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INTRODUCTION
The decline in the Supreme Court’s plenary docket since the 1980s has
puzzled scholars and other commentators. A number of hypotheses for the
decline have been advanced in the scholarly literature, including the impact of
the cert pool,2 Congress’s elimination of most of the Supreme Court’s mandatory appellate jurisdiction,3 greater homogeneity in the personnel of lower
courts,4 a reduction in the number of cases in which the United States has
sought plenary review from the Court,5 and changes in personnel on the Supreme Court.6 Investigation of the latter hypothesis has been hampered by the
limitations of available data, particularly for the Terms of the Supreme Court
in which the most drastic declines in the docket have occurred, such as from
1992 to 1993 when the number of Opinions of the Court declined from 114 to
87, the greatest single-year percentage drop since the 1953 Term of the Supreme Court.7
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Using a unique dataset containing the votes of every Supreme Court Justice that served on the Court between 1986 and 1993, this commentary
develops support for the hypothesis that changes in the Court’s membership
have contributed to the decline in the Supreme Court’s plenary docket. The
dataset contains the certiorari votes of all Justices for every case between 1986
and 1993 in which one or more Justices voted to grant certiorari or join three
other Justices in doing so.8 The data and figures in this commentary demonstrate that personnel changes have had an effect on the decline in the Supreme
Court’s plenary docket.
I. The Shrinking Plenary Docket
The recent decline in the Supreme Court’s plenary docket is extraordinary.
The Court’s plenary docket reached a modern high of 167 Opinions of the
Court in October Term 1981, but has declined to a modern low of 70 in October Term 2007, a 58% reduction in the number of cases decided by the Court.
The transformation of the plenary docket coincides with a period of swift
personnel turnover on the Supreme Court. In contrast to the unprecedented
lack of any turnover on the Supreme Court from October Term 1994 to October Term 2005, five new Justices joined the Court between 1986 and 1993.
The following five personnel changes occurred: (1) Antonin Scalia for Warren
Burger in 1986;9 (2) Anthony Kennedy for Lewis Powell in 1987; (3) David
Souter for William Brennan in 1990; (4) Clarence Thomas for Thurgood Marshall in 1991; and (5) Ruth Bader Ginsburg for Byron White in 1993. Given
that the high turnover rate coincides perfectly with an acceleration in the decline of the plenary docket, it is unsurprising that some scholars have
speculated that membership changes have caused the decline.10 Indeed, in
October Term 1986, the Court issued 152 Opinions of the Court, but by October Term 1993, that number had declined to just 87. Figure one graphically
displays the trend:
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II. The Effect of Changing Membership
The most direct method of determining whether membership changes have
contributed to the declining plenary docket is to look at the individual votes of
Justices to grant certiorari or to join three other Justices in doing so on a Termby-Term basis.11 Fortunately, Justice Harry Blackmun kept meticulous records, including docket sheets containing the certiorari votes for every Justice
during his tenure on the Supreme Court. Accordingly, the Blackmun papers
provide crucial voting information from the period of greatest decline in the
plenary docket between 1986 and 1993.
A couple of limitations for the data must be recognized at the outset.
First, although the individual votes of Justices are coded by docket number in
the dataset, the aggregate data presented in this commentary do not indicate the
type of cases on which certain Justices voted to grant certiorari. For example,
Peggy and Richard Cordray have noted that Justices Brennan and Marshall
11
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tended to vote to grant review of a greater number of criminal cases in which
the petitioner proceeded in forma pauperis.12 In other words, the subtle nuances in aggregate voting patterns by each individual Justice are not captured
in this commentary. Second, the aggregate voting data by Justice do not capture other factors that influence grants of certiorari by the Supreme Court, such
as whether the Solicitor General is seeking plenary review or the number of
amicus briefs filed at the certiorari stage. Third, the aggregate voting data do
not correlate perfectly with the Term in which a plenary case is heard and
decided by the Supreme Court. There is often a delay of three or more months
between a grant of certiorari and the oral argument to permit the parties adequate time for briefing. Thus, a vote to grant a case during the late spring of
October Term 1992 would not be heard until one of the Court’s first few sittings of October Term 1993. Even so, the aggregate data provide the most
persuasive case to date in support of the hypothesis that changes in the Court’s
personnel have contributed to the declining plenary docket of the Supreme
Court.
