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Abstract
We surveyed U.S. legislators in 36 states in order to understand how the COVID-19 pandemic—
and the related shift to remote work—affected legislators’ representative roles. Our results offer
suggestive evidence that remote work during the pandemic diminished policymaking activities
while increasing constituency service. Respondents reporting decreased ability to move projects
forward in the legislature and in their districts, and increased workloads overall. Nonetheless,
legislators seem committed to their roles as elected representatives.
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Policymaking, Constituency Service, and the Pandemic: How Working Remotely
Transformed U.S. State Legislators’ Representative Roles
Elected legislators in the United States play three critical roles: they make policy.
exercise legislative oversight, and perform constituency service. The global COVID-19
pandemic that began in March 2020 changed how these roles are carried out and the balance
among them. Social distancing requirements, restrictions on travel and gatherings, and school
closures limited elected bodies’ ability to work in person. Elected assemblies responded in
different ways: some suspended their work temporarily, others continued to sit with fewer
legislators, and others went fully virtual. Diminished opportunities to communicate and
collaborate may affect elected representatives’ ability to intervene in the policymaking process
and respond to constituent needs.
Many scholars tracked how COVID-19 affected legislatures’ functioning—documenting
trends towards ad-hoc decision-making and reduced deliberation, for instance (Bassetti &
Weiner, 2020; Griglio, 2020; Rayment & VandenBeukel, 2020)—but we focus on how
individual elected officials experienced these changes. In this research note, we look at how
‘remote politics’—shifting legislative work online—affected lawmakers’ ability to carry out their
core tasks as representatives, with a focus on policymaking and constituency service.
Our project further centres on how the informal matters for legislators’ day-to-day work.
In normal times, legislators confer in corridors, offices, and elevators. They speak in small
groups or one-on-one when entering and leaving committee meetings or plenary sessions. They
also conduct work in non-legislative spaces, cultivating alliances, negotiating, and strategising in
places like restaurants and golf courses. The public may be less attuned to lawmakers’ informal
communications or interactions in unofficial settings, but informality—as well as the interplay
between the official and unofficial—matters for representation, deliberation, and policy
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outcomes (Azari & Smith, 2012; Waylen, 2017). Among the many consequences of remote work
is the disappearance of opportunities for spontaneous communication with colleagues and staff
as well as the foreclosure of gatherings outside of official settings.
Our intuition was that remote politics would make interacting with colleagues more
difficult during both official moments (e.g., committee meetings or party caucus meetings) and
unofficial moments (e.g., in social situations). We expected that communicating unofficially or
informally would become especially difficult, since restrictions on in-person gatherings would
limit opportunities for impromptu conversations and social activities. We anticipated that the loss
of these opportunities coupled with other pandemic-related stressors—such as responding to
increased constituent need—would lead legislators to feel less able carry out their policymaking
tasks and less effective at serving their constituents.
To test these expectations, we fielded a survey to U.S. state legislators between July and
September 2020, contacting a total of 5,145 legislators via email. We contacted all legislators
serving in the lower and upper houses of the 36 U.S. state legislatures identified by the National
Council of State Legislatures as being full time or two-thirds time, receiving 81 complete
responses from legislators in 26 states. While the responses are too few for definitive
conclusions, they provide suggestive insights into how legislators fulfilled their roles during the
pandemic’s first summer, allowing future researchers to explore the strength and persistence of
these effects.
We looked at (1) the interactions necessary to move policy forward, namely interactions
with colleagues and the ability to communicate and work effectively; (2) the interactions central
to constituency work; and (3) overall workloads and job satisfaction. We found that while most
respondents felt able to maintain communication with their colleagues and constituents, their
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ability to carry out projects in the legislature and in their districts diminished. Slowdowns in the
policymaking process coupled with increased constituent demand contributed to higher
workloads and decreased job satisfaction, but not a decreased willingness to serve. Together, our
results offer suggestive evidence that remote work during the pandemic made carrying out
representative tasks more difficult, but that legislators remain committed to these roles.

