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" including comparisons of their costs and benefits. The statement
was developed at the direction of the President by the heads of four
agencies with principal statutory responsibilities for affected projects—
ie., the Secretaries of the Army; Agriculture; Health, Kducation,
and Welfare; and Interior.'®

Analogous comparisons (though less rigorous) have been offered
from time to time for various programs in the field of human resources.
Budgetary justifications for the vocational rehabilitation programs
often have included comparisons of the potential earnings and tax-
payments of rehabilitated persons with the public costs of the serv-
ices. 'The Public Health Service in 1964 published a symposium
report on ‘“Economic Benefits from Public Health Services: Objec-
tives, Methods, and Examples of Measurement,” in which a leading
paper dealt with the problem of measuring economic benefits from
public health services.'®

An extensive ‘“source paper’”’ on the economic costs of cardiovascular
diseases and cancer in 1962 was included in the report of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Heart Disease, Cancer, and Stroke. The
Commission used these estimates of economic costs primarily to
support a call for strong governmental action aimed at reducing the
incidence of heart disease, cancer, and stroke. It compared the
economic costs of these afflictions with expenditures for research to
combat them. Its report did not, however, include comparisons of
the costs of projected public programs with the potential reductions
in the economic toll exacted by these diseases.'”

Another report to the President, based on a study of the National
Institutes of Health, included a brief examination along similar lines
of economic and other criteria for determining levels of Federal
Government support of health research. This study included an
estimate of ““demand’’ for medical research expenditures in 1970.%

Efforts to measure the potential benefits and to compare them with
costs for particular public programs of health and education were part
of a spreading pattern designed to improve the basis for planning and
budgetary decisions. With growth in the relative importance of
government in the national economy, it was increasingly evident that
prudent governmental choices in the matter of resource allocation
require full and explicit assessment of possible alternative programs
and all their costs and benefits. In recognition of this need, President
Johnson, in August 1965, announced that a planning-programing-
budgeting system which had been developed in the Department of
Defense would be extended throughout the Government. In this
system, the formulation of cost-benefit comparisons is an important
element, though only one element. The Bureau of the Budget
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