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When governmental-or, for the purposes of this Article,
administrative-action deprives a person of life, liberty, or prop-
erty, the Constitution requires that the affected individual be ac-
corded "due process of law."1 However, the constitutional right
thus defined is so open-textured that it seems to be a question in
the form of an answer: What process is due process?

Judicial response to this now ubiquitous constitutional ques-
tion might proceed from several perspectives. Courts might search
the due process jurisprudence and/or administrative practice for
analogies to the contested procedure. This historically oriented re-
view would seek to determine whether the challenged procedure
so departs from tradition or upsets settled expectations concerning
procedural fairness that it should be invalidated. 2 Alternatively, a
court might approach a claim of procedural unfairness with a view
toward fundamental notions of humane treatment or individual dig-
nity. 3 When exercising this type of review, a court would be par-
ticularly sensitive to both the concrete and the symbolic effects of
its approval or disapproval of the process on the associational and
libertarian values instinct in American constitutionalism. A third
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1. U.S. CONST. amend. V.
2. This historical approach, with notions of precedent at its center, was

exemplified by the Supreme Court's opinion in Davidson v. New York, 96 U.S. 97
(1877). Concerning the meaning of due process, the Court wrote:

[A]part from the imminent risk of a failure to give any definition which
would be at once perspicuous, comprehensive, and satisfactory, there is wis-
dom, we think, in the ascertaining of the intent and application of such an
important phrase in the Federal Constitution, by the gradual process of judi-
cial inclusion and exclusion, as the cases presented for decision shall re-
quire, with the reasoning on which such decisions may be founded.

Id. at 104.
3. See Mashaw, Administrative Due Process: The Quest for a Dignitary

Theory, 61 B.U. L. REV. 885 (1981).
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perspective might look at the contribution of various procedures to
accurate decisionmaking, and invalidate administrative procedural
choices whenever the "error costs" from administrative actions
seem substantially to outweigh the benefits of procedural simplic-
ity.4

Each of these approaches has quite different implications for
due process analysis, yet each also has substantial support in the
jurisprudence and in the literature. 5 Which approach courts ought
to take, if any, is a question of obvious interest. As a way of
creeping up on this broader normative inquiry, it seems appropri-
ate first to attempt to explain, with more precision than has been
attempted heretofore, what each type of analysis requires of a court
committed to it. Any criterion for judgment asserts values and
makes demands for relevant information-assertions and demands
that a court may or may not be able to defend or satisfy while re-
maining intellectually honest and consistent with its sense of the
appropriate judicial role in constitutional adjudication. It is, there-
fore, at least worth asking whether a proposed decision rule asserts
inappropriate values or makes impossible information demands on
a court attempting to employ it in a serious and responsible way.

This Article analyzes the values and information demands of
the "cost benefit" or "cost minimization" approach suggested
above. The Article begins with the modest claim that the Supreme
Court has in recent important cases utilized a model for due pro-
cess analysis that attempts to minimize the social costs of adminis-
trative decisionmaking. Second, it argues that a lack of specification
in the Court's cost-minimization model leads it to overlook costs
that should be considered and to misestimate costs that it treats as
relevant. Third, the Article argues that the cost-minimization
model, if seriously pursued, makes enormous, often impossible, in-
formation demands on the court and litigants before it. Some strat-
egies for managing the information gaps are suggested and ana-
lyzed. Finally, it considers some implications of the cost-minimiza-
tion model for the development of an appropriately "restrained" ju-
dicial posture and for doctrinal developments in administrative due
process.

4. See Mashaw, The Supreme Court's Due Process Calculus for Administrative
Adjudication in Mathews v. Eldridge: Three Factors in Search of a Theory of Value,
44 U. CHI. L. REv. 28 (1976).

5. See id. at 47 n.61.

[Vol, 9:1423



ADMINISTRATIVE DUE PROCESS

For purposes of simplicity, the discussion that follows explores
the use of the cost-minimization model in the context of de-
termining entitlements to social-welfare payments. Two decisions
of the United States Supreme Court, Goldberg v. Kelly 6 and
Mathews v. Eldridge,7 provide the focus for the discussion. Be-
cause these cases are doctrinally significant and are analytically in-
distinguishable from cases in other areas of administrative activity, 8

no loss of generality results from this choice.
Throughout the discussion, I will take seriously the analytic

content of the opinions in these cases, and will ignore explanations
of the Court's behavior that rely on shifting personnel, personal
philosophies, or general "political" context. The analysis is con-
cerned with what it means to confront due process questions in
certain ways, not with the validity or explanatory power of various
theories of Court watching.

In carrying out this program, the Article engages in metaphor-
ical language concerning social welfare, preference aggregation,
and the like, which may induce giddiness, if not nausea, in the axi-
omatic social choice theorist. It treats agenda artifacts, such as ex-
isting programs, as significant expressions of a constitutional com-
mitment to majority rule, and uses graphs that must be
constructed with aggregated, but unspecified, cardinal-utility mea-
sures. The exercise is one of tracing some of the problems and im-
plications of constitutional decisionmaking, in an institutional con-
text that is layered with contradictions and whose underlying
assumptions are fuzzy not just at the margins, but at the core. The
contradictions and ambiguities are accepted, and, in the usual
middle-level way of legal-policy analysis, we try to see what pro-
ductive ideas might be generated by working through the implicit
logic of existing norms. The analysis can aspire only to care, not to
rigor. Beyond puns on "social" and "choice," it has in common

6. 397 U.S. 254 (1970).
7. 424 U.S. 319 (1976).
8. Goldberg and Eldridge are technically cases about the timing of hearings,

rather than structure or necessity. Nevertheless the cost-benefit style calculus used
to address the timing issue is applicable to other issues and has been so employed
by the Supreme Court in a broad range of subsequent cases. See, e.g., Mackey v.
Montrym, 443 U.S. 1 (1979) (automatic suspension of driver's license for refusing to
take breath-analysis test not violative of due process); Parham v. J.R., 442 U.S. 584
(1979) (absence of hearing prior to voluntary juvenile commitment not violative of
due process); Dixon v. Love, 431 U.S. 105 (1977) (absence of hearing prior to revoca-
tion of driver's license not violative of due process).

1981]
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with that literature only its basic lesson: The wisdom of modesty
when constructing institutions, or, in the constitutional-adju-
dication context, imposing decision rules for collective decision-
making.

THE EXEMPLARY CASES

In Goldberg v. Kelly, the Court, in 1969, decided that bene-
fits under the program of Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) could not, as a matter of due process of law, be ter-
minated before providing the recipient with a trial-type hearing
(including specific notice of issues, opportunity to present evidence
orally and to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses), a neu-
tral decider, a decision based wholly on the hearing record, and an
opportunity to be represented by counsel. 9 The prior decision
structure, which included a notice indicating the intention to ter-
minate and the grounds for termination, as well as an opportunity
to submit written objections prior to termination, was determined
to be constitutionally inadequate. In Mathews v. Eldridge, in 1975,
the Court faced the same issue--a claim of constitutional en-
titlement to a pretermination oral hearing-with respect to social
security Disability-Insurance benefits (DI). It held that a pre-
termination oral hearing was not required.10 In positive terms,
this meant that the Social Security Administration (SSA) could ter-
minate benefits, constitutionally, on the basis of (1) documentary
evidence submitted by treating and consulting physicians that bad
never been made available to the claimant and (2) information
submitted by the claimant pursuant to a general request for infor-
mation concerning his or her condition and a subsequent notice of
intent to terminate benefits.

