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The Supreme Court recently cleared the way for a state grand jury to question Senator Lindsey Graham 
about his role in the 2020 presidential election in Georgia, including with respect to aspects of alleged 
phone calls the Senator placed to Georgia election officials. The dispute over Senator Graham’s 
testimony—which in large part focuses on the protections the Constitution’s Speech or Debate Clause 
(the Clause) affords to investigative or oversight communications between Members of Congress and 
other government officials—is unlikely to be over soon. While Senator Graham may now need to appear 
before the grand jury, the Supreme Court made clear that he “may return to the District Court should 
disputes arise regarding the application of the Speech or Debate Clause immunity to specific questions.” 
Senator Graham, therefore, may be able to raise Speech or Debate objections in response to questions that 
the Senator feels relate to protected legislative acts.  

The pair of district court opinions in In re subpoena to Non-party Lindsey O. Graham reflect the difficulty 
of determining what types of Member communications are protected by the Speech or Debate Clause and 
the constitutional sensitivities of courts investigating the content of Member communications to 
determine their protected status. The case is not the first of its kind. It takes place within a legal context in 
which courts have disagreed about how to treat an individual Member’s own informal investigative or 
oversight activities. How this uncertainty is ultimately resolved—in this case or future cases—could 
either inhibit informal, Member-driven investigations and oversight by subjecting them to examination 
from outside of Congress, or facilitate such activities by shielding them from outside inquiry as part of the 
legislative function performed by all Members. 

Background 
In January 2022, a special purpose grand jury was empaneled in Fulton County, Georgia, to investigate 
“possible attempts to disrupt the lawful administration of the 2020 elections in the state of Georgia.” As 
part of the ensuing investigation, the District Attorney caused the grand jury to issue a subpoena to 
Senator Graham seeking his testimony as a witness. Senator Graham moved to quash the subpoena, 
arguing, among other things, that he could not be compelled to testify before the grand jury because his 

Congressional Research Service 
https://crsreports.congress.gov 

LSB10857 



Pocket 
Constitution

The Declaration of Independence
The Constitution of the United States
The Bill of Rights
Amendments XI–XXVII
Gettysburg Address

TCNFPC.com



Congressional Research Service 2 

  

alleged communications with Georgia election officials were investigatory, made to inform himself for his 
legislative duties, and therefore absolutely protected by the Clause.  

The U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Georgia, in a pair of opinions entitled In re subpoena 
to Non-party Lindsey O. Graham, rejected Senator Graham’s argument that the subpoena should be 
quashed in its entirety. The court instead held that while the Clause prevented the District Attorney from 
questioning Senator Graham about the “legislative fact finding” aspects of any calls to Georgia election 
officials, the District Attorney could ask him targeted questions about any non-investigatory aspects of 
those calls. Senator Graham could, the court reasoned, also be asked about other non-legislative conduct, 
including communications with the Trump Campaign, public statements on the 2020 election, and other 
efforts to influence the actions of Georgia election officials. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh 
Circuit agreed with the district court’s reasoning, holding in response to an emergency motion that “there 
is significant dispute about whether [the Senator’s] phone calls with Georgia election officials were 
legislative investigations at all” and concluding that the district court approach would “enable[] a process 
through which that dispute can be resolved.”    

Senator Graham eventually asked the Supreme Court for a stay, which was temporarily granted by Justice 
Thomas and referred to the full Court. On November 1 the Court rejected the Senator’s request, reasoning 
that a stay was not necessary because the district court had “assumed that the informal investigative fact-
finding that Senator Graham assertedly engaged in constitutes legislative activity protected by the Speech 
or Debate Clause” and that “Senator Graham may not be questioned about such activities.” That ruling, 
the Court reasoned in its brief order, adequately protected the Senator’s constitutional prerogatives 
because, as previously noted, Senator Graham may return to court “should disputes arise regarding the 
application of the Speech or Debate Clause immunity to specific questions.”        

