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INCREASING INEQUALITY, INCREASING INSECURITY FOR WOMEN AND 

THEIR FAMILIES:  AN ANALYSIS OF THE PRESIDENT’S FY 2008 BUDGET 
 
President Bush’s 2008 budget, released earlier this week, continues on a troubling course.  
Under the President’s budget, fewer low-income women and children would have access 
to health care, child care and early education, child support enforcement services, food 
assistance and other vital supports, and the education and training opportunities they need 
to get ahead.  Social Security would be privatized, threatening the economic security not 
only of elderly Americans, but of millions of children.  In contrast, the very wealthy 
would reap enormous benefits from the proposed extension of the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts 
and new tax cuts proposed in the budget. Less than a week after President Bush 
personally acknowledged growing income inequality, he has proposed a plan to make it 
worse, increasing the income and wealth of those at the very top while widening the holes 
in an already tattered safety net for the most vulnerable women and children.   

 

Methodology 
 
This report is based on an analysis of the budget released by the Administration on 
February 5th, including related documents issued by the Office of Management and 
Budget and federal agencies.  Since a budget has not been enacted for the current 
fiscal year, this analysis uses fiscal year 2006 funding levels—less any emergency 
funding for that year—as the baseline. Thus, unless otherwise noted, all comparisons 
in this report contrast the Administration’s proposed FY 2008 funding levels with 
enacted FY 2006 levels.  Funding is measured based on budget authority, or what is 
provided (or proposed to be provided) by Congress, rather than outlays, or what is 
actually spent by agencies.  The reason for not focusing on outlays is that spending in 
a given year may come from resources authorized in other years, thus yielding an 
inaccurate picture of current funding levels. 
 
Since funding for many programs critical to women and their families has been frozen 
for several years, this report focuses on the budget picture in real terms, adjusting for 
inflation to account for what current spending levels can buy in today’s dollars.  
Inflation is measured by the CPI-U, the Consumer Price Index for all urban 
consumers.  Inflation in the current year and future years is measured using the 
forecast of the Congressional Budget Office contained in its Budget and Economic 
Outlook. 

 
Overview:  Millionaires First, Women and Children Last    

 
Preserving and expanding tax cuts for the very wealthy is the top priority in the 
President’s budget.  By the Administration’s own estimates, extending the 2001 and 2003 



tax cuts would cost $1.7 trillion over the next decade. But even this enormous sum 
grossly understates the full cost of extending these tax cuts. When the costs of added 
interest on the national debt and extending relief from the Alternative Minimum Tax 
(AMT) after 2007 are included, the cost of extending the tax cuts doubles, to $3.5 
trillion.1

 
The benefits of extending the 2001-2003 tax cuts would overwhelmingly go to the 
wealthiest Americans.  According to an analysis by the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities, the households with incomes over $1 million—who represent 0.3 percent of 
the population–would receive 22 percent of the tax benefits.  The bottom 60 percent of 
households would get just 12 percent of the tax benefits, but would bear most of the pain 
from the cuts in services imposed to help pay for tax cuts to those at the top.2       
 
Over the next five years, a wide range of domestic programs funded by annual 
appropriations would be cut in real terms under the President’s budget, including 
education, child care, health research, job training, environmental protection, and others. 
The President claims that these services must be sacrificed to bring the budget into 
balance.3  But every year, the President’s budget would spend more on tax cuts just for 
households with incomes over $1 million than it would save from all of the cuts to 
domestic discretionary programs.4  In 2012, for example, according to the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities, the President’s budget would cut domestic discretionary 
programs by $34 billion.  In that same year, it would spend $73 billion on extending the 
2001 and 2003 tax cuts—to give households with incomes over $1 million average tax 
breaks of $162,000.5  
 
Extending the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts are the largest, but not the only, skewed tax cuts in 
the President’s budget. For example, in addition to the health-related tax proposals 
discussed in the health section of this report, the budget proposes to expand tax-sheltered 
savings opportunities that would primarily benefit higher-income individuals. The 
Administration estimates the cost of these proposals as $2.1 billion over the next ten 
years. But this underestimates the long-term cost of these proposals; the Administration’s 
figures show that these proposals raise some revenue initially, as money is shifted into 
the new tax-favored accounts, but lose greater amounts of revenue over time. While 