The difference in the Goldberg and Eldridge results does not
represent a doctrinal shift. In both Goldberg and Eldridge, the
Court considered three "factors": (1) the interests of the claimants
in the receipt of benefits; (2) the contribution of the requested pro-
cedures to avoiding erroneous terminations; and (3) the fiscal and
administrative burdens of the requested procedures. Yet, as the
majority opinion in Eldridge reflects, the Court perceived a critical
difference in the magnitude of the relevant costs and benefits at
stake in the two cases." The Court described the situation of ter-

9. 397 U.S. at 264-71.
10. 424 U.S. at 349.
11. Id. at 339-43.

[Vol. 9:1423



ADMINISTRATIVE DUE PROCESS

minated AFDC recipients as "immediately desperate," whereas it
believed DI recipients to be in less straitened circumstances. The
"claimant's interest" in avoiding erroneous deprivation was there-
fore more significant in the AFDC than in the DI program. More-
over, the Court believed that adding formal procedures would sub-
stantially improve accuracy in AFDC determinations but not in DI
cases. Having made these two distinctions, and having no reason to
believe that adding procedural safeguards was cheaper in DI than
it had been in AFDC, the Court decided not to impose the
Goldberg hearing requirements on Eldridge-type determinations.

The Court's conclusions are deeply problematic on empirical
grounds. It is likely that terminated DI recipients are very nearly
as "desperate" as terminated AFDC recipients, that oral hearings
are peculiarly important to the determination of many DI claims,
and that the administrative costs of pretermination hearings in
AFDC cases are higher than they would be in the DI program. 12

More importantly for this discussion, the Court's conclusions are
disputable because the underspecification of its due process model
leaves ambiguous what questions are in fact being asked, and,
therefore, what empirical evidence is relevant.

INTERESTS, BURDENS, AND SOCIAL WELFARE:
AN APPROACH TO SOCIAL-COST ACCOUNTING

It seems clear that the claimant's-interest criterion, for exam-
ple, is not literally a question of how the claimant subjectively
would value the continuous receipt of payments. The Court does
not search for evidence of actual claimant valuation, even in quali-
tative terms like "desperation." Indeed, such an approach would
be surprising. The Court has often made clear that the subjective
expectation of claims is not the constitutionally relevant measure of
the importance of a substantive claim of right.' 3 Similarly, dollar
values of benefits cannot be the issue. A dollar is a dollar, and DI
beneficiaries receive more of them per claim than AFDC beneficia-
ries. Using this measure, the Court would have come to conclu-
sions opposite to those it in fact reached. 14 But what, then, is the
Court seeking to count?

It seems plausible to view the Court as searching for the rela-

12. Mashaw, supra note 4, at 37-46.
13. See, e.g., Bishop v. Wood, 426 U.S. 341, 343-47 (1976) (expectancy of con-

tinued employment not property interest protected by due process clause).
14. Mashaw, supra note 4, at 39-45.
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five "social value" or "utility" of transferring dollars from taxpayers
to AFDC and DI claimants. As in most constitutional adjudication,
the Court seeks to specify some consensus, or at least widely held,
value as a starting point for analysis. Here, the starting point is im-
plicit, but nonetheless apparent. The claimants may make claims to
societal resources (procedural protections) to the extent that those
claims "convincingly" support the general welfare; conviction re-
sults at least in part from a perception of the social importance of
accurate decisionmaking. Potential desperation is thus a proxy for
general social concern with the claimant's plight. The Court, be-
lieving that greater desperation occurs among terminated AFDC
recipients than among terminated DI recipients, therefore found it
more socially valuable to avoid erroneous AFDC terminations than
erroneous DI terminations.

Assuming that the Court is, indeed, interested in the social
value of protecting the claimant's interest, is it similarly interested
in the social costs of respecting that interest via procedural safe-
guards? In a special sense of "social costs," the Court is obviously
so concerned. It mentioned "administrative" and "societal" costs
---costs that are "social" at least in the sense of "paid out of public
monies." 15 But what of other social costs, for example, the dissatis-
faction of taxpayers compelled to support ineligible persons pend-
ing a hearing on their proposed termination? Are these also to be
included on the cost side of the equation?

It seems plausible to think so. First, evidence from other cases
suggests that the Court is concerned with the effects of procedural
formality on the accomplishment of public purposes. That concern
is not solely with the budgetary costs of procedure, but with a pro-
cedure's potential to inhibit the achievement of important social
objectives. 16 Moreover, however difficult it may be to estimate so-
cial costs and benefits, or to express them in a common currency,
an attempt to do so is at least coherent. Indeed, to read the
Court's due process test in Goldberg and Eldridge as simply
seeking to compare private interest, qualitatively expressed, on the
benefit side of the equation, with public expenditure on the cost
side, would make the Court's calculus incoherent at the outset.
Formulation of the cost/benefit comparison as a question of social

15. 424 U.S. at 347.
16. See, e.g., Hannah v. Larche, 363 U.S. 420, 443-44 (1960) (Court considered

that procedural formality might inhibit the Commission on Civil Rights' ability to in-
vestigate alleged voting discrimination).

[Vol. 9:1423
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costs and social benefits at least provides a basis for rational
argument-a commodity of presumptively high value in legal dis-
course.

From the foregoing, it is perhaps obvious that the social costs
of AFDC and DI claims adjudications are of two types. First, there
are social benefits foregone when eligible persons are denied, and
social costs incurred when grants are made to ineligibles. These are
the "error costs" of the system. Second, there are the direct costs
of running the adjudicatory system (personnel, etc.) and the indi-
rect costs of various types of adjudicatory processes (administrative
inefficiency, and the like). These are the "administrative costs" of
the system. Just as obviously, minimizing the sum of these costs
seems desirable. 17

This type of cost minimization seems to be what the Court had
in mind when it said that it must consider, along with the cost of a
procedural safeguard, the contribution pretermination hearings will
make in preventing erroneous deprivations. Any procedural device
that yields a savings in error costs in excess of its administrative
costs is desirable. As a standard for constitutional adjudication, the
point seems to be that at some level of failure to capture these po-
tential benefits, administrative procedures will be considered irra-
tional, arbitrary and, therefore, unconstitutional.

It may be objected, of course, that the calculus is incomplete
because it neglects the costs and benefits of processes-not as in-
strumental devices for achieving substantive social goals-but as

17. It is worth noting that the cost-minimization approach just presented is not
an approach based upon notions of economic efficiency and does not implicitly as-
sert that the maximization of aggregate economic wealth is a constitutional value-or
a value at all. See Dworkin, Is Wealth a Value?, 9 J. LEGAL STUD. 191 (1980). See
generally Symposium on Efficiency As a Legal Concern, 8 HOFSTRA L. REv. 485
(1980). An economic-efficiency analysis cannot, in fact, be made applicable to a pro-
cedural analysis such as the GoldberglEldridge approach, which views process accu-
racy as instrumental to programmatic goals that are distributive rather than efficiency
oriented. Or, to put the point differently, an efficiency analysis would have to aban-
don any close association with markets as sources of information about values and
seek to "monetize" returns in a rather metaphorical fashion in order to take account
of distributional purposes. One might then question whether the economic analysis
was distinguishable from the utilitarian analysis in either its basic moral assertions or
its analytic technique.