Elected assemblies during the pandemic
Effective representation hinges on legislators’ ability to communicate with colleagues
and constituents. In the United States, legislatures take central stage in the policy process:
lawmakers are collectively responsible for policy outcomes but also individually responsive to
constituents (Cain, Ferejohn, and Fiorina 1987; Jewell 1982). Managing their different roles and
responsibilities requires considerable savvy. As Richard Fenno writes, “Representing a
constituency requires work by each elected politician in identifying problems and in negotiating
relationships that are attentive to, and supportive of, constituent habits, expectations, and
preferences" (2013, 8). The pandemic-related adaptations, such as instituting remote work for
some tasks and reducing in-person presence for others, changed how legislators typically interact
with colleagues and constituents, which matters for how they navigate their different roles.
For example, when parliaments continued in-person but with fewer members, this
reduction raised concerns about equitable participation, since the legislators who attended in
person were more likely to live close to the capital and be relatively free of caring
responsibilities (Malloy, 2020). Yet most studies so far have overlooked COVID-19’s
consequences for lawmakers as individuals, and instead focused on legislatures as institutions.
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Such studies have marked legislative deliberation and oversight as the biggest pandemic
casualties. Governments needed to respond quickly to reduce viral spread and address economic
and social dislocation. Following regular budget cycles with ample time for deliberation and
scrutiny risked leaving citizens without support, leading many governments to reduce budget
oversight (OECD 2020, 4-6). For instance, Canada’s parliament and provincial legislatures
continued to pass legislation, but with less scrutiny and fewer elected representatives taking part
in (limited) deliberation (Rayment & VandenBeukel, 2020). Governments worldwide declared
states of emergency in order to issue decrees that bypassed legislative oversight, allowing them
to mandate curfews and stay-at-home orders that would otherwise be constitutionally
impermissible or questionable. Rushed legislative decision-making and executive dominance
were born by circumstance but could undermine the effective deliberation and oversight that
legislatures are meant to provide (Bar-Siman-Tov, 2020; Griglio, 2020).
Likewise, in the pandemic’s early months, the U.S. Congress and several state
legislatures used ‘ad hoc procedures that do not promote robust deliberation or engaged
policymaking’ (Bassetti & Weiner, 2020, 2). COVID-19 also swamped the agenda, crowding out
other policy matters and slowing down government continuity in other ways, such as reducing
the legislature’s oversight functions (Bassetti & Weiner, 2020; Litke 2020). The upheaval also
reduced opportunities for face-to-face interactions, which meant legislators had fewer
opportunities to swap information or talk about policy. For example, Democratic
congresswoman Lauren Underwood noted in a summer 2020 interview that she was getting more
information about bills from outlets like The Washington Post, Politico, and The New York Times
than from official congressional channels (Traister, 2020). If legislators are not receiving
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information, they can neither influence conversations in the chamber nor send accurate reports
back to their districts.
As governance became more complicated, constituency service expanded. Constituents
sought help navigating coronavirus relief measures (Koop et al., 2020, 3). Since most COVIDrelief programs and policies were fast-tracked and adopted without much deliberation, their
parameters and criteria were often unclear, leaving recipients uncertain about process,
qualifications, and benefits. Legislators and their staff scrambled to decipher policies and advise
constituents (Koop et al., 2020).
Taken together, research on legislatures during COVID-19 identifies the institutional and
political consequences of pandemic policymaking: shifting power to the executive branch,
reducing legislative functions, and increasing constituent need. What about how legislators
experienced these challenges while working remotely? To our knowledge, no academic research
has yet tackled this question, but if legislators find virtual work difficult, then the worrisome
institutional changes will be compounded by individual legislators’ inability to fulfill their
representative roles. If legislators feel less able to interact with colleagues and constituents, and
therefore less able to advance policy and serve their constituents, then collective action in
representative bodies may deteriorate under crisis conditions. Specifically, we expected that
shifting to remote work and loosing informal and unofficial avenues of interaction would make
legislators feel less effective when carrying out their policymaking tasks. We also expected
legislators to face challenges communicating with constituents.