                                                 
1 Robert Greenstein, “Despite the Rhetoric, Budget Would Make Nation’s Fiscal Problems Worse and 
Further Widen Inequality,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (February 6, 2007). Ignoring the cost of  
adjusting the AMT, so that it does not cancel out a significant portion of the tax cuts, has been a technique 
used since the Bush tax cuts were first proposed in 2001 to disguise their full cost. Although the 
Administration favors extending AMT relief, and Congress has provided AMT relief every year since the 
tax cuts were enacted, including that cost in the budget would make it clear that the budget is nowhere near 
balance in 2012, as the Administration claims.   
2 Aviva Aron-Dine, “The Skewed Benefits of the Tax Cuts, 2008-2017,” Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities (February 6, 2007). 
3 Many commentators have noted that the Administration’s claim that it brings the budget into balance is 
implausible for other reasons in addition to its failure to include the costs of extending AMT relief, 
including  the failure to include realistic estimates of the costs of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan beyond 
2008, overly rosy revenue projections, and policies that become even more costly after 2012. 
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
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providing additional tax benefits for wealthier Americans, the budget does not propose to 
create a more meaningful savings incentive for low- and moderate-income Americans by 
making the Saver’s Credit refundable.6

 
Eroding Health Care Coverage 
 
Once again, the President’s budget targets vital programs that provide access to needed 
health care services for low-income Americans, while promoting initiatives that will help 
the healthiest and wealthiest but raise health care costs for everyone else.  There are 47 
million uninsured Americans, yet the President is seeking massive cuts to Medicaid and 
grossly underfunds the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP), the very 
programs that keep many low-income women and their families from being uninsured.   
 

• Through a combination of legislative and regulatory changes, the budget slashes 
over $26 billion from the Medicaid program in the next five years.  These cuts in 
funds for state Medicaid programs, adding to the reductions already imposed by 
the Deficit Reduction Act, are likely to lead to further restrictions in eligibility 
and reductions in services for the poor women and children who are a majority of 
Medicaid beneficiaries. 

• The President’s budget fails to provide enough funding to the SCHIP program to 
even maintain the current level of services. According to the Administration’s 
own estimates, as many as 400,000 children could be cut from the program by 
2012 if the President’s budget is approved. The President’s plan aims to cut from 
SCHIP children whose family income exceeds 200% of the Federal Poverty 
Level—about $35,000 for a family of three—and all adults, including parents and 
pregnant women, no matter how poor.  The President’s plan does nothing to 
expand the program and help the 9 million uninsured children, a majority of 
whom are eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP but are simply not yet enrolled.   

 
While proposing a major cut to the vital health insurance safety net provided by Medicaid 
and SCHIP, the President nonetheless claims that his goal is to cover more of the poor 
and uninsured.  Unfortunately, even his tax initiative for health care promotes private 
market policies that have been shown to disadvantage low-income Americans and lead to 
decreased rates of comprehensive health insurance coverage. 
 

• The President’s plan to provide a tax deduction for insurance gives the greatest 
benefit to those in the highest tax brackets.  Despite its enormous cost of $135 
billion over five years, the proposal fails to alleviate the problem of the growing 
number of uninsured who will still be unable to afford basic health coverage.    

• The plan would also divert people to the individual health insurance market, 
where plans are typically more expensive, less comprehensive, and harder to 
access for people with pre-existing illnesses.  These types of plans, especially the 
high-deductible plans that are championed by the President, typically lead to 

                                                 
6 The President’s budget proposes to allow the Saver’s Credit to be claimed for contributions to qualified 
tuition programs, as well as retirement savings, but does not expand the credit or make it refundable. 
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greater health care expenses for women whose need for health care services and 
out-of-pocket expenses for health tend to be higher.   

• This plan builds upon the President’s promotion of Health Savings Accounts 
(HSAs), a central component of his health care reform agenda.  At a cost of $3.9 
billion over five years, the expansion of HSA incentives would push more 
individuals into high-deductible plans with fewer covered services.  A recent 
examination of HSAs has shown that such accounts tend to primarily benefit 
individuals with higher incomes and better overall health7 and that these accounts 
are more often being used as tax shelters by higher-income individuals.8 

 
Discretionary health programs targeted to women also take a hit in the President’s 
budget. 
 