The Speech or Debate Clause and Member Interactions with Government Officials 
for Purposes of Investigation or Oversight 
The Speech or Debate Clause provides that for any “Speech or Debate in either House,” Members of 
Congress “shall not be questioned in any other Place.” As interpreted by the Supreme Court, the Clause 
largely immunizes Members from criminal and civil liability or any form of compelled testimony that is 
predicated on their “legislative” activities. The purpose of the Clause is not simply to protect Members by 
giving them special treatment under the law. The Clause instead acts as a key component of the 
Constitution’s separation of powers; safeguarding legislative independence by ensuring that neither 
executive, judicial, nor state legal processes are used to improperly influence, intimidate, or harass 
Members.  

The types of actions that are given protection by the Clause go beyond formal “Speech or Debate” in the 
halls of Congress. The Clause’s protective umbrella extends to cover any action that is an “integral part of 
the deliberative and communicative processes” through which Members engage either in “the 
consideration and passage or rejection of proposed legislation” or “other matters which the Constitution 
places within the jurisdiction of either House.” If the act in question is deemed to be sufficiently 
“legislative,” there is no “balancing” of the various interests at play. The Clause is an “absolute bar to 
interference.”    

The Supreme Court has previously found that investigative and oversight actions sanctioned by either the 
House, Senate, or a congressional committee are the type of legislative acts that receive Speech or Debate 
Clause protections. “The power to investigate,” the Supreme Court has held, “plainly falls” within the 
definition of “legislative.” This conclusion is perhaps unsurprising given that investigative oversight has 
generally been viewed not only as a “legitimate task of Congress,” but one “essential” to the legislative 
function. As such, actions taken as part of an authorized congressional investigation, including those 
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actions taken by individual Members at hearings, in issuing subpoenas, or pursuing contempt, have all 
been interpreted to be protected legislative acts. 

Courts have been less receptive to protecting informal investigative and oversight actions undertaken by 
individual Members outside of formal committee investigations, including Member communications with 
other government officials. While these interactions are generally viewed as “official” and “legitimate,” 
they are not always “legislative.” Notably, the Supreme Court has suggested that efforts to influence how 
the executive branch implements or administers the laws enacted by Congress (a common and legitimate 
oversight activity) are insufficiently connected to the legislative function and, therefore, not protected by 
the Clause, at least when conducted “informally” by an individual Member. As stated by the Supreme 
Court:  

Members of Congress are constantly in touch with the Executive Branch of the Government and 
with administrative agencies—they may cajole, and exhort with respect to the administration of a 
federal statute—but such conduct, though generally done, is not protected legislative activity. 

On the other hand, informally speaking with a government official in an effort to gather facts to assist the 
Member in their legislative duties (rather than seeking to “cajole” or “exhort” the official) has sometimes 
been given the protections of the Clause. This recognition of the importance of legislative fact-finding by 
individual Members is consistent with the position generally taken by Members that as constitutionally 
elected officers of the legislative branch, they are authorized to engage in oversight and investigations and 
entitled to access necessary information. The Department of Justice has taken a different view, concluding 
that individual Members “do not have the authority to conduct oversight in the absence of a specific 
delegation by a full house, committee, or subcommittee.” The D.C. Circuit, however, has previously 
suggested support for the congressional position. Reasoning in the context of the Freedom of Information 
Act, rather than in relation to the Clause, that court stated:  

All Members have a constitutionally recognized status entitling them to share in general 
congressional powers and responsibilities, many of them requiring access to executive information. 
… Each of them participates in the law-making process; each has a voice and a vote in that process; 
and each is entitled to request such information from the executive agencies as will enable him to 
carry out the responsibilities of a legislator. 

Still, there are courts that do not view informal actions by individual Members as “integral to the 
legislative process” for purposes of the Clause. In those jurisdictions, such activity would receive no 
protections, and a Member may be subject to criminal or civil liability for that activity or questioned 
against her will by executive branch or state investigative authorities. Still other courts have adopted a 
middle ground, holding that “oversight activities” do “not automatically result in Speech or Debate 
protections,” but “exist along a spectrum” in which some informal actions are unprotected but other 
“informal attempts to influence the Executive Branch on policy, for actual legislative purposes, may 
qualify as ‘true legislative oversight’ and merit Speech or Debate immunity.” 