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Exploring the consequences of remote politics
We distributed an online survey via Qualtrics to 5,145 state legislators. We invited every
lawmaker serving in the lower and upper houses in the 36 U.S. states that have professionalised
legislatures: Alaska, Alabama, Arkansas, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Hawai’i, Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New
York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,
Washington, and Wisconsin. Each lawmaker received a personalised email invitation to
participate (beginning ‘Dear First-name Last-name’), though the email and the survey’s informed
consent made clear that the data themselves were collected anonymously (following our
institutional review board’s protocols, the survey did not collect identifying information, such as
legislators’ districts). We randomised which states’ legislators received the invitation on each
day, with the initial invitation sent between July 13 and July 27, 2020, and the reminder sent
between August 10 and August 25, 2020. In all, the survey was open between July 13 and
September 30, 2020.
Our survey asked questions about the interactions and communications legislators rely on
when carrying out their core representative tasks of making policy and helping constituents, as
well as questions about their overall job satisfaction while working remotely. We wanted to
know whether virtual work changed how frequently legislators engaged with different colleagues
(i.e., their co-partisans, their constituency, their staff) for official and unofficial business;
whether legislators felt working virtually changed how they carry out their representative roles;
and how they perceived their jobs during the pandemic. Depending on the set of questions, we
either reminded lawmakers to consider virtual work (‘Please answer the questions based on
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carrying out your legislative work remotely, even if you did not work remotely for very long’) or
prompted them to consider the coronavirus period (‘How much time you do spend on the
following tasks now compared to before the coronavirus?’).
We received 81 complete responses, reducing our ability to make causal inferences. Low
response rates are typical for internet surveys of U.S. state legislators, though ours (1.6%) is
below the lower range (11.5%) reported by methodologists (Fisher & Herrick, 2013). Our
respondents represent 26 states, covering all major U.S. geographic regions: northwest (e.g.
Washington), southwest (e.g., Arizona), Midwest (e.g., Minnesota), mid-Atlantic (e.g.,
Maryland), southeast (e.g., Georgia), and northeast (e.g., Massachusetts).1 A plurality of
respondents described their districts as suburban (51%), followed by urban (31%) and rural
(18%). The low response rate means we cannot explore state-by-state patterns, but our sample is
geographically diverse.
The sample is also too small explore patterns by gender, race/ethnicity, and partisan
identification, and some respondents declined to answer these questions. Of those who answered,
62 were white, 34 were women and 36 were men, and 50 were Democrats and 27 were
Republicans. Democratic women constituted the largest group (27), followed by Democratic
men (17), Republican men (19), and Republican women (6).2
Response bias is surely present, as those who responded likely differed from their
colleagues in certain ways. Sixty-four percent of our respondents served in states where
coronavirus cases rose between July and September 2020, and 71% of our respondents indicated
they were worried or very worried about COVID-19. We asked this question second-to-last in
order to avoid priming, but our sample likely represents respondents that were more preoccupied
with and affected by the pandemic. In fact, we received an usually high response rate to our final
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question, given that it was open response. Thirty-one of 81 respondents (38%) offered additional
information when prompted with, ‘Lastly, is there anything else the researchers should know
about your experiences working remotely during the coronavirus period.’
Despite this likely response bias, our results show some patterns, offering preliminary
insights into lawmakers’ experiences with carrying out their representative roles in the
pandemic’s early months. The open responses contain comments that, while not representative of
all U.S. state legislators, further illustrate the patterns detected in our quantitative results.
We initially divided respondents into two groups, based on whether their state legislature
was adjourned or in-session during the survey period (July-September 2020). In-session
legislatures were not necessarily meeting continuously: many closed temporarily due to
coronavirus outbreaks or were adjourned but called into special, shorter sessions, usually to
address budget shortfalls or the May 2020 Black Lives Matter protests. Most in-session
legislatures took a hybrid approach, such as holding committee meetings virtually but requiring
in-person voting, so lawmakers would still have conducted some legislative business virtually.3
Our division of adjourned versus in-session therefore captured not the frequency of virtual work,
but lawmakers’ overall work environment.4 However, we found few systematic differences
between lawmakers serving in adjourned versus in-session legislatures. Consequently, unless
noted otherwise, we report the proportions for all respondents.

