorlatcd to the President .-_-II_ 
I~ntcrnutiunal security oeststance 
Agency for International Development 

DazErtrnent of AgricuJ,ture 
-7 -....-- ~ 
i:!;ricu: tare credit insurance fund 
1!1!1:al. hnus lng insurance fund 
Rural. developmerrc ineurance fund 
CCC cnmmodl. ty loans 
Pul;.Li~ T,HW 480 long-term export 

credits 
Rural. electric and telephone 

rcvalvine fund 
Rum 1 Telephone Rank 

ti=rlrtment of Education -.- 
!1 wet and guaranteedetudent loans 
Cdl ece housing loans 

Department of Hnuaing and IJrbsn --- 
czvelopment 

Low rent public housing 
Hou~!ng l’or the elderly or handicapped 3,641 
CWl.4 s;jzclai assJ.otancc 3,298 
P:lA mutual mortgage infjurance fund 4,150 

Denartment of Transportation -A------- 
MARAD ship fi.nancing fund 158 

De~t:n!en: of Veterans Affairs 
~CS=I~ guarantee revolving fund - 1,561 

Export-Import Bank 16,565 

Small Business Administration ---- 
HusI.neos loan and investment fund 3,096 
Di.ssster loan fund 6,073 

Other programs and agencies 17,612 

Total federal direct loans 207,695 

17,358 
11,762 

24,207 
24,368 

6,556 
12,484 

8,307 

29,180 
1,173 

11,315 
3,045 

1,7R6 

20,722 
ll,A40 

24,037 26,532 
1 l,R66 1 i ,855 

jr! .?hS 
1 ? ) h L 1 

24,39s 
26,022 

7,013 
16,007 

6,ROL 

32,285 
1,254 

2,927 28,563 
27,201 :8,86n 

7,333 7,708 
9,759 15,lCS 

9,2b9 1.0,046 

34,237 35,636 
1,327 1,383 

28,696 2!,600 
29,235 26,510 

7,957 6,431 
21,6nP 18,577 

10,6?? 11,219 

3'1,941 34,323 
1 4 3 4 ) 1,447 

? 5 , 4 6 i 
;!7,n95 

5,141 
11.999 

11. ,032 

3 4 , :I 5 4 
1. , 4 13 

11,816 
3,025 

1.2.439 13,336 
2,676 2,300 

14,418 10,389 
2,229 1,194 

ll., 107 
705 

2270 3,394 2,1.46 2,111 2,n71r ?,937 
4,470 5,155 5,667 6,149 6,566 h ,863 
3,002 1,165 l,h34 884 457 34 
5,044 4,16h 4,204 4 ) 2 .'I 6 (r,hh5 5,123 

222 27n 597 

1,496 1,066 1,211 

16,883 17,504 16,860 

4,328 
5,496 

4,595 4,873 
4,960 4,557 

19,905 17,366 

229,301 240,439 

1,475 

1,188 

14,351 

4,950 
4,222 

1,612 1,294 

1,204 

11,202 

1,288 

9,905 

18,R96 

223,005 

4,SlS 
3,719 

18,008 16,279 

251,59& ?.34,?39 

l.h,?lG 

221,973 
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Source: Office of Management and Budget (1983-90). 
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Table 2. Federally Guaranteed Loans outstanding 

(In millions of dollars, end of fiscal year) 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 19R8 1989 