The Graham Litigation and Its Potential Impact  
After noting the existing uncertainty over the scope of the Clause’s protections, the district court in 
Graham ultimately reached the conclusion that informal investigative activities by an individual Member 
of Congress can constitute legislative activity protected by the Clause. Specifically, the court held that  

while actions taken pursuant to a formally authorized congressional investigation would presumably 
always fall within the sphere of legitimate legislative activity, the fact that a member's individual 
investigative efforts may not be tied to an official congressional inquiry does not necessarily mean 
that such an investigation is per se non-legislative. The Court is therefore persuaded that, in some 
instances, fact-finding inquiries carried out by individual members of Congress can fall within the 
sphere of legislative activity protected by the Speech or Debate Clause.  



Congressional Research Service 4 

  

As applied to Senator Graham, the court reasoned that because Members have the legislative 
responsibility of certifying presidential elections under the Electoral Count Act, “to the extent Senator 
Graham was merely asking questions about Georgia’s then-existing election procedures and allegations of 
voter fraud in the leadup to his certification vote, such questions are shielded from inquiry under the 
Speech or Debate Clause. In other words, Senator Graham cannot be asked about the portions of the calls 
that were legislative fact-finding.” 

The court could not, however, “simply accept Senator Graham’s sweeping and conclusory 
characterizations of the calls” as “comprise[d] entirely of legislative fact-finding.” Instead, the court 
concluded that because a call from a South Carolina Senator to a Georgia state election official is not 
“manifestly legislative,” and because the nature of the calls has been a matter of public dispute, the record 
must be “more developed” before the court could determine whether the “entirety” of the call constituted 
legislative activity. Accordingly, Senator Graham may face “targeted and specific questioning” about the 
non-investigatory aspects of the calls—for example, whether he asked Georgia election officials to take 
any specific actions, including throwing out ballots. This conclusion, the court reasoned, was consistent 
with the Supreme Court’s prior holdings that efforts to “cajole” government officials—i.e., efforts to 
influence official action—though “expected” and routine, are non-legislative and unprotected by the 
Clause. 

Though the judicial decisions in the Graham litigation have recognized the importance of legislative fact- 
finding by individual Members and concluded that in some circumstances that activity receives Speech or 
Debate protections, the holding that Member fact-finding is not facially or “manifestly” legislative is a 
significant one for Congress. It confirms the principle that “informal” investigative activities by 
individual Members will sometimes be treated differently from more formal investigative activities 
connected to a committee investigation. If an individual Member communicates with a government 
official outside of a committee investigation, a federal or state prosecutor may be free to compel the 
Member’s testimony on the non-investigatory aspects of the communication (and in some courts, perhaps 
the investigatory aspects). On the other hand, if a Member makes the same statements to the same official 
as part of a committee investigation—for example, in a hearing or deposition—those statements are likely 
to be absolutely protected by a court. The Clause generally would not permit that same prosecutor to 
examine further the content of the Member’s communications in that context.   

Given the parties’ divergent views on the Clause, it seems likely that if Senator Graham appears before 
the special grand jury, disputes will arise as to whether specific questions relate to constitutionally 
protected communications or conduct. If that happens, either party may return the dispute to the federal 
courts, and the case may again make its way to the Supreme Court where, if appropriate, the Court could 
shed greater light on the extent to which the Justices view the Clause as protecting informal investigative 
and oversight activities by individual Members. That potential decision could have a significant impact on 
informal Member fact-finding.  