Policymaking and executive oversight
Our survey examined how remote work affected legislators’ ability to connect with their
colleagues and advance projects, which matter for legislators’ ability to influence policy and to
oversee the executive. To set the stage, we asked lawmakers about their perceptions of virtual
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work—videoconference, email, and text or direct message—relative to in-person work. Most
respondents felt relatively comfortable with virtual communication tools. While they worried
about how they looked on videoconference (58%), they were not concerned that their homes
appeared on videoconference (84%) and they did not worry about security, whether of virtual
meetings (53%) or of emails, direct messages, and phone calls (62%). While most agreed that
‘it’s hard to convey the right tone over email’ (78%) and ‘I am careful about my tone in
videoconference’ (77%), carefulness did not necessarily inhibit communication. We asked, ‘no
matter who I need to talk to, I could just call [direct message/text] them,’ and 55% agreed they
could just call anyone and 79% agreed they could just text/direct message anyone. We also asked
if legislators felt that videoconference changed their ability ‘to make their own voice heard’:
while 36% reported a decrease, 52% reported no change.
Contrary to our expectations then, only a small proportion of respondents felt less able to
communicate using virtual tools. In fact, several open responses reminded us that, given lengthy
distances between the capitol and their districts, many lawmakers were using virtual tools well
before the pandemic. A woman Democrat from Alaska noted that her state ‘has excellent video
and teleconference capability for the Legislature’ and a woman Republican from Oregon
commented that she already did much work remotely since she lived four hours from the state
capitol. A woman respondent from Massachusetts appreciated how much money working
remotely saved her, since she usually spent hundreds of dollars on gas, meals, and hotels to
travel to the capitol. Not all individuals and states are equally situated, though. A male
Republican from Alaska said frankly, ‘I’m a little more technically challenged than my younger
colleagues.’ And a male Republican from Oklahoma expressed frustration with his state’s poor
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broadband, explaining that ‘some of us legislators that live away from the metropolitan areas
have trouble with meetings and so that does affect our job remotely.’
After exploring legislators’ comfort with remote work, we turned to legislators’
perceptions of carrying out policymaking tasks.5 Here, we found the pandemic affected
legislators’ ability to collaborate, especially in a bipartisan manner. While respondents chose
‘about the same’ when asked if knew the initiatives legislators in their party were working on
(57%) and the priorities of their party leaders (66%), fewer reported they knew what legislators
in the other party were working on (48% chose about the same and 51% chose worse than usual).
Similarly, on questions about respondents’ interactions with colleagues to carry out official
business, the greatest drop-off occurred when respondents considered their interactions with
distant rather than proximate colleagues. Overall, 64% reported interacting with fewer
colleagues than normal. Yet a plurality said they interacted with their co-partisans, party leaders,
legislative staff, and their district staff about the same (47%, 51%, 49%, and 60% respectively),
with the remainder roughly evenly split on ‘more than before’ or ‘less than before.’6 By contrast,
while 49% rated their interaction with legislators in the other party as about the same, 47% chose
less than before—very few (only 4%) saw their interaction with the opposition increase.
This pattern repeated in questions about legislators’ communications and relationships
with each other outside of official settings. Informal conversations move policy forward, but
working remotely diminished these interactions considerably, as shown in Figure 1. A majority
of respondents reported less socialising (73%), less small talk (60%), and fewer interactions with
their more distant colleagues, meaning legislators from the other party (55%).
[Figure 1 here]
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Many legislators also expressed skepticism that they could innovate and collaborate as
before. On the ability to generate support for their ideas, 45% chose about the same and 43%
chose worse than usual, and on the ability to move forward projects that are important to them,
40% chose about the same and 51% chose worse than usual. Lastly, reporting on the frequency
of convening colleagues to get something done in the legislature, 40% chose ‘about the same’
and 41% chose ‘less than before.’
Some open responses amplified respondents’ concerns with policymaking during the
pandemic. A woman Democrat from New York commented, ‘I found communication with staff
cumbersome and difficult. It takes longer to work through ideas and projects when working
remotely and not all together in an office.’ Others confirmed that pandemic concerns crowded
out other policymaking efforts and legislative work slowed down overall. A woman Democrat
from Minnesota wrote, ‘The virus has made passing legislation outside of COVID related items
challenging and requires more of me to keep communications with my community, local
officials and colleagues flowing.’ Another woman Democrat from Minnesota echoed this
reaction, writing ‘Our legislative agenda was severely limited due to burden of remote work.’ A
male Republican from Tennessee said, ‘Our interaction with interest groups and lobbyist [sic]
greatly declined, hampering the transfer of accurate information related to pending legislation.’