• The Office of Women’s Health in the Department of Health and Human Services 
would receive a 9 percent real cut in funding.  The Maternal and Child Health 
Block Grant and Title X family planning funding are frozen, which will result in 
real declines in benefits and services. 

• The Administration on Aging, which encompasses a number of programs for 
older Americans, would receive a 7 percent real cut in funding under the 
Administration’s budget.  Much of this cut comes from the elimination of 
preventive health and Alzheimer’s demonstration programs, but there are also 
small cuts in other areas such as meal delivery programs. 

 
The President’s budget also cuts $76 billion from the Medicare program, including 
further cuts in payments to providers.  For people who rely on the program, the President 
seeks to impose higher premiums both for basic health care services and the Medicare 
Part D prescription drug benefit.   
 

• Women will be disproportionately affected by these cuts as they make up 57% of 
Medicare beneficiaries and spend a greater share of their incomes on prescription 
drugs and other health care services than do men.9  

 
Diminishing Support for Child Care and Early Education 
 
Access to child care and early childhood education is vital to women’s economic well-
being and the ability of their children to succeed in school.  The Administration’s fiscal 
year 2008 budget continues its long-standing pattern of freezes or cuts to child care and 
early education programs that will continue to reduce access to these services. 
 

                                                 
7 Government Accountability Office, “Consumer-Directed Health Plans: Early Enrollee Experiences with 
Health Savings Accounts and Eligible Health Plans,” GAO-06-798 (August 8, 2006). 
8 Edwin Park and Robert Greenstein, “GAO Study Confirms Health Savings Accounts Primarily Benefit 
High-Income Individuals,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (September 20, 2006). 
9 The Medicare Program, “Women and Medicare,” The Henry J. Kaiser Foundation (July 2001), available 
at http://www.kff.org/medicare/1638-index.cfm, accessed February 8, 2007. 
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• Because the President has proposed a freeze in discretionary child care funding 
for the sixth consecutive year, the Administration’s own estimates indicate that 
about 450,000 fewer children would receive child care assistance in 2010 than in 
2000.10  This comes at the same time that many states are seeing an increased 
need for child care as higher welfare work participation rates are required as a 
result of changes in last year’s Deficit Reduction Act and regulations adopted by 
the Administration. 

• A freeze in Head Start funding means that approximately 30,00011 children could 
lose services in 2008, or programs will have to cut costs in other ways, such as by 
reducing staff or eliminating other assistance for children and families—
supporting teachers, paying for transportation, heating classrooms, or buying 
books. 

• The Even Start and the Early Childhood Educator Professional Development 
programs would be eliminated.   This is the third straight year that the 
Administration has proposed to eliminate Even Start, which already absorbed a 
funding cut of over 50 percent in 2006. 

 
Several other programs would be frozen, including: 

 
• The 21st Century Community Learning Centers.  This would continue to leave 

millions of children and youth without access to after-school programs. 
• Child Care Access Means Parents in School (CCAMPIS) 
• Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Grants for infants/toddlers 

and for pre-kindergarten programs 
 
Undermining Child Support Enforcement for Single Mothers and 
Children 
 
The child support enforcement program served over 17 million children and collected 
$23 billion in child support from noncustodial parents in 2005.12  The families receiving 
child support services are overwhelmingly female-headed; the program serves families at 
all income levels, but most participants are former public assistance recipients and other 
families with modest incomes.  Over the past ten years, federal investments in the child 
support enforcement program, tied to state performance, have helped states double their 
child support collection rates. But last year’s Deficit Reduction Act cut federal funding 
for child support enforcement.  
 

• Even though the President had never advanced the proposal that represents the 
deepest cut—the elimination of the federal match for incentive payments 

                                                 
10 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) Report to 
Congress—Fiscal Year 2001at 5-6 (2001), available at 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/ccdf/rtc/rtc2001/CCDFreport.pdf, accessed February 8, 2007. 
11 NWLC calculation based on previous Head Start Bureau funding and enrollment data and CBO’s 
inflation estimate.  
12 Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of Child 
Support Enforcement,  Child Support Enforcement, FY 2005 Preliminary Report (May 2006).  
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reinvested by states in child support enforcement programs—the President’s 
budget does not propose restoring the funds cut from child support enforcement.  
This cut in federal funding is estimated to cost families $8.4 billion in uncollected 
support over the next ten years, according to the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO).  And this estimate assumes that states will make up half of the lost federal 
funds; if they fail to do so, the loss to families could be even greater. 