Nevertheless, analysis of procedure in economic efficiency terms may be supe-
rior to a social-welfare approach with respect to that arguably large class of substan-
tive legal norms that rather clearly serve efficiency ends. And it is undeniably the
case that much of the technical apparatus for talking about social-welfare calculations
is borrowed from economic analysis. See generally Posner, An Economic Approach
to Legal Procedure and Judicial Administration, 2 J. LEGAL STUD. 399 (1973).

1981] 1429
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devices for self-realization, participatory governance, and the like,
or for their opposites, alienation and anomie.18 Or it may be as-
serted at the outset that general social-welfare calculations do not
provide an appropriate methodology for judicial decisionmaking. 19

In one sense, these arguments relate to the comparative "good-
ness" of other approaches to due process review. They assert that
there are better ways of deciding, and that such claims would re-
quire for their evaluation a full explication of those alternative per-
spectives. That task must be left to another day.

In a second sense, however, these objections may be asserting
that a social-welfare approach is ineffectual or inappropriate in
more absolute terms. It may be objected, for example, that social-
welfare talk implies aggregating individual preferences, and that we
have no adequate technique for aggregating interpersonal utili-
ties.20 Or it might be argued that any judicial attempt to assess
general welfare consequences either subordinates judicial review to
a prior social-welfare calculation at the legislative level or im-
permissibly invades the legislative function of making policy based
on general-welfare calculations.21

I hope the discussion which follows will cast some light on
precisely these sorts of issues. For the efficacy question turns on
the degree to which a social-welfare approach can say plausible, co-
herent, and useful things about social-welfare functions, given the
inaccessibility of much important data concerning individual or ag-
gregated preferences. And, in turn, the appropriateness of a judi-
cial, social-welfare calculation depends upon the types of value as-
sertions or demands for production of information that a
conscientious court might make when attempting to construct such
a calculation.

A MORE SPECIFIED MODEL OF THE SOCIAL COSTS OF ERROR

It is useful at this point to introduce a graphic representation
of the social gains and losses from accurate and erroneous de-
cisionmaking in the AFDC and DI programs. The graph estab-

18. See Saphire, Specifying Due Process Values: Toward a More Responsive
Approach to Procedural Protection, 127 U. PA. L. REV. 111, 114-25 (1978).

19. See Note, Specifying the Procedures Required by Due Process: Toward
Limits on the Use of Interest Balancing, 88 HARV. L. REv. 1510, 1523-28 (1975).

20. See Arrow, Values and Collective Decision-making, in PHILOSOPHY, POLI-
TICS AND SOCIETY 215, 225-32 (P. Laslett & W. Runciman eds., 3d series 1967).

21. For a discussion of some preliminary attempts, see Mashaw, supra note 4;
Mashaw, Conflict and Compromise Among Ideals of Administrative Justice, 1981
DUKE L.J. 181.

[Vol. 9:142.3



ADMINISTRATIVE DUE PROCESS

lishes an analytic framework for the remainder of the discussion,
and permits the isolation of a number of critical issues that the Su-
preme Court dealt with, if at all, on only an intuitive level.

Social
Utility

AFDC
/

A DI

+ 0 R

A X Z B Eligibilityi Continuum

N

Statutory
Standard

Figure 1

Figure 1 assumes several-I believe reasonable-things about
legislative decisions to make income transfers. First, the graph as-
sumes that claimants are more or less deserving, rather than abso-
lutely eligible or ineligible as the decisions concerning individual
entitlements would imply. Common sense suggests that we will
care more about the support of some "eligibles" than others, and
be more outraged by some erroneous transfers than others. More-
over, from the perspective of a social-welfare calculus, it seems
plausible to describe the legislative adoption of various income-
transfer programs as a series of attempts to define as eligible for a
transfer anyone to whom the transfer can be made at a net social
benefit. The legislature may, of course, have stopped short of this
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goal, thus failing to capture available social benefits, or may have
overshot the mark, thus making transfers to some persons at a net
social cost. But, in the ideal realm of judicial review of administra-
tive procedure-based on an appreciation of substantive social-
welfare goals as legislatively specified-the legislature must be
viewed as having defined eligibility in a way that attempts to cap-
ture the available social benefits from a particular type of transfer
program. Claimants and recipients range on both sides of this eligi-
bility criterion or legislative standard from the clearly inappropriate
(small gain/large cost), to the marginally ineligible, to the margin-
ally eligible, to the clearly appropriate (large gain/small cost).2

2

Second, the graph assumes that the legislature makes flat-rate
payments to those who meet or exceed the eligibility standard and
nothing to those who fall below it. The marginally ineligible get
nothing, and the marginal and infra-marginal eligibles get the same
payment. Although income-transfer programs, including AFDC, do
"price discriminate," they do so in sufficiently gross terms that one
may sensibly imagine substantial numbers of both infra-marginal
transferees, that is, persons to whom a transfer produced substan-
tial "social welfare surpluses," and denied claimants who would be
paid something were transfers less "lumpy." Moreover, even if
prescribed payment amounts discriminated perfectly amongst
claimants-thereby equalizing the social value of all transfers at the
margin-decisions about eligibility would often affect the whole of
the payment amount. And, of course, in contexts other than pro-
grams involving cash transfers (job security, civil commitment, li-
censure, and so on), decisions generally involve allocating very
lumpy "goods" and "bads."

The social-welfare functions described by XAFDC and XDI
constitute one plausible representation of the Supreme Court's
view of the net social utility to be derived from making payments
to claimants who lie at various places along the eligibility contin-
uum OR. Thus, a payment at point B would produce net utility
BD in the DI program, and a greater net utility, BY, in the AFDC

22. Note that both the horizontal and vertical axes employ a cardinal, but un-
disclosed, ordering. One way to imagine the construction of the horizontal axis is a per-
fect plebiscite in which voters assign "deservedness" numbers on a scale of I to 100
to well-defined clusters of relevant personal characteristics. The task of administra-
tion is then to assign individual claimants to the correct characteristics cluster, and to
determine whether the cluster falls below or above the score that has been deter-
mined to be necessary for eligibility. The vertical scale is constructed in the same
way, this time asking voters to indicate the intensity of their joy or unhappiness at
the prospect of a public transfer of a specified size being made to a person occu-
pying determinate places on the horizontal scale.

[Vol. 9:1423



ADMINISTRATIVE DUE PROCESS

program. The payoff to eliminating negative errors is obviously
much greater in AFDC than in DI. And, because the Court as-
sumes that the same procedures would eliminate more negative er-
rors for point B AFDC claimants than for point B DI claimants,
the case for increased procedural safeguards becomes even
stronger. The Goldberg opinion might be described as holding
that, under these circumstances, it is irrational not to attempt to
capture the social-welfare gains from more accurate decision-
making.

2 3

23. Another possibility, of course, is that the Court viewed the social-welfare
functions as dichotomous and unequal-for example, as in Figure 2. This description

Social
Utility

-- AFDC

DI

jx Eligibility

Continuum

Statutory

Standard

Figure 2

N
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Some Obvious Problems with Goldberg-Eldridge
Style Calculations

Describing the Comparative Heights of Social-Welfare Func-
tions.-The comparison of current with past cases is a standard
technique of legal analysis. The Eldridge Court compared that case
with Goldberg and found larger social costs associated with AFDC
than with DI errors. But how does the Court know how to de-
scribe the social-welfare functions of the two programs even in
comparative terms? The imponderables confronted by such a de-
scription are indeed awesome.

