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How do oral argument transcripts help us predict how Supreme Court Justices will vote? Using networks of

Abstract

justice speaking during oral arguments, we test hypotheses of lobbying, position-taking, and attacking, and

find that Justices primarily use oral argument time to stake out ideological positions.

Hypotheses

Hypothetical networks which
depict how justices behave
under three major theories
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Data & Measurement

6,173 parsed oral argument transcripts,
1960 to 2014

6,173 co-speaking matrices, indicating the
median number of utterances from the
speaker in the row to the speaker in the
column *
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Empirical Networks

Test: Do observed cospeaking
networks resemble any of the
hypothetical networks?
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Average cospeaking network of the current
court resembles Position-Taking hypothesis
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Descriptive Analyses

Other justices’ speech length does not
predict Kennedy’s decision
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Kennedy and Roberts speak most in close
cases; Ginsberg and Sotomayor speak mo
in landslides
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Attacking the Opposition
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Previous Courts

Reynolds v. Sims, 1964
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