 
Shrinking Food Assistance for Women and Their Families 
 
Half of all Food Stamp participants are children, and almost 70 percent of adults who 
receive Food Stamp benefits are women.  Of the 8 percent of Food Stamp recipients who 
are elderly, over two-thirds are low-income women.  These vulnerable groups would be 
affected the most by the President’s budget cuts.   
 

• The President’s budget would deny Food Stamp eligibility to about 329,000 
people in low-income, overwhelmingly female-headed families by eliminating the 
option for states to provide automatic Food Stamp eligibility for families that are 
receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families services but not cash 
assistance. The loss of Food Stamp benefits carries other consequences for the 
children in these families, who would lose their automatic eligibility for free 
school breakfast and lunch programs.  About 98,000 individuals would gain Food 
Stamp eligibility from a proposal in the budget to exclude retirement and 
education savings accounts as factors in determining eligibility; but, overall, there 
would be a net decrease in Food Stamp enrollment of about 231,000 people.13  

• The Food Stamp budget would fall a projected 7% in real terms under the 
President’s budget.     

• The President’s budget eliminates the Commodity Supplemental Food Program, 
which provides nutritious food packages to an estimated 485,000 low-income 
seniors, pregnant and post-partum women, and young children.14  

 
Squeezing Services for Vulnerable People 

 
The President’s budget cuts funding for numerous programs that provide vital supports to 
low-income and vulnerable people, disproportionately women and children. 

 
• The Title XX Social Services Block Grant, which funds a range of services 

including child care, meals on wheels and other services for elderly and disabled 
people, and protective services for abused children is cut by a third in real terms.  

• Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funding is frozen despite 
states’ increased need for assistance to meet new federal program requirements.  
Though some supplemental funds will continue to be made available, these funds 
will not be sufficient to meet the increased costs. 

                                                 
13 Food Research and Action Council, “FRAC Analysis: Nutrition Program Changes in the President’s 
Budget.” Available at http://www.frac.org/html/news/020707budget.html, accessed February 7, 2007. 
14 Id. 
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• The Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), which helps low-
income households pay their heating and cooling bills, is slated for a 19 percent 
cut below the level Congress is expected to enact for 2007. 

• The Community Services Block Grant, which provides a range of services to low-
income, elderly, and disabled individuals ranging from health and nutrition to 
employment and education, is proposed for elimination again this year. 

• Housing funds for low-income seniors provided by the Housing for the Elderly 
program would be cut by 25% in real terms under the President’s budget, 23% 
below what Congress is likely to approve for the current year. 

• The Senior Community Service Employment Program, which provides 
employment training for older, low-income workers, who are predominantly 
women, would be cut by 23 percent in real terms. 

 
Short-Changing Programs that Promote Equal Educational and 
Employment Opportunity 
 
Girls and women at all levels of the education system still face significant disadvantages, 
such as difficulty financing a college education, barriers to entering nontraditional fields, 
and sexual harassment. These impediments, in turn, leave them starting off behind in the 
workforce, where they face further inequities. The Administration’s budget would make 
these problems worse. By eliminating programs that help underserved students attain 
their educational potential, and cutting others that help women enter higher-paying jobs, 
the Administration jeopardizes women’s opportunities for success throughout their 
lifetimes. 
 

• Although the President signed the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical 
Education Act of 2006 (Perkins IV), his proposed budget cuts undermine states’ 
ability to achieve many of the improvements in the law that promise progress 
toward equal opportunity for women and girls.  Thirty-five years after passage of 
Title IX, girls remain vastly under-represented in the traditionally male15career 
and technical education (CTE) courses that can lead to high-skill, high-wage, 
high-demand jobs and are still funneled in large numbers to traditionally female 
—and low-paying—fields like cosmetology.16  By cutting Perkins CTE state 
grants in half from 2006 levels and completely eliminating the Tech Prep 
Education State Grants, the Administration’s proposed cuts frustrate states’ ability 
to encourage and support students entering nontraditional CTE fields, to girls’ 
significant economic detriment.  