Funds appropriated to the President 

R;ral housing insurance fund 
Rural development insurance fund 

International security assistance 

CCC export credits 
Rural electric and telephone 

revolving fund 

Agency for International Development 

Department of Agriculture 
Agricultural credit insurance fund 

1;068 -998 

257 

-993 

227 

755 
3,387 

200 

3,389 

180 

3,206 

967 

2,912 
2,650 

1,073 

4,357 

1,105 

4,690 

1,176 

5,094 

1.132 1.025 1.128 1.385 

1,004 862 910 1,045 

160 140 2,600 8,65n 
1,216 1,328 1,409 1,555 

2,161 
617 

2,626 
3,609 

1,930 

2,488 
177 

1,918 
3,723 

3,708 
41 

1,440 
7,240 

1,434 

3,507 
59 

1,688 
4,919 

2,868 2,557 

22.700 26,490 31.962 35,807 37,482 40,067 47,610 48,522 

20,770 

142,252 

19,935 

160,985 

19,985 a.887 

195,480 

8,612 

223,520 

6,252 5,998 

300,7 58 

5,734 

170,032 275,417 326,036 

7,176 7,320 7,046 6,444 4,995 4,279 3,864 3,602 

108,784 125,383 130,591 152,099 

Export-Import Bank 6,069 

119,933 

5,439 5,684 5,127 

142,562 146,319 149,705 

4,785 5.079 5,703 4,836 

9,947 

3,041 

8,457 

3,352 

a,534 

5,803 

8,782 

6,777 

8,362 

8,071 

9,014 

9,394 

9,711 

9,576 

10,801 

10,848 

331,204 363,842 386,661 410,442 449,808 507,029 549,966 587,669 

115,537 152,339 176,485 201,026 241,230 308,997 333,445 361,291 

Department of Education 
Guaranteed student loans 

Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Low rent public housing 
FHA mutual mortgage insurance 

fund 

Department of Transportation 
MARAD ship financing fund 

Department of Veterans Affairs 
Loan guarantee revolving fund 

Small Business Administration 
Business and investment loans 

Other departments and agencies 

Total federally guaranteed 
loans (net) L/ 

Memorandum item 
GNMA guarantees of FHA/VA/FmHA 

poois 

Source: Office of Management and Budget (1983-90). 

l/ Excludes GNMA guarantees of FHA/VA/FmRA mortgage pools. - 
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Table 3. GowrrPnent-Spxwxed Enterprise Liti to the Federal kverrment 

Feature 

f-ill lcpp 
Federal Federal Federe 1 Student rhlstnlctCon 
Mationa1 lkm km Federal FarIll Agricultural I.oan lnan 
~c3w ~rtkme Mb3 Lnsn Credit rbrt~~ Mwketl~ IlWUCWlCe 

Assoc~etlon Corporation narka syystcm corpomtion Association As9octatton 

Chzrtered by Act of Congress 

Chnership 

Rrsi&nt or presidential appointees 
appoint some b3ard m&we 

Tmasury lendhg rmthorfred 

Treasury approval of debt insurance 

Ellglble for Federal Reserw open 
mrket p.Rchases 

Use of Federal Reserve as fiscal agent 

Eligible to mllateralize public depxits 
(all U.S. Qvenment; most state & 1-l) 

Exapt fmm Securities and Exchange 
Comniasion registmtion (1933 kt) 

Cbvernwnt securities for purpsea of 
the Securities Fkhange Act of 1934 

Eligible for mlindted investnent by 
national barks and state bark 

Federal Reserw members 

Eligible for unlimited investment by 
thrifts regulated by Federal Deposit 
kwrance Corporation or Office 
of Thrift supetvl9ion 

Exemption of corporate earnings from 
federal incare tax 

Ezmption of corporate earnings from 
state and local ircuoe tax 

Exemption of interest paid fran state 
i-tax 

Subject to @neral kcamtiog Office 
adit 

Federal regulator 

Yes 

Private 

Yes (5/M) 

$2.2% 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye8 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Fb 

Yes If 

rim Jy 

Yes 

Priwte 

Yes (5/M) 

$2.25B 

Yes 

Yes 

Yea 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yea 

Yes 

No 

Yes 71 

lm 

Ytt8 Yes 

Private Private 

Yes (6114) zf tb 

S4.m No 21 

Yes Eb 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye9 Ye6 

Yes Yes 

Yee Y.5 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 6/ 

YeS Yes 

Ye9 Yes 

Yes 

Flm 21 

Ia 

Fu 101 - 

Yes 

Riwte 

Yes (5/L5) 

Sl.SR G/ 

tb 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yea 

No 

Fb 

Nl 

Yes 

Fa 

Yes 

FJrivste 

Yes (7121) 

$l.OB 

Yes 

YeS 

Yes 

Yea 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Ko 

Federal 6 Private I-/ 

Yes (Ull) 

No 

Pb 

NJ 

No 

No 

No 

No 

tb 

No 

Source: L!eprtmnt of the Treasury (lWO), p. 4. 

l/ Federally owned stock may be sold after five years frau date of inccqomtion. 
T/ Farh bank. 
T/ Treasuy is authorized to guarantee up to $4 hlllicn of Flnar&al Assistance Gxporation bnxis. 