If we assume that the legislature is concerned with maximizing
social welfare, it would seem to follow that it would define AFDC
and DI eligibility in a fashion that made identical the marginal so-
cial returns to payments under the two programs. But this only
tells us that the marginal payments-those immediately above and
immediately below the statutory standard-have similar social ben-
efits and social costs. It says nothing about infra-marginal transfers
and, therefore, nothing much about the shape or heights of the
social-welfare curves. There is, alas, but one interesting property
to the foregoing observation. It suggests that it would be wrong to
assume that the DI and AFDC social-welfare functions have a dif-
ferent shape throughout their respective ranges. At least at the
margin, the benefits and costs are the same.

Of course, the Eldridge Court did not characterize its asser-
tion as one concerning the social value of AFDC and DI payments
at every point on the curves. Rather, a cheerful reading of the case
suggests an assertion that the average social value of AFDC pay-
ments exceeds that of DI payments. But, given the pervasive un-
certainty concerning the shape of the two welfare functions, is
there any reason to credit this assertion? I think not. The Court
makes its assertion on the basis of the greater "need" of AFDC re-
cipients. As an empirical matter, the Court may have correctly as-
sessed the average relative need of recipients under the two pro-
grams. But as a conceptual matter, it has not explained why
relative need defines relative social value.

fits the Court's analysis, but it seems implausible as a description of the relevant so-
cial values. It is simply hard to believe that society views the support of all DI recip-
ients (those with lower back pain and those in iron lungs) and all AFDC recipients
(unwed teenage mothers and widowed, middle-aged housewives) as equally valu-
able. We apparently do not want to bear the costs associated with a legislative or
administrative system that attempts to make these sorts of worthiness discrimina-
tions, but that is a quite different matter from asserting that the same social consen-
sus underlies every transfer.

[Vol. 9:1423
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If the social value of transfers is something that the Court
seeks to establish by considering evidence of legislative intent,
then the "neediness" criterion is clearly wrong. To ask whether the
DI recipient is as "needy" or "desperate" as the AFDC recipient is
to treat the social costs of negative error in the two programs as if
both programs were premised on the need of recipients. But the
DI program has no need standard. Its payments are based on a
combination of prior FICA contributions and medical impairment.
In that program, the social costs associated with negative error may
result as much from a large component of "demoralization
costs"--that is, a denial of what was thought to be a secure
entitlement-as from the desperation of claimants. The Court can
assert that the social-welfare schedule for AFDC payments is
higher than that for DI payments only if it ignores the different
legislative bases for the two types of payments.

Alternatively, the Court may be prepared to say that "need" is
the only constitutionally relevant criterion for assessing the social
costs of error. But such an assertion would be both inconsistent
with the general pattern of its jurisprudence 24 and impolitic in the
extreme. That one's security of expectations with respect to gov-
ernmental action should be inversely related to wealth is not a
novel constitutional theory, 25 but it is not a theory the Court has
previously rushed to embrace.

The Failure to Address the Problem of Positive Errors.-The
question of the comparative heights of the social-welfare functions
in the OX segment of the graph is actually never addressed by the
Court. In its discussion of fiscal and administrative costs the Court
never clearly identifies the costs resulting from the positive errors
induced by pretermination hearings. Possibly the Court believed
that procedures that decreased negative errors would have no im-
pact on positive errors (defining a point A claimant as eligible)-in
which case the shape of the curves between 0 and X is irrelevant.
If so, it was clearly wrong. Because the requested procedures in
Goldberg and Eldridge (pretermination hearings) would obviously'

24. See, e.g., San Antonio Independent School Dist. v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1,

23-24 (1973) (equal protection claim not established where lack of personal resources

does not occasion absolute deprivation of educational benefits); Griffin v. Illinois,
351 U.S. 12, 20 (1956) (state need not purchase stenographic transcript for defendant

where other means affording adequate and effective appellate review available to in-

digent defendants).
25. See Michelman, Foreword, On Protecting the Poor Through the Fourteenth

Amendment, 83 HARv. L. REv. 7 (1969). See also, Lubman, Mao and Mediation: Pol-

itics and Dispute Resolution in Communist China, 55 CALIF. L. REV. 1284 (1967).
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induce some positive errors (not all appellants win, but they are
paid pending a hearing decision), the heights of the social-welfare
functions and the distribution of positive errors in the two pro-
grams are important.

Of course, the Court might believe that positive-error costs
are very nearly identical for the two programs. This could be true
under any of a number of conditions, including: (1) The social-
welfare functions have the same shape between 0 and X (either PX
or NX), and errors are identically distributed (both position and
number) along OX for both programs; (2) the social-welfare func-
tions in the OX range are the reverse of those represented, and
the distribution of errors is similar for the two programs; (3) the
social-welfare functions are as represented, and errors are similarly
distributed, but fewer positive errors would be induced in the
AFDC program; and (4) positive errors in AFDC are systematically
skewed toward the marginally ineligible (near X on OX), whereas
DI positive errors are not. The opinions, however, provide no guid-
ance on these questions.

The Failure to Consider the Distribution of Errors.-While
the relative heights of the functions X-AFDC and X-DI were ap-
parently treated as critical, the Court largely ignored the question
of the distribution of errors in the X-R segment of the eligibility
continuum. If AFDC negative errors related predominantly to type
Z claimants, whereas DI errors related predominantly to type B
claimants (and errors were of roughly equal numbers), the social
costs of negative errors would be equivalent in the two programs.
Alternatively, were the DI program more "error prone" at the ini-
tial stages than the AFDC program, DI errors might in the aggre-
gate be more costly than AFDC errors, even if each individual DI
error were less costly than its AFDC counterpart.

Somewhat Less Obvious Analytic Difficulties

Error, Error, Who's Got the Error.-The preceding discus-
sion treats errors as if they were nonproblematic facts, the inci-
dence of which the Court might have-and, given its own deci-
sion rule, should have--considered. The reality is, of course, more
complex. Decisions on AFDC and DI claims are judgments based
on a partial knowledge of facts-facts that often nudge the deci-
sionmaker in different directions. And even perfect information
concerning the relevant facts will not prevent disputes concerning
these decisions. One disability examiner's "broken down manual la-
borer" is another's "malingerer;" one AFDC eligibility technician's
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"good cause" for refusing employment is another's "lame excuse."
What does an error mean in a system of judgmental administra-
tion?

The question is difficult. Even so, it seems clear that, with re-
spect to the AFDC and DI programs, "error" should not mean
what the Court's discussion takes it to mean: reversal on appeal.
Appeals are de novo in both programs; not only may new evidence
be taken, but also a new judgment is rendered which is wholly in-
dependent of the prior determination. There is no reason a priori
to consider the second judgment superior to the first. In addition,
a reversal-rate approach to the incidence of error provides no infor-
mation on unappealed cases. Hence, the Court had no information
on false positives, and it might easily have been induced to believe
that the error rate for appealed cases was representative of the
false negatives in unappealed cases-a relationship that has never
been established. In short, when the Court in Goldberg and
Eldridge spoke of the error-proneness of AFDC and DI initial de-
cisions, it actually was talking about the reversal proneness of the
systems-a quite different matter.

Procedural Power.-From what has been said about the rela-
tionship of reversal rates to errors, the Supreme Court's refusal in
Goldberg and Eldridge to gauge the error-prevention power of
hearings by the reversal-rate statistics should be applauded. And
the basic instinct to talk in functional terms about the role of
various aspects of hearings (e.g., cross-examination) is similarly
praiseworthy. Yet, the discussion one finds in the two cases still
falls remarkably short of the information demands of a probing
social-welfare calculation.