 

Author Information 
 
Todd Garvey 
Legislative Attorney 
 

  

 

 



Congressional Research Service 5 

LSB10857 · VERSION 1 · NEW 

Disclaimer 

This document was prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). CRS serves as nonpartisan shared staff 
to congressional committees and Members of Congress. It operates solely at the behest of and under the direction of 
Congress. Information in a CRS Report should not be relied upon for purposes other than public understanding of 
information that has been provided by CRS to Members of Congress in connection with CRS’s institutional role. 
CRS Reports, as a work of the United States Government, are not subject to copyright protection in the United 
States. Any CRS Report may be reproduced and distributed in its entirety without permission from CRS. However, 
as a CRS Report may include copyrighted images or material from a third party, you may need to obtain the 
permission of the copyright holder if you wish to copy or otherwise use copyrighted material. 

 



Testifying 
Before 
Congress

A Practical Guide to Preparing and Delivering
Testimony Before Congress and Congressional
Hearings for Agencies, Associations, Corporations,
Military, NGOs, and State and Local Officials

By William N. LaForge

By Tobias A. Dorsey

Legislative 
Drafter’s Deskbook 

A Practical Guide

Legislative Series Pocket 
Constitution

The Declaration of Independence
The Constitution of the United States
The Bill of Rights
Amendments XI–XXVII
Federalist Papers Nos. 10 and 51

TCNPocket.com

Congressional 
Procedure

A Practical Guide to the Legislative  
Process in the U.S. Congress

Richard A. Arenberg

The House of Representatives and Senate Explained Citizen’s
Handbook

To Influencing
Elected Officials

Citizen Advocacy in
State Legislatures and Congress

Includes

U.S. Constitution
and

Declaration
of Independence

By Bradford Fitch
Non-partisan training and publications that show how Washington works.™

PO Box 25706, Alexandria, VA  22313-5706
202-678-1600 • www.thecapitol.net

TheCapitol.Net is 
on the GSA Schedule 
for custom training.

GSA Contract GS02F0192X

Learn how Capitol Hill really works
All of our programs and any combination of their topics  
can be tailored for custom training for your organization.
For more than 40 years, TheCapitol.Net and its predecessor, Congressional Quarterly Executive 
Conferences, have been teaching professionals from government, military, business, and NGOs about  
the dynamics and operations of the legislative and executive branches and how to work with them.

Our training, on-site and online, and publications include congressional operations, legislative and budget 
process, communication and advocacy, media and public relations, research, testifying before Congress, 
legislative drafting, critical thinking and writing, and more.

• Diverse Client Base—We have tailored hundreds of custom on-site and online training programs 
for Congress, numerous agencies in all federal departments, the military, law firms, lobbying firms, 
unions, think tanks and NGOs, foreign delegations, associations and corporations, delivering 
exceptional insight into how Washington works.TM 

• Experienced Program Design and Delivery—We have designed and delivered hundreds  
of custom programs covering congressional/legislative operations, budget process, media training,  
writing skills, legislative drafting, advocacy, research, testifying before Congress, grassroots, and more.

• Professional Materials—We provide training materials and publications that show how Washington 
works. Our publications are designed both as course materials and as invaluable reference tools.

• Large Team of Experienced Faculty—More than 150 faculty members provide independent  
subject matter expertise. Each program is designed using the best faculty member for each session.

• Non-Partisan—TheCapitol.Net is non-partisan.

• GSA Schedule—TheCapitol.Net is on the GSA Schedule for custom training:  
GSA Contract GS02F0192X. 

Please see our Capability Statement on our web site at TCNCS.com.

Custom training programs are designed to meet your educational and training goals, each led by 
independent subject-matter experts best qualified to help you reach your educational objectives  
and align with your audience. 

As part of your custom program, we can also provide online venue, classroom space, breaks and meals, 
receptions, tours, and online registration and individual attendee billing services.

For more information about custom on-site training for your organization, please see our web site: 
TCNCustom.com or call us: 202-678-1600, ext 115.

Persuading

How to Spend 
Less and Get More 
from Congress: 
Candid Advice 
for Executives

A Practical Guide to Parlaying an Understanding of Congressional
Folkways and Dynamics into Successful Advocacy on Capitol Hill

By Joseph Gibson

Congress

PersCongCover:PersCongCover2  3/22/10  3:24 PM  Page 1