z/ Upn required certificates tram Federal Agricultural krtga@z Corporation, borr~Ing fran Treasury autkxized to mke payments mder atirantee. 
3 Entity newly cre?ted. 
i?/ Federal Isnd Barks, Farm Credit Es&, arrl Financial Assistance Corporation. 
T/ Mortgage transactions may be subject to General Acca.mting Office auiit under rules that rq be prescribed bj the Conptmller General. 
T/ lkpartmnt of Ilousing end Urban Development. 
?,, Federal Haalng Finance Roard. 

li$ ne Farm Credit System Assistance RoJrd also has certain parers with respect to the Financial Assistance Corporation ad the spten 

Irzttutiow financial assistance. 
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Table 4. Securities of Ckwerrmnt-Sponsored Enterprises Outstanding 

(In millions of dollars, end of calendar year) 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

College Construction Lmn 
Insurance Association 

Farm credit system 76,225 74,405 74,248 68,851 62,478 55,275 54,622 56,739 

Federal Agria&xral Mort@ge 
Association 

Federal Home Lmn Banks 55,967 48,931 65,095 74,460 89,590 116,386 136,513 l36,rX6 

Federal Ham Loan %rtgage 
Corporation 

Debt securities 
Mortgage-lxxked securities 

Federal National :brt@ge 
Association 

Debt seaxities 
P4xxgage-backed securities 

Student Loan Marketing 
Association 

Total credit m&t borrowing 
of goverment-sponsored 
enterprises 

- - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - 

4,988 7,273 10,999 l2,747 15,375 19,547 26,882 26,149 
42,952 57,990 70,920 100,507 169,186 212,635 226,406 272,870 

69,614 74,594 83,719 93,985 93,563 97,057 105,459 116,064 
14,450 25,121 36,215 54,987 97,174 139,960 178,250 228,232 

- - 13,545 13,195 16,941 21,243 26,783 33,588 

264,196 280,314 351,731 418,732 544,307 662,103 754,914 869,728 

Sources : Office of Rmqanent and EM@ (198385) and hqm-tmnt of the Treasury (1990). 
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Table 5. Direct Loan Write-Offs and (harmteed ban Temioations for DeEaults 

(In milliors of dollars, fiscal years) 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Direct loan programs 
Agency for International 

Developnt 
Agricultural credit insurance 
Rural hcusing insurance fund 
Direct and guaranteed student 

loans 
Other De~rtmnt of Education 

loans 
FHA mitual mrtgage insurance 

fund 
Yi4RAD ship financing fulxl 
Srcall Business Administration 
Other 

Total writeoffs 

Guaranteed loan program 
Agricultural credit insurance 
Rural development insurance 

fund 
Ccc export credits 
Guaranteed student loans 
F+HA nutual wrtgage insurance 

fund 
taRAD ship financing flml 
VA loan guarantee revolving 

fund 
Exprt-Import Bar& 
Smll Business Administration 
Other 

- - - 26 61 

- - 
- - 

286 486 

- - 
- 185 

749 1,018 

82 
317 

1,475 

890 
- 

1,484 
- 

1,756 
93 

2,234 
321 

2,906 
1,243 

709 1,056 1,121 1,353 1,541 
25 14 461 253 - 

845 790 613 476 457 
98 409 344 206 53 

Total terminations l/ 2,853 4,239 5,l37 6,077 8,135 

- 

20 
- 

- 

31 
- 

X.8 
46 
- 

- 

114 
- 

- 

205 
16 

- 172 65 6 7 

- - - - l5 

132 632 152 55 
- - - - 

339 378 429 499 
147 191 2l.3 98 

82 
- 

554 
67 

607 1,401, 1,213 772 946 

99 147 
865 1,282 
31 50 

121 52 

24 20 

65 32 
196 359 
592 493 

4 97 

1,997 2,532 

90 94 

57 52 
4% 272 

1,382 1,438 

4,433 6,178 
342 181 

1,898 2,322 
- - 

548 465 
370 193 

9,576 11,195 

20 
2,475 

60 

282 

193 

114 
13 

455 
65 

3,687 

64 

105 
4 

1,960 

5,881 
- 

2,116 
- 

479 
I25 

10,734 

Soorce: Off ice of Panagmznt and Widget (1983-m). 