And while we did not ask directly about executive dominance, three respondents critiqued
governors for overreaching and bypassing legislative decision-making (two male Democrats
from Alaska and a woman Republican from Delaware).
Reading these results together, we conclude that while respondents largely felt
comfortable with virtual tools and believed that working remotely did not change their overall
participation in legislative work, some found that working remotely slowed down key
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policymaking tasks. While many legislators could communicate at the same frequency as before,
they perhaps could not communicate in the same way or with the same objectives as before.
These changes reduced informal interactions, made communicating with members of the other
party especially difficult, and overall slowed down legislators’ ability to move projects forward.

Constituency service
We also wanted to understand how fewer opportunities for in-person work affected
legislators’ ability to carry out constituency service, which we expected to have increased due to
the pandemic. Indeed, respondents reported that constituency work and constituent interactions
increased overall, with over two-thirds of legislators spending more time helping constituents
solve problems (69%) and more time answering phone calls or emails from the community
(67%). Just over half of all respondents (53%) spent more time engaging with constituents
through social media and most others (41%) reported the same as before. Here, respondents from
in-session legislatures (relative to respondents from adjourned legislatures) especially reported
an increase in helping constituents solve problems and contacting constituents on social media.
Perhaps unsurprisingly given the overall uptick in constituent need, most respondents (55%)
reported no difference in their ability to know their constituents’ main concerns when working
remotely.
Yet respondents reported that interactions leading to outcomes beyond addressing
constituents’ immediate needs either diminished or stayed the same. For instance, many
respondents marked that virtual work meant they convened people to get something done in the
district less than before (46%) or the same as before (44%) and that the onset of the pandemic
meant they held meetings with community members less than before (38%) or the same as
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before (41%). Overall, respondents were fairly split on whether working remotely changed how
often they interacted with constituents, with about one-third choosing less than before, one third
choosing about the same, and one third choosing more than before. These findings echo
legislators’ reports that advancing projects in the legislature stalled with the onset of the
pandemic: while constituents’ immediate needs went up—and legislators responded
accordingly—interactions and meetings about non-COVID related projects either went down or
stayed the same.
The open-ended responses underscored the increase in constituency service coupled with
diminished time for other agenda items. The same woman legislator from Massachusetts
reported that ‘constituent calls for assistance are up ten-fold,’ and a Democratic legislator from
Maryland described her constituents as ‘desperate’ and ‘overwhelmed.’ A male Republican from
Illinois said that ‘people are suffering more every day from job losses and will never recover and
sometimes it feels hopeless that we will be able to do anything for them.’ Voters’ need increased
and so their contact with their representatives increased, but legislators felt limited in their ability
to take steps that would truly transform constituents’ circumstances, especially when working
virtually.

Workloads and job satisfaction
Finally, we wanted to know how working remotely affected legislators’ workloads and
job satisfaction, which would have implications for whether legislators would find their new,
remote working conditions sustainable. Not surprisingly, most respondents saw their workloads
become more demanding (69%), with lawmakers from in-session legislatures especially likely to
choose this option. Lawmakers also found pursuing their goals as a state legislator more difficult

14

(74%). The majority reported ‘some change’ or ‘dramatic change’ (74%) in response to how
much the coronavirus period changed their jobs. As expected, most difficulties seemed linked to
the barriers that remote work creates for meaningful communication and interactions. When
asked which statement best described why they chose ‘less than before’ on questions related to
legislative tasks like moving projects forward, 78% of legislators selected ‘it’s hard without
being in person.’
Yet we don’t see evidence that more frustrating circumstances will affect attrition.
Eighty-five percent of respondents said they would ‘very much like’ or ‘like a great deal’ to
serve in the state legislature again. Yet, respondents were evenly split on whether their jobs
became more rewarding since the coronavirus began: 35% chose less rewarding, 36% chose did
not change, and 29% even chose more rewarding.
Responses to the open-ended question reflected this variation. Some representatives
found their work during the pandemic incredibly difficult: a woman Democrat from
Massachusetts wrote, ‘very stressful and not very satisfying.’ The male Republican from Illinois
who lamented ever helping his constituents said bluntly, ‘this is not the way I want to continue.’