• The Administration has proposed to increase the maximum Pell Grant to $4,600 
in the coming fiscal year and to $5,400 by 2012. While this represents a 
significant increase in the maximum grant amount afforded to students, the 
increase is being funded, in part, by cuts to other financial aid programs for low-

                                                 
15 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Women’s Bureau, WB Dictionary of Common Terms, available at 
http://www.dol.gov/wb/edu/doterms.htm, accessed February 8, 2007. 
16 National Women’s Law Center, “Tools of the Trade: Using the Law To Address Sex Segregation In High 
School Career and Technical Education.” Available on-line at: 
http://www.nwlc.org/pdf/NWLCToolsoftheTrade05.pdf, accessed February 8, 2007.  
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income students—cuts that may actually leave some students worse off and 
potentially unable to attend college.17  Among the financial aid programs the 
President is terminating are the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant 
(SEOG) Program, the Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnerships Program, 
and Perkins Loan cancellations.   

• Funding for the Women’s Educational Equity Act (WEEA), which provides 
curricula and materials to help schools comply with Title IX, research and 
information on model programs to promote gender equity, and technical 
assistance and training programs, is slated for termination under the President’s 
budget once again.  In explaining the proposed elimination, the Department of 
Education states that “[t]here is no longer a need for a program focused on 
eliminating the educational gap for girls and women, as women have made 
educational gains that match or exceed those of their male peers.”  The 
Department’s characterization of the state of education is flatly inconsistent with 
the realities faced by many young women and demonstrates a misunderstanding 
of WEEA.  Despite improvements that have decreased some of the gaps in 
education between the sexes, educational equity is far from a done deal, and 
female students still face pervasive inequities.  For example, women’s 
participation in the high-paying STEM disciplines -- science, technology, 
engineering, and math -- still lags far behind that of men.  Today, women receive 
only 20% of bachelor’s degrees, 21% of master’s degrees, and 16% of doctorate 
degrees in engineering.18 Furthermore, WEEA does more than simply strive to 
reduce the educational gap; it supports a range of much-needed programs 
(including technical assistance) to schools to prevent and respond to sexual 
harassment and to help pregnant and parenting teens stay in school. 

• The President’s budget eliminates the School Dropout Prevention Program at a 
time when the dropout rate is at unacceptably high levels for both boys and girls.   
According to the Urban Institute, “[o]nly 68 percent of those who enter high 
school will graduate in four years with a diploma.”19  The numbers are even more 
startling for girls of color: less than 60% of African American and Latina students 
graduate in four years.20  Through grants, the School Dropout Prevention Program 
assists state education agencies and school districts to implement dropout and re-
entry programs, including funding counseling and mentoring for at-risk students, 
reduction in student-teacher ratios, and implementing comprehensive school 
reform models.   

• The Administration plans to eliminate entirely the creation and improvement of 
K-12 Physical Education Programs in fiscal year 2008.  Physical education is a 

                                                 
17 Inside Higher Ed, “The Bush Budget, 2008”(February 6, 2007). Available at: 
http://insidehighered.com/news/2007/02/06/edbudget, accessed February 8,2007.  
18 United States Government Accountability Office, “Gender Issues: Women’s Participation in the Sciences 
Has Increase, but Agencies Need to Do More to Ensure Compliance with Title IX” (July 2004). Available 
on-line at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04639.pdf, accessed February 8, 2007.  
19Urban Institute, “Education in the Age of Accountability.” Available on-line at: 
http://www.urban.org/toolkit/issues/education.cfm, accessed February 8, 2007.  
20 Orfield, Gary, Daniel Losen, Johanna Wald, and Christopher B. Swanson, "Losing Our Future: How 
Minority Youth are Being Left Behind by the Graduation Rate Crisis at 2 (2004). Available on-line at  
http://www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=410936, accessed  February 8, 2007.  
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vital part of elementary and secondary education for all students because it 
promotes life-long exercise and healthy living habits.  For girls, moreover, PE can 
be a means to encourage them to become involved in sports at all levels.  This is 
particularly important since girls and women continue to be denied their fair share 
of athletics opportunities in high school and college.   