1/ Excludes foreign military sales credits and grants to AYIRAK. 
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Table 6. Estimated Subsidy Costs for Federal Direct Loan Obligations 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Funds appropriated to the President 
Agency for International Development 
Overseas Private Investment 

Corportation 

Departmnt of Agriculture 
Agriculture credit insurance fund 
Rural housing insurance fund 
Rural development insurance fund 
Rural development loan fund 
Public Law 480 long-term export 

credits 
Rural electric and telephone 

revolving fund 
Rural Telephone Bank 

Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

Housing for the elderly or handi- 
capped 

F?lA rrmtual mortgage insurance fund 

Department of Veterans Affairs 
Loan guarantee revolving fund 

Export-Import Bank 

Small Business Administration 
Business loan and investment fund 
Disaster loan fund 

Other programs and agencies 

Total subsidy cost of federal 
direct loan program 

(In percent of direct (In millions 
loan oblieations) of dollars 1 

8.3 3.3 . . . 0.4 0.1 

14.5 15.4 12.6 2.5 2.6 

13.1 
. . . 

13.6 
. . . 

70.0 

20.8 20.7 
17.9 50.6 
17.6 19.9 
67.4 51.3 

71.2 72.7 

15.3 29.9 
15.3 8.0 

74.7 

40.9 

517.1 

. . . 
15.2 26,9 

187.3 137.2 
98.4 729.2 
35.2 68.9 

9.4 15.4 

531.9 540.0 

0.3 60.3 
19.2 10.0 

21.7 
3.1 

20.0 72.5 6.4 56.5 
3.1 3.2 2.7 4.7 

16.0 

11.6 

11.0 0.2 

7.8 82.0 

64.0 

-- 

. . . 
14.2 

20.0 
3.1 

6.6 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

42.6 
27.8 

.,. 

.,. 

. . . 

. . . 

-- - 

37.7 - 

26.6 47.3 

884.7 1,004.8 1,839.5 

- 

2.9 

80.6 

30.0 

2.1 
79.2 

22.5 

Source: Off ice of Management and Budget (1988-90). 
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Table 7. Estimated Subsidy Costs for Federal Guaranteed Loan Commitments 

1989 19 9n 1991 1989 1990 1991 

Funds appropriated to the President 
Internattonal security assistance 
.4gency for International Development 
Overseas Private Investment 

Corporation 

Department of Agriculture 
Agriculture credit insurance fund 
Rural housing insurance fund 
Rural devel~~pment insurance fund 
CCC export credits 
Rural electric and telephone 

revolving fund 
Rural Telephone Bank 

Deoartment of Education 
Guaranteed student loans 33.6 32.3 

Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 

FHA mutual mortgage insurance fund 
GNMA secondary mortgage guarnatees 

Department of Veterans Affairs 
Loan guarantee revolving fund 

Export-Import Bank 

Small Business Administration 
Business loan and investment fund 

Other programs and agencies 

Total subsidy cost of federal 
guaranteed loan programs 

(In percent of direct (Tn millions 
loan obligations) of dollars) 

7.5 . . . . . . 155.2 
14.5 19.4 29.8 21.4 

13.1 14.7 12.2 22.9 

0.8 
. . . 
0.9 

13.7 

17.3 
. . . 

4.2 
. . . 
2.0 

14.5 

4.2 
. . . 

3.8 
25.7 

4.8 
14.0 

11.7 
5.5 

35.5 

1.2 
1.9 

8.3 

1.4 

10.2 

. . . 

. . . 

0.1 124.9 
. . . . . . 
0.9 3.4 

554 .o 798 .o 

80.7 77.8 
. . . . . . 

3242.3 4043.7 3924.3 

1.2 
1.9 

900.0 804.0 900.0 
1900.0 1425.0 1520.0 

6.6 

2.5 

9.1 

. . . 

. . . 

1.2 
1.9 

5.2 

1.3 

0.7 

. . . 

. . . 

1184 .O 769.1 

254 .O 136.4 

327.3 25.6 450.2 

100 .o 31.6 83.4 

8,742.8 8,290.8 9,494.5 

- - 

25.6 31.6 

25.7 22.6 

m4.5 
152.4 

7.7 
749.0 

128.6 
11.2 

1257.7 

151.3 

Source: Office of Management and Budget (1988-90). 
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