Consistent with the observation that Justices fail to agree in the majority
of plenary cases, resulting in the non-unanimous disposition of many such
cases, Justices also differ in how they approach the certiorari process. As
Peggy and Richard Cordray explain, “the grant rate of a particular Justice . . .
combines aspects of personality, judicial philosophy, practical administration,
political theory and historical perspective.”13 For any given case, the Justices
may disagree on whether the case is important enough for plenary review,
whether it provides a good vehicle for answering the question posed in the
petition for certiorari, and whether plenary review of the case is likely to result
in an outcome or holding that is consistent with their ideological views. With
respect to the latter point, some Justices engage in strategic voting, in which
they cast a vote for a “defensive denial” in a case “to fend off an undesirable
result on the merits,”14 or an “aggressive grant” if a particular Justice is confident that the Court “is aligned with their preferences . . . in an attempt to move
the law.”15 In other words, Justices’ voting behavior at the certiorari stage is
partially dependent on the ideological composition of the Court itself.
Moreover, voting behavior may also represent a fundamental difference in
how Justices view the supervisory role of the Supreme Court. Justice White,
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for example, held an “unswerving view that the Court ought not let circuit
splits linger, that it should say what the federal law is sooner rather than later.”16 That robust view of the Court’s supervisory role is reflected in Justice
White’s frequent dissents from denials of certiorari for any case involving a
circuit split.17 Finally, Justices have noted that the vote on certiorari is “highly
personal,”18 “rather subjective,”19 and “more a matter of ‘feel’ than of precisely
ascertainable rules.”20 Thus, the certiorari votes of individual Justices are
dependent not only on ideological and philosophical considerations, but also
the idiosyncratic preferences of the Justices who cast them.
It is unsurprising, therefore, that individual Justices vote to grant certiorari
at considerably different rates. For the eight Terms studied, the average number of votes to grant certiorari by a Justice per Term is 105.5, the median is
104.5, and the standard deviation is 41.37. Table one displays the aggregate
number of votes to grant certiorari by individual Justices between 1986 and
1993:
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more of his or her colleagues vote to grant certiorari in a particular case.
David O’Brien has argued that “[j]oin-3 votes clearly lowered the threshold for
granting cases and contributed to the inflation of the plenary docket” by relaxing the Rule of Four.21 His conclusion was based on the fact that, according to
the bench memos contained in the papers of Justice Thurgood Marshall, 192
cases (or 12% of the total number of plenary cases) were placed on the plenary
docket with less than four grant votes and one or more join-3 votes between
1979 and 1990. Consistent with the treatment of join-3 votes by other scholars
and the findings of Professor O’Brien, I will treat a join-3 vote as the practical
equivalent of a vote to grant certiorari because a join-3 vote serves as a grant if
three other Justices wish to hear the case without qualification.22 Table two
combines votes to grant certiorari and join-3 into one convenient table:

Between 1986 and 1993, the average number of votes to grant certiorari (or
join-3) by a Justice per Term is 118.5, the median is 114.5, and the standard
deviation is 42.83.
The tables reveal two important trends not available from any other dataset. To begin with, the data demonstrate that membership changes appear to
have affected the size of the plenary docket; three membership changes on the
Supreme Court, all occurring after the October 1989 Term, are particularly
significant. First, Justice Souter, who voted to grant plenary review23 an average of 83 times per Term from 1990 to 1993, replaced Justice Brennan, who
21
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voted to grant plenary review an average of 129.25 times per Term from 1986
to 1989. Second, Justice Thomas, who voted to grant plenary review an average of only 71.7 times per Term from 1991 to 1993,24 replaced Justice
Marshall, who voted to grant plenary review an average of 124.6 times per
Term from 1986 to 1991. Finally and most significantly, the substitution of
Justice Ginsburg for Justice White likely transformed the size of the plenary
docket. Justice White voted to grant plenary review a prodigious 215.6 times
per Term, on average, between 1986 and 1992, or 67% more often than the
next closest member of the Court, Justice Brennan. Meanwhile, consistent
with her scholarly writings urging the Court to exercise self-control in managing the size of its plenary docket,25 Justice Ginsburg voted to grant plenary
review during the October 1993 Term only 63 times, or 29.2% as often as her
predecessor.