The Court dealt in stereotypes concerning the bases for termi-
nation decisions (witness testimony in AFDC cases, disinterested
and routine medical records in DI cases), and evaluated the need
for hearings to buttress that evidence from the perspective of the
function of hearings in civil litigation. There was no attempt to
evaluate the degree to which, or how often, the stereotypic evi-
dence dominates the decision matrix in AFDC or DI termination
cases. Nor was there an attempt to investigate how a technique
like cross-examination, or a view of the witness-claimant, functions
in those special contexts. A serious inquiry into these issues might
reveal, for example, that testimonial evidence is not a common ba-
sis for AFDC terminations, and that an opportunity to view and
question the claimant is considered the most important evidence in
DI hearings.
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In addition, this stereotypic analysis may reintroduce the con-
fusion between reversals and errors. Much of the design of trial
procedure may be related to preserving unrelated substantive
values or equality between legal combatants, rather than with truth
seeking. The reputed capacity of the heat of civil trial to separate
precious metal from slag is more an engaging metaphor than an
empirical finding.26 The conventional wisdom of the civil-trial ster-
eotype is a lawyer's wisdom, predicated on experience concerning
the power of a procedure to "turn decisions around." This experi-
ence is of dubious value when assessing the issue of accuracy made
relevant by the Supreme Court's due process calculus.

Dynamic Effects.-Up to now, we have said little about the
dynamic or systemic effects of changes in procedural rules. Justice
Black, however, noted this problem in his Goldberg dissent. If the
Court skews the system in favor of positive errors, by procedurally
constraining negative decisions at one decision point, what is to
prevent administrative self-correction? As Justice Black suggested,
if terminations are judicially constrained, then decisions concern-
ing initial acceptances into the program might be constrained ad-
ministratively in order to maintain the acceptable level of dis-
bursements.2 7 Moreover, because the Court cannot know how the
balance will be reestablished, it cannot know whether the com-
bination of error and administrative costs in the new equilibrium
will be greater or less than those costs under the pre-review
system.

ATTEMPTING TO MANAGE THE INFORMATION DEMANDS OF A
SOCIAL-WELFARE CALCULUS

From what has been said, it seems clear that the Supreme
Court's approach to Goldberg and Eldridge left unanswered
-indeed, unasked-a number of questions that are critical to a
serious social-utility calculation. It may well be the case, of course,
that the task of social accounting that a thorough analysis of social
costs and benefits would impose on the Court is simply too formi-
dable. The slope of the social-welfare functions for various transfer
programs cannot be determined with precision. The number and
positions on those curves of positive and negative errors, even the
existence of errors, cannot be conclusively established. The proce-

26. See Frankel, The Search for Truth: An Umpireal View, 123 U. PA. L. REv.
1031, 1036 (1975).

27. 397 U.S. at 279 (Black, J., dissenting).
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dural power of various adjudicative techniques is unknown. The
dynamic effects of procedural change are unpredictable.

But, no matter the imponderables, the Court must decide.
The question, then, is whether it should face up to the information
demands of its due process calculus, and if it does, what that can-
dor implies. One possible implication is that where decisions re-
quire highly indeterminate social-welfare judgments, the Court is a
poor institution for resolving competing claims. In the absence of
appropriate information, a judgment about process seems to be
merely an instinct about whose interests are to be preferred, rather
than a judgment about aggregate social welfare. And barring a
choice that invades constitutionally established procedural pref-
erences-such as those having to do with the relatively specific
constitutional protections concerning civil or criminal trials-that
sort of choice is for the legislature, or for the "good faith" judg-
ment of the legislature's administrative delegate, as the final para-
graphs of the Eldridge opinion suggest.28

Yet, it seems impossible to accept the notion that due process
means merely whatever process the legislature and administrators
devise. Whether we applaud judicial review, or merely view it as
an established part of the constitutional landscape, a full-fledged
retreat from due process review seems improbable. Aside from
shifting to review on some radically different basis, the question is
whether there are any strategies for managing the indeterminacies
of the cost-minimization model without, as the Court seems to do
in Goldberg and Eldridge, either (1) abjuring a full explication of
the relevant costs and benefits, or (2) making wholly intuitive as-
sertions about social valuations, procedural power, and the like.
Let us return to the various problems with the Court's analysis,
and see what headway can be made.

Describing and Comparing Social-Welfare Functions

I can make very little progress toward describing the social-
welfare functions for AFDC and DI in a convincing way. It seems
reasonable to believe that their shape is more like the curves in
Figure 1 than those in Figure 2, but when called upon to justify
the continuous structure of those curves I would have to fall back
on a negative assertion: I have no good reason to introduce "kinks"
in the curves (with the possible exception of peculiarly high demor-

28. 424 U.S. at 347-49.
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alization costs for obvious errors affecting claims at the tails of the
eligibility continuum). Of course, this says nothing about heights.

Perhaps the best that can be done here is to combine tradi-
tional legal technique, judicial modesty, and game theory. The
Court does not usually reason in a vacuum. As in Eldridge, it com-
pares cases. The question, then, is whether there is any reason to
believe that the social value of accuracy in a current case is greater
or less than in prior, similar cases. I have already argued that there
are no correct and non-intuitive grounds for either assertion. 29

That being the situation, a reasonable strategy might be to treat
the pervasive uncertainty of relative social values as a ground for
assuming their equivalence. This is, after all, a standard technique
in estimating the probability of outcomes when no information ex-
ists concerning the likelihood of any particular outcome.

The Distribution of Errors

Assuming that the social-welfare functions are roughly the
same in the AFDC and DI programs (and, for that matter, in other
transfer programs), the Court must still establish the number and
position of positive and negative errors on the social-welfare curve.
How can this be done? First, concerning the number of errors, re-
versal rates are not good proxies for error rates, since other more
informative data are often available.30 Moreover, I have argued
elsewhere that the nonexistence of reasonably reliable error-rate
data might itself constitute a due process violation. 31 The critical
function of error identification in a cost-minimization approach to
due process supports that view. The failure to collect information
necessary to both administrative and judicial evaluation of proce-
dural adequacy seems arbitrary, absent very high collection costs.
And, were the absence of error data an independent ground for
invalidating administrative process, it seems likely that such data
would rapidly become available.

But, even if the number of errors is identified, how is the
Court to locate them on the social-welfare function? Good inci-
dence data for administrative-quality-assurance purposes might

29. See pp. 1434-1435 supra.
30. See pp. 1436-1437 supra; Chassman & Rolston, Social Security Disability

Hearings: A Case Study in Quality Assurance and Due Process, 65 CORNELL L. REV.
801, 810-14 (1980); Mashaw, The Management Side of Due Process: Some Theoreti-
cal and Litigation Notes on the Assurance of Accuracy, Fairness and Timeliness in
the Adjudication of Social Welfare Claims, 59 CORNELL L. REV. 772, 791-804 (1974).

31. Mashaw, supra note 30, at 775-76, 807.
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cast some light on the relationship of the distribution of errors to
the social-welfare function, provided that there is a specification of
the content of the "deservedness" continuum with which the char-
acteristics of erroneously adjudicated claims can be compared. In
the DI program, for example, the core concerns seem to be with
claimants' residual-functional capacity. Data concerning the posi-
tion of errors on the continuum of residual-functional capacities,
however, is necessarily inconclusive.