• The loss of targeted monies for job training and employment services will be 
especially detrimental to women, who face specific barriers in the labor market 
due to discrimination and caregiving responsibilities. The budget would eliminate 
several Workforce Investment Act (WIA) programs that provide employment and 
training services for workers: the WIA Adult Program, the WIA Dislocated 
Worker Program, and the WIA Youth Program.  These programs are eliminated in 
order to create the President’s proposed Career Advancement Accounts, a 
voucher program. In addition, the Administration is decreasing funding for the 
Women’s Bureau, the only Federal agency with primary responsibility for serving 
and promoting the interests of working women.  The cut to the Women’s Bureau 
represents a 16% decrease from funding in FY02 and continues the President’s 
record of short-changing the agency.   

 
Privatizing Social Security 
 
Social Security is a vital safety net for women and their families at all stages of their 
lives. Social Security provides secure, lifetime, inflation-adjusted benefits that women are 
more reliant upon than men in retirement.  Social Security also provides benefits to 
spouses, surviving spouses, and children if a worker dies or becomes disabled.  These 
family protections are especially important to women and children:  95 percent of adults 
who receive benefits as a family member of a disabled, deceased or retired worker are 
women, and over five million children live in households that rely on income from Social 
Security.  Diverting resources from Social Security to private accounts would undermine 
this vital social insurance system. 
 

• Attempting to resurrect its failed privatization effort, the Administration again 
proposes to take resources from the Social Security system to fund private 
accounts and, as part of the plan, cut Social Security benefits for the middle class.  
The privatization plan neither strengthens Social Security nor the overall federal 
budget; according to the Administration’s estimates, privatization would cost 
$637 billion over the 2008 to 2017 period, even though the accounts would not 
begin until 2012. 

 
Promoting One-Sided and Deceptive Budget Process Rules 
 
The budget also includes proposals for changing the rules for setting the federal budget.  
These budget process rules would severely limit spending for services vital to women and 
their families for years to come, while promoting even more unaffordable tax cuts for the 
wealthy few. 
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• Under the Administration’s proposed budget rules, any increase in the cost of 
entitlement programs, such as Medicaid, Medicare, or Food Stamps, would have 
to be paid for by cuts in other services.  The rules would prohibit financing 
improvements in these programs by raising revenue—for example, by closing tax 
loopholes.  

• The Administration’s proposed rules would not require that the revenue tax cuts 
lose be replaced, even though the Administration itself estimates that extending its 
tax cuts would cost $1.7 trillion over the next ten years. (Including the costs of 
added interest on the national debt and extending AMT relief, the cost would be 
$3.5 trillion.) 

• To hide this embarrassing reality, the Administration is proposing a change in 
budget rules which would make it appear as if making the tax cuts permanent 
would cost nothing! Under the proposed budget rule, the enormous cost of 
making the tax cuts permanent would be reported as zero, because the 
Congressional Budget Office would be forced to assume that the tax cuts had 
already been made permanent.  

• The Administration proposes to freeze discretionary spending at 2008 levels, 
resulting in cuts in real spending and reductions in services over the next five 
years. Spending caps would be enforced by across-the-board spending cuts:  if 
legislation passes that exceeds these caps, that legislation would trigger a 
“sequester,” or an automatic reduction, in non-exempt discretionary programs.  

• In addition, the Administration seeks the power to redesign or eliminate programs 
authorized by Congress—without going through the inconvenient process of 
getting Congress to change the law. The budget states, “Today, proposals to 
restructure or consolidate programs or agencies so they can perform better require 
a change in law and often face long odds of being enacted due to a cumbersome 
process that requires approval from multiple congressional committees.” To get 
around the messiness of the democratic process, with all its checks and balances, 
the Administration proposes the creation of a “Results Commission” and a 
“Sunset Commission” which would have the power to restructure or eliminate 
programs in accordance with the Administration’s preferences.  

 
Past budget rules designed to control deficits, and the rule adopted by the House of 
Representatives in the 110th Congress, have restrained both new spending and tax cuts.  
In contrast, instead of promoting a responsible budget process, the rules proposed in the 
President’s budget would distort it, and lock in the distorted priorities in the President’s 
budget for years to come. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Once again, the President’s budget reflects a lack of concern for the needs of struggling 
families.  Once again, the budget inflicts greater hardship on poor women and families to 
help finance lavish tax breaks for the wealthy few.  It’s time for a different set of 
priorities. 
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