By 1993, those three membership changes alone accounted for a reduction
in the number of votes in favor of plenary review by an average of 251.75
votes per Term. Given that the mean number of votes to grant plenary review
for a Justice during the period is 118.5 votes, it is as if by 1993, the membership changes on the Court had reduced the number of votes cast in favor of
plenary review by two full members of the Court, meaning that the Rule of
Four was essentially operating with the functional equivalent of only seven of
the members of the pre-1990 Court.26 As Figure two demonstrates, each new
Justice appointed between 1986 and 1993 was stingier with grant (and join-3)
votes than his or her predecessor. Figure four shows the average votes to grant
plenary review per Term for Justices appointed prior to 1986 and separately for
those appointed during or after 1986.27 It illustrates that, regardless of the
other factors that influenced the declining plenary docket in the late 1980s and
24
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early 1990s,28 changes in membership on the Court played a role. Justices
appointed in 1986 or later voted, on average, to vote plenary review 46.2 times
less often per Term during the entire period from 1986 to 1993 than their more
senior colleagues.
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The data also yield another interesting observation. For every Justice on the
Supreme Court except Justice Stevens, the Justices voted to grant (or join-3)
plenary review in fewer cases during the 1992 and 1993 Terms than in 1991.
The starkest example is provided by the certiorari votes of Chief Justice Rehnquist, who had already reduced his votes in favor of plenary review upon
assuming the role of Chief Justice in 1986.29 During the 1991 Term, Chief
Justice Rehnquist voted to grant plenary review in 107 cases, but by 1992 and
1993, his votes to grant plenary review dropped to 91 and 63 cases, respectively. A similar phenomenon occurred with respect to Justice Thomas, who
cast the fewest votes in favor of plenary review during the 1993 Term. Although beyond the scope of this commentary, at least two possibilities could
explain the general drop in certiorari votes among the Justices during the 1992
and 1993 Terms. One possibility is that other factors—such as the move from
having six Justices participate in the cert pool in 1989 to eight by 1991—may
have decreased the number of cases considered for plenary review by reducing
the number of external checks on the cert pool.30 Another factor that might
explain the decrease in votes in favor of plenary review in 1992 and 1993 is
that, after twelve years of Republican presidential administrations, the composition of the federal appellate courts may have grown more homogeneous,
which decreased the number of important circuit splits for the Court to resolve.
It is also possible that rapid membership changes affected the voting behavior of even the stable members of the Court during the period from 1986 to
1993. As stated above, Justices act strategically and rapid turnover on the
Court may affect voting behavior, particularly aggressive grants, because
existing Justices could not be sure of the ideological preferences of their new
colleagues. Similarly, it is possible that the influx of certain new Justices,
particularly those like Justice Ginsburg, who had previously written about the
bloated size of the plenary docket, could have persuaded some of her colleagues to reduce the number of cases given plenary consideration by the
Court. Whatever the reasons, the contraction of the plenary docket (and the
general reduction in the number of grants in favor of plenary review) during
the 1991, 1992, and 1993 Terms deserves further scrutiny.
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CONCLUSION
This commentary is meant to be the most comprehensive account to date
of the impact of personnel changes on the size of the Supreme Court’s plenary
docket. Given that every Justice appointed between 1986 and 1993 voted to
grant plenary review less often than his or her predecessor, there is no question
that membership changes had some influence on the contraction of the plenary
docket. The size of the effect of these personnel changes and whether other
factors contributed to the decline in the plenary docket are questions to be
answered in the future.
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