Nevertheless, certain aspects of the program provide reasons
to believe that termination decisions rarely introduce errors at the
tails of the social-welfare function. Objective bases for qualification
"cream" the very severely disabled at the initial stages of the deci-
sion process, and virtually none of these cases is subsequently ter-
minated on a nonobjective basis. Similarly, the fact that a person
has previously been determined to be totally disabled from work-
ing at any job in the national economy that would provide a very
modest level of self-support suggests that positive errors are un-
likely to affect a robust segment of the population.

In short, errors in the DI program are likely to occur with re-
spect to marginal cases-that is, cases in which the social costs of
error are modest. This assumes, of course, that the social-welfare
function is not very steep with respect to claims that are just to
one side of the statutory standard. That assumption seems plausible
to me. Large social-welfare costs are likely to result primarily from
widespread perceptions of either "injustice" (negative errors) or
"rip-offs" (positive errors). But these perceptions should not be ex-
pected to attend marginal cases, that is, cases where the decision is
fairly arguable either way.3 2

If this is correct, the Court might justify a refusal to upset the
DI legislative scheme on constitutional grounds with the rough
judgment that there are at most modest social-welfare gains to be
had from eliminating negative errors in the DI program. Given the
somewhat tenuous connection between procedure and accuracy
anyway, only a refusal to attempt to eliminate substantial error
costs by providing procedural protection will be considered so irra-
tional as to be "fundamentally unfair."

When one attempts to model the distribution of errors in
AFDC, however, the situation is more complex. Need is a major

32. I must confess, however, that I am far from certain. See Mashaw, How
Much of What Quality: A Comment on Conscientious Procedural Design, 65
CORNELL L. REV. 823, 828-31 (1980).
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criterion of eligibility from the legislative perspective and a signifi-
cant factor in eligibility disputes, but it does not dominate the
decisional matrix the way functional capacity seems to dominate
the disability decision. Factors like family composition, residency,
cooperation in locating relatives, and willingness to seek employ-
ment are also critically important. What this suggests is that we
cannot confidently assert that the circumstances constraining errors
with respect to one aspect of eligibility would tend to confine er-
rors to the marginal cases. Because the eligibility continuum repre-
sents a complex of factors affecting a recipient's "deservedness,"
and each factor must be independently satisfied, errors concerning
any issue-however effective the decision process is generally con-
cerning that issue-might affect recipients whose composite-claim
strength is very high.33 Erroneous termination might affect recipi-
ents at any position on the "deservedness" continuum, including
the tail. There is, thus, less reason to believe that the distribution
of errors in AFDC is constrained to marginal and, therefore, low-
cost cases. In the face of this level of uncertainty concerning the
social costs of any particular termination, the Court might conclude
that failing to provide extensive procedural safeguards is recklessly
imprudent.

Problems with the Strategy

Where Is the Social-Welfare Gain from Trading Negative Er-
rors for Positive Ones?-A revised social-welfare model, one that
reflects a unitary social-welfare function for AFDC and DI pay-
ments and a guess at the distribution of errors in the two pro-
grams, appears as Figure 3. A glance at it suggests a problem. The
assumptions in Figures 1 and 3, that the social-welfare function is
linear and, in Figure 3, that the distribution-of-claim strength is
symmetrical around the statutory criteria, imply that the imposition
of pretermination hearings would, by preventing the termination of
ineligibles, impose social costs from "false positives" that equal the
savings from the avoidance of "false negatives." If the effect of the
pretermination hearing for AFDC involves a simple trade-off of

33. Imagine, for example, 10 separate criteria for eligibility; a 1 to 10 scale of
satisfaction for each criterion (which might represent either degrees of satisfaction of
the criterion or degrees of certainty with respect to binary judgments); and a require-
ment that claimants score at least 5 on each scale to be eligible. The minimum eligi-
bility score is thus 50, and one might imagine that a marginal case would be in the
range of 40 to 60. But a claimant rating an overall 96 could be disqualified by a
2-point mistake in classification with respect to 1 factor.
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equivalent costs attached to different forms of error, where is the
social gain?

One answer might be that the distribution of AFDC errors is,
in fact, skewed such that the Court might reasonably anticipate
that high-cost negative errors would be traded for low-cost positive
ones. The complex eligibility criterion-with a requirement that
each condition be independently satisfied-supports an expectation
that negative errors may affect any portion of the "eligible" sector
of the eligibility continuum. Positive errors, however, are in princi-
ple more constrained. If we assume that the incorrectly decided
grant contains an error with respect to only one aspect of eligibil-
ity, then presumably the recipient is at least marginally eligible
with respect to all other criteria. And, unless the controls on posi-
tive error with respect to separate characteristics of recipients are
very poor, large numbers of high-cost mistakes should not occur.
In any event, the agency remains free to institute controls to pro-
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tect against high-cost positive errors. Thus, it remains free to in-
sure that, by and large, the cases that remain eligible pending a
hearing are marginal cases.

Another possibility may be that the social-welfare gain results
from the shorter time period within which the social costs of nega-
tive errors will be borne. Where only the direct administrative
costs of providing hearings show up in administrative budgets, gov-
ernmental agencies may be willing to abide the social costs of nega-
tive error for substantial periods. Where the administrator faces
the costs not only of the hearing apparatus, but also of the positive
errors induced by a pretermination hearing requirement, he or she
has incentives to trade these costs at the margin. Given the usual
magnitudes of the two costs, hearing delays are likely to become
dramatically shorter under such a system. In the limit, the costs of
induced false positives will be negligible, and presumably the hear-
ings themselves will limit the costs of false negatives.

But, we might ask, does this distinguish AFDC terminations
from DI terminations? Why should the SSA not be induced to be-
have in the fashion just suggested for state AFDC administrators
faced with a pretermination hearing requirement?

An answer that builds on the foregoing analysis is that the di-
rect costs of prior hearings, including the continued payment to in-
eligible persons, would outweigh any gains from the avoidance of
false negatives that are not currently reflected in the SSA's institu-
tional-utility function. This assertion implies a relatively strong be-
lief in the limited social value of avoiding errors in DI deter-
minations and in the substantial cost of DI hearings. As we have
shown, the former belief must be premised on assumptions about
the distribution-of-claim strength that are reasonable, but hardly
conclusive. 34 Nevertheless, an administrator or a legislature that
held this belief could certainly not be called arbitrary, and a
procedural system explicable in terms of a nonarbitrary assumption
about social costs meets the constitutional standard we have articu-
lated. Moreover, DI pretermination hearings would be quite ex-
pensive both in terms of direct administrative costs and the pro-
gram costs of continuing payments. An administrator looking at
these program costs might very easily forget that the social costs of
erroneous payments to the marginally ineligible are modest. Only
the program costs appear in the budget, and he or she may, there-

34. See p. 1441 supra.
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fore, incur unwarranted (from a social-cost perspective) administra-
tive costs to reduce them. On this analysis, the Court was right to
distinguish Eldridge from Goldberg, but it did so for the wrong
reasons.

The Problem of Assessing Errors.-The imponderables of er-
ror assessment are somewhat more tractable than the problems
previously discussed. There is, of course, no perfect measurement.
In AFDC and DI, however, there are quality-assurance data that
provide some basis for assessing error rates, and independent studies
that use other techniques are increasingly available. In the absence
of such evidence, even a careful analysis of the inherent difficulties
of decisionmaking and the structure of the current decisional
effort might be more reliable than a simple reversal rate as an indi-
cation of the error-proneness of the system. Moreover, action-forcing
mechanisms, such as a threat to impose procedural safeguards un-
less adequate information on error rates is made available, might
well be an appropriate device for relieving judicial uncertainty.