A male Republican from South Carolina said he would not be seeking re-election after 10 years
of service. Yet others seemed willing to continue, with the woman Democrat from Minnesota
who expressed frustration with virtual communication still saying, ‘I love my job and am blessed
to do this work.’

Conclusion
How did the COVID-19 pandemic’s shift to remote work affect legislators’ ability to
carry out their representative roles? We anticipated that the institutional changes necessitated by
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COVID-19—like rushed decision-making, reduced deliberation, and diminished executive
oversight—would diminish legislators’ perceptions of their effectiveness at making policy and
serving constituents. While our sample of U.S. state legislators is small and not generalizable, we
find suggestive evidence that supports our expectations.
While U.S. state legislators adapted to virtual communication tools, continued to
communicate with colleagues, and worked the same amount or more than before, they innovated
less and moved forward fewer projects, especially projects unconnected to COVID-19.
Relatedly, respondents reported decreased interactions with more distant colleagues, like
members of the opposing party, and reduced opportunities for small talk and socialising.
Policymaking declined, but constituency service rose, shifting how legislators allocate their time.
Overall, our results suggest that, during the pandemic’s first summer, legislators found
navigating relationships and tasks more difficult—and that this difficulty impeded their ability to
make policy, oversee the executive, and serve their constituents. Yet while they felt their jobs
become more demanding and pursuing their goals more difficult, few expressed decreased
interest in serving. This last finding offers some optimism: representative democracy largely
depends on individual legislators who devise ways to manage their roles and responsibilities
(Jewell 1982), and so representative institutions may emerge from the pandemic battered but
intact.
These tentative conclusions offer avenues for future research. As the pandemic nears the
two-year mark, legislatures’ procedures have stabilized—but not necessarily returned to their
pre-pandemic normal. How do legislators achieve policy influence, hold executives accountable,
and serve their constituents in contexts where remote work has become increasingly common
and unofficial, informal interactions remain limited? Further, how do legislators’ experiences
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vary by gender, race/ethnicity, and, given the politicisation of the pandemic along party lines,
ideology? Future surveys with larger samples could explore these covariates, as could qualitative
studies using interviews. Future surveys can also improve upon our questions by asking about
specific legislative tasks, like writing or amending bills. Building on our preliminary insight into
the importance of informal and unofficial interactions for legislative work, next steps entail
examining the longer-term effects of COVID-19 on representative democracy.

Data Availability Statement
Dataset and replication files are available at: Piscopo, Jennifer M. 2022. "Replication Data for:
Policymaking, Constituency Service, and the Pandemic: How Working Remotely Transformed
U.S. State Legislators’ Representative Roles." https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/YIADIP, Harvard
Dataverse, V1, UNF:6:qszbpiO/xgJgvWPbn9L7QA== [fileUNF].
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Figure 1. Change in respondents’ informal interactions while working remotely.

Source: authors’ data
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Notes
1

We received no responses from Arkansas, California, Florida, Indiana, Michigan, Nebraska,
New Jersey, Ohio, Texas, and Virginia.
2
We analyzed results by gender and party identification, but found few systematic differences.
Where we uncovered a statistically significant difference, we could not discount that the results
were spurious: for instance, Republicans were more likely than Democrats to view
videoconference as inefficient, but no ideological difference between the parties explains this
trend. Consequently, we do not report gender or party differences.
3
Seven states had in-person legislatures with no virtual options for official business: Hawai’i,
Louisiana, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Nebraska, and Tennessee. Legislators in these
states still had meetings online, however. For instance, some Nebraska lawmakers met virtually
to discuss challenging their chamber’s in-person rules.
4
We counted a legislature as adjourned if no meetings occurred during our survey period, and
‘in-session’ if either chamber met at least once during our period, no matter whether they met
virtually or in-person. Adjourned states: Alaska, Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Illinois, Maryland, Oklahoma, Washington, and Wisconsin. In
session states: Connecticut, Hawai’i, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
North Carolina, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and
Tennessee.
5
Most U.S. legislatures do not sit year-round. Our survey asked legislators to reflect on their
interactions both relative to when the state legislature was in session and out of session. Since
their answers were largely similar, we report answers to the questions relative to when the
legislature is in session.
6
Not all legislators have their own staff, so this question asked about legislative staff generally.
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