Determining Procedural Power.-Like error assessment, the
question of procedural power is largely soluble if sufficient invest-
ment is made in its pursuit. Certainly in cases like Goldberg and
Eldridge the question can be answered. The design of a scientific
investigation of the effects of hearings on accuracy is certainly
within the competence of social scientists, and could probably be
accomplished using existing data. After all, the claims are for a
change in the timing of hearings, not for wholly untried proce-
dures.

Other cases may, of course, call for more refined- analysis of
the effects of some particular procedure-better notice, oral versus
written presentation, or the like-on accuracy. And the claims may
be made in contexts lacking a set of historical data which can
merely be analyzed. In either event, experiments would have to be
designed and run at substantial expense. A serious demand for this
sort of information begins to raise traditional legal issues of infor-
mation costs-issues usually resolved by notions of burdens of
proof.

Should we say that plaintiffs who fail to produce "good" data
on procedural power lose? If so, we are very nearly saying that all
plaintiffs, at least of the Goldberg/Eldridge sort, lose. Or should we
place the burden of production on the agency, provided that the
plaintiffs made some plausible showing concerning the procedural
power of their requested protection? And, if the latter, what could
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we mean by plausible showing other than arguments from the pre-
viously decried conventional wisdom?

For one thing, a court could demand that litigants direct their
attention to effects on accuracy rather than effects on reversals.
Next, it could demand that arguments take account of the peculiar
features of the system under review. For instance, who are the de-
ciders? What is their training? Within what sort of incentive struc-
ture do they function? What are the discrete mental operations
necessary for a decision? What information is necessary to these
operations? Where is that information located, and who has the re-
sponsibility of producing it? What are the customary informational
gaps? What are the decision rules for judgments under uncer-
tainty? In this way, a functional context might be constructed
within which to analyze or predict the effects on accuracy of
changing one or several of the system's procedural characteristics.

This sort of approach is certainly possible, and it avoids the
usual conventional wisdom. Nevertheless, it is itself time-con-
suming, costly, and problematic. In addition, a nonstereotyped,
functional analysis of agency decision processes will often raise as
many questions as it answers. 35 It will perhaps also suggest that
modifications of the decision process, in ways that outrun the law-
yer's usual procedural claims, are necessary to assure accuracy. In
that degree, the inquiry broadens every judicial-review proceeding
into a general, albeit unscientific, study of the agency's process,
and invites all manner of novel claims concerning the decision
process most appropriate to the activity under review. Finally, a
highly specific inquiry into the functioning and relationship of
various aspects of decision process will lead almost ineluctably to
the question of how a change will affect patterns of behavior over
time.

Controlling for Dynamic Effects.-The Supreme Court, obvi-
ously, needs some basis for believing that its "reform" in any par-
ticular area of procedure or practice will in fact have the salutary
cost-minimizing effects that are asserted to attend it. Indeed, a
prediction about dynamic effects is used above as a possible justifi-
cation for shifting symmetrically distributed error costs from nega-
tive to positive ones in AFDC, but not in DI. 36

35. See generally M. FEELEY, THE PROCESS IS THE PUNISHMENT (1979); J.
MASHAW, C. GOETZ, F. GOODMAN, W. SCHWARTZ, P. VERKUIL & M. CARROW, SO-
CIAL SECURITY HEARINGS AND APPEALS (1978).

36. See pp. 1440-1442 supra.
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This or any prediction about dynamic effects will be highly
problematic. Not only do we not have the facts about future states
of the world within which the procedural system will operate, we
do not have a good theory about the behavior of the agents who
manipulate a procedural system in a well-defined universe. The
prior assertion that DI administrators might overreact to budgetary
costs that exceeded social costs presumed that the administrators
would be concerned to constrain their budgets. Yet some explana-
tions of administrative behavior argue that administrators are in
fact concerned with maximizing or stabilizing all or some part of
their budget.37 These theories assert that budget constraint is ex-
ternally imposed; hence, our previous assumption could be sup-
ported only by a specification of the external controls applicable to
particular administrators, the "utility set" of these controlling insti-
tutions, and the expected equilibrium in the bargaining process be-
tween administrators and their external controllers.

To put the question in this way is surely to suggest that it is
unanswerable. There are competing theories concerning the goals
that motivate administrative, legislative, and pressure-group behav-
ior. And even if there were agreement on the bargaining positions
of the parties, that agreement would not describe more than a set
of possible bargains. If a unique solution is required, it will not be
forthcoming without some heroic assumptions.

This is too strong a condition for judicial decisionmaking. In
the ordinary affairs of life, we do not expect to be able to control
and predict all dynamic effects. Moreover, it seems clear that deci-
sions not to act (or to retain the status quo) also have unpredictable
dynamic effects. We really have no choice but to choose. The
question is what one can say about sensible judicial management of
the dynamic effects of judicial review of procedural adequacy.

The foregoing discussion suggests at least one caveat and one
technique. The caveat is that the Court should not implicitly adopt
a theory of bureaucratic behavior as a basis for predicting dynamic
consequences without carefully examining it. In fact, it seems to
me, reviewing courts often do just that. They seem to assume that
a change will be made in legal procedures and that that change will
have its desired instrumental effects. Because over time ceteris is
never paribus, this would occur only if subsequent dynamic
changes were managed in a way that protected the goal of social-

37. See generally R. ARNOLD, CONGRESS AND THE BUREAUCRACY 20-26 (1979).
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cost minimization. But this is to assume that the relevant adminis-
trators have internalized that goal, are capable of acting on it, and
accurately perceive the social context-in which case an arbitrary
procedure would be inexplicable. Or, alternatively, it is to assume
that the judicial decision will subsequently dominate all other
forces in shaping the administrators' actions. This is, in essence,
the lawyer-domination theory of bureaucratic behavior. That theory
may be correct, but no one has yet demonstrated that it is. Nor
can the Court content itself with the implicit adoption of this view
simply because it supports the ideal of administrative regularity or
the rule of law. The cost-minimization approach demands func-
tional analysis of the efficacy of ideals.

Structural injunction is the technique suggested by the need
to control dynamic effects. This is not to say that a broad structural
injunction is warranted every time a court is prepared to impose
any procedural innovation. Rather, it suggests that it is probably
necessary to put the whole system at issue-in the way that a will-
ingness to issue broad structural injunctions does. This would pro-
vide an incentive for the parties seriously to address the procedural
system as a whole, and to develop expert opinion or consensus on
questions like procedural power or the dynamic effects of proposed
changes. Of course, in many cases it may be necessary to initiate
simultaneously a series of related structural changes in order to
achieve the basic goals of social-cost reduction. Yet, to say this is to
raise in a stark form the much-rehearsed question of the appropri-
ate role of courts in constitutional adjudication.

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF THE ANALYSIS

The Hearing-Delay Cases

An interesting and somewhat ironic implication of the forego-
ing analysis concerns the current controversy over hearing delays
in the DI program. It has been claimed that "excessive" delays vio-
late the due process clause. In such cases, the SSA has argued that
Eldridge foreclosed this result.38 If the Supreme Court held in
Eldridge that terminating DI benefits could be accomplished with-
out a hearing, the SSA reasoned that surely a mere delay in pro-
viding a hearing is a fortiori not a denial of due process. Although
the courts of appeals have rejected this argument, they have had

38. See, e.g., White v. Mathews, 434 F. Supp. 1252, 1260 n.38 (1976) (citing De-
fendant's Memorandum of Apr. 9, 1976).
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difficulty formulating a convincing distinction between the Eldridge
prior-hearing claim and hearing delays.39

Such a distinction is, however, quite plausible. The social
costs of erroneous deprivations are incurred in each relevant time
period (day, week, month, whatever). At some point in time, the
cumulative social costs of erroneous deprivations will exceed the
social costs of hearings, which, given Eldridge, never include con-
tinuing erroneous-program expenditures. Hence, it may be sensi-
ble to resist the imposition of the very substantial direct costs in-
volved in the Eldridge prior-hearing claim, while imposing the
more modest costs of reasonable promptness in the scheduling and
disposition of cases that go to hearing. Indeed, that the claimant
lost in Eldridge is very nearly an argument for, not against, the
claimants in the hearing-delay cases. That leaves, of course, the
difficult matter of deciding how long is too long, and raises the
more general question of the implications of a thorough social-
welfare analysis for the institutional position of reviewing courts.

Judicial Posture

The information demands of a social-welfare calculation make a
restrained judicial posture difficult to maintain. It may be possible
to avoid broad assertions of social value-such as, that AFDC pay-
ments are more valuable than DI payments-but it is not possible
both to take cost-minimization seriously and to make modest de-
mands for information about the operation, context, and conse-
quences of procedural systems. Moreover, this "wholistic" ap-
proach to procedural revision, including the possibility of structural
injunction, suggests a court sitting as super-manager of bureau-
cratic decision processes.

This information-demanding posture, however, is not un-
ambiguously an objectionable form of judicial activism. That pos-
ture can be combined with judgmental restraint. As the Supreme
Court has said in the substantive-review context, the inquiry may
be searching, but the ultimate judgment deferential. 40 Administra-
tors are perhaps less sanguine about the prospects for judgmental
modesty after prodigious inquiry. And the prospect of such inquiry

39. See, e.g., White v. Mathews, 434 F. Supp. 1252 (1976), aff'd, 559 F.2d 852,
858-59 (2d Cir. 1977) (decided by construction of Social Security Act), cert. denied,
Califano v. White, 435 U.S. 908 (1978).

40. See, e.g., Citizens to Preserve Overton Park Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 416
(1971): "Although this inquiry into the facts is to be searching and careful, the ulti-
mate standard of review is a narrow one."
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may itself skew administrative responses to proceduralist demands
in socially nonbeneficial directions. The judiciary may intrude as a
threatening presence as well as by decree.

We should not, however, be too influenced by concerns about
this activist stance. The alternatives are not that compellingly at-
tractive. Judging without the information or detailed analysis nec-
essary for social-cost accounting may give the appearance of re-
straint; in fact, it is only activism coupled with ignorance or
withdrawal of the promise of judicial review. Nor is it obvious that
other bases for exercising review will permit a reduced factual in-
quiry without correspondingly greater assertions of problematic so-
cial or moral values.

Substance and Procedure

Notwithstanding the activist coloration of the approach to judi-
cial review that has been suggested here, the more specified model
of cost minimization may provide a partial answer to the assertion
that the Supreme Court's procedural review invades the legisla-
ture's power to define substantive public policy.41 That argument,
succinctly stated, is that in defining substantive rights and speci-
fying or implicity ratifying procedures for the protection of those
substantive claims, the legislature both defines the substantive
right and specifies its value. This is true because the degree of pro-
cedural protection accorded a claim determines the security of ex-
pectations with respect to it and thus its substantive (expected)
value. When the Court adds procedural protections in due process
review, it unavoidably changes the expected value of the right and
thereby engages in a form of historically disparaged substantive
due process.

This position may be sound insofar as it relates to what the
Court has done in prior cases. Yet the foregoing discussion makes
clear that the Court need not skew results in unintended directions
by focusing only on protection against negative errors. The Court's
posture-as a reasonably well-specified cost-minimization model
suggests-may be one of reviewing the relationship between a
social-welfare goal, as specified by statute, and the decision process
for realizing that goal. If this is so, then its decision-that the pro-

41. See, e.g., Arnett v. Kennedy, 416 U.S. 134, 155 (1974) (Rehnquist, J., plural-
ity): "[Tjhe property interest which appellee had in his employment was itself con-
ditioned by the procedural limitations which had accompanied the grant of that
interest."
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cess can be so substantially improved that the failure to do so is
arbitrary-supports, rather than changes, the substantive-policy
choice. There is no reason to believe, for example, that Congress
would change the definition of disability in response to information
that the SSA had instituted processes by which the standard's ap-
plication was improved at no additional administrative cost. A legis-
lature that wants program X with total social value Y should still
want that same program with value Y+1.

Nevertheless, the Court can obviously interfere with the legis-
lature's basic substantive-value choices when modifying proce-
dures. If the legislature views positive errors as significantly more
costly than negative errors, and constructs a procedural system to
reflect that belief, then protections that skew decisions in the di-
rection of positive rather than negative errors directly challenge
the legislative valuation. Had the legislature known that the proce-
dures would favor generosity, it may well have wanted a stricter
standard for substantive qualification. But where the statutory
scheme seems neutral concerning positive- and negative-error costs,
cost-effective reductions in either type of error do not negate value
choices underlying substantive policy. Indeed, such invasions can
be avoided while judicially imposing procedural modifications on
legislatively skewed systems, provided the Court takes into account
the preexisting skew.

This only partially answers the substantive due process critics,
because obviously some invasion of legislative-budgetary preroga-
tive is involved in procedural due process review, and, on a gen-
eral level, judicial invasions of the majoritarian institution's prerog-
atives are the objectionable aspect of substantive due process. It
may well be that a legislature that approves a program with cost X
and social value Y would also approve one with cost X + 1 and social
value Y+2. But the conclusion is far from certain. The allocation of
additional resources to some other program, not before the Court,
might well yield greater marginal returns, and, therefore, be desir-
able from the social-welfare, the legislative and the political per-
spectives.

The power of this objection should not be overstated, how-
ever. For one thing, it is an argument having such general applica-
bility to all forms of judicial review that it tends to prove too
much. Moreover, at least in the type of programs I have been dis-
cussing, the budgetary effect may be limited to a reallocation be-
tween decision costs and transfer costs of the total program. As has
been suggested, invalidating a process implies that errors are af-
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fecting the eligibility of infra-marginal transferees. 42 If so, given
customary assumptions of declining marginal utility, it seems plau-
sible to predict that a small reduction in all transfers to fund more
accurate determinations will yield substantial social benefits. As
Justice Black suggests in Goldberg, the "due process costs" may
come out of the pockets of the plaintiff class. 43 Provided those costs
are imposed as a general "tax" on the class, rather than in the form
of obstacles to eligibility, that may be perfectly reasonable as a
social-welfare matter; it may also preserve the legislature's budget-
ary discretion to adjust marginal expenditures across programs.

CONCLUSION

This exploration of analyzing administrative due process issues
from the now-dominant social-cost accounting perspective does not
provide a very substantial basis for supporting that technique's con-
tinued use. Yet we should remember that the question of what ap-
proach to use is a comparative one. Abandoning this mode of due
process analysis requires elaborating an alternative technique
which may have different, but equally serious, difficulties. Finally,
we should note that the information gaps involved in social-cost ac-
counting may be more malleable at the level of legislative- and
administrative-procedural design than in the context of constitu-
tional adjudication, and the results of efforts at that level are by
definition more tentative and modest. Hence, much of what we
have said about the potential techniques for managing those
uncertainties may be more useful in carrying forward the legisla-
ture's constitutional function of pursuing the general welfare, than
in structuring judicial review.
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