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MEG HEUBECK:  I get to introduce you to my illustrious boss.  He’ll probably feel 

uncomfortable with me calling him that.  He’s absolutely a wonderful person to work for 
because he supports all of the Center staff’s passion for civic education and just keeps 
inspiring us to go on doing what we’re doing and that’s probably the nicest thing I can 
say.  He’s also comfortable enough with me to ask me for change to get a soda.  That’s a 
real compliment, isn’t it?  I’m sure I’ll get it back, in one way or another.   

 
 I’ve had the pleasure of working at the Center for four years, a little over four years, 
and I’ve really really enjoyed it and partially it’s because of Professor Sabato or as he 
likes to be called Larry Sabato, and he had had a very illustrious career in politics.  He’s 
been involved with making predictions on the elections.  You saw his class on 
Wednesday.  If there was ever a more engaging professor, I don’t know of it.  I don’t 
want to go and bore you with all of the wonderful things that he has done, but he is 
recognized.  He’s the Robert Kent Gooch Professor of Politics which is a special honor 
here at the University.  He is so special that he gets to live on the Lawn in Pavilion IV 
because of his service to the University, so with no further ado, Professor Sabato, the 
one and only. 
 

PROFESSOR LARRY SABATO:  Thank you so much, Megan, and the staff inspires me.  
Meg’s enthusiasm for the Youth Leadership Initiative which I know she’s told you about 
because she tells everyone about it.  Oh, that’s later today?  Okay, you’ll hear the 
whole—  It’s really exciting what Meg and her colleagues, Daman, where’s Daman?  He 
was here.  Oh, there you are.  And others have been able to do.  Bruce, over there, at the 
Center, and starting out from virtually nothing just 10 years ago and now we’re all over 
the country and in every major school, public and private, and even some schools around 
the world and we hope to help you in some ways using the Youth Leadership Initiative 
program.  I’m going to leave that to Meg to describe, but we’re just all about civic 
education and this is about civic education and you are our inaugural class.  In fact, this 
has been such a success.  I’ve heard from a number of the speakers who’ve been here 
who’ve been very impressed with the questions that you’ve asked and that maturity with 
which you’ve approached this task and their appreciation for the difficulties you’ve 
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faced in Sri Lanka, difficulties we can’t even imagine, really, in the United States 
without your help.  You’re helping us to see another system. This is very much a two-
way street and that’s the way it always should be, but you are our very first class thanks 
to Joseph back there in the Global Perspectives on Democracy and we’re going to do this 
with delegations from all over the world who have different situations, obviously, than 
you do, but still it will be a two-way communication and it can only help all of us, so I’m 
very excited about this and I think this is the beginning of something big and Ken—   

 
 Is Ken still around?  Yeah, there he is.  I can’t see this morning.  That’s why I 
needed my coke.  I don’t drink coffee.  I’ve never liked the taste, but I’m a southerner 
and in the south in the United States, you start off the day with a cold Coke and not a 
diet Coke.  You must have sugar and caffeine.  It’s the combination of sugar and 
caffeine that enables you to live.  Man cannot live by bread alone.  Coke must be 
included and sure enough, Coke is produced in Atlanta, so it’s an Atlanta, Georgia 
product so we’re addicted to it and I have been deprived all morning long.  I was nearly 
dead when I walked in, so this enables me to finish this presentation. 

 
  Ken is not given to flights of fancy.  He’s my Chief of Staff.  I like to say he’s the 

real director of the Center for Politics.  That’s why the staff likes me because they never 
see me and I don’t cause them any problems and that’s the truth.  That’s human nature.  
Ken really runs the Center and Ken has had a long and distinguished career in politics 
and public policy and now education here and Ken is very rational and controlled.  He’s 
a nice complement to me and that’s why I rely on him for cool judgment when I get mad 
or angry, which I do no more than 10 or 12 times a day about something.  Ken will calm 
me down.  Well, last night, Ken wrote me—it was in the middle of the night—it was 
after he’s finished this program with you and he said this is the most exciting thing that 
we’ve done except for the Youth Leadership Initiative and I just think it has gone 
beautifully and it’s been really incredible to watch this process and he said this is the 
beginning of something big and I know when Ken gets excited about something, it’s 
worth getting excited about, so I wanted to tell you his reaction.  I rely on his judgment a 
great deal. 

 
  Here’s what I want to do.  I’m literally going to take 10, 15 minutes maximum 

because I know you’ve been lectured to a lot.  You’ve already seen a lecture that I’ve 
given.  I would rather spend my time in discussion with you and I’ve heard about some 
of the things that have gone on yesterday and also this morning, so I have some idea of 
what you’ve been talking about, but I just want to share a few things with you.  Now, 
given your situation, these may appear to be unrealistic objectives, goals, ideals, or 
ideas, ideologies, however you want to interpret them, maybe.  But I tend to think over 
time they are achievable and there’re certain things that I’ve come across in my own 
career that have inspired me since I’ve been young.  I mean, after all, you have to be 
inspired to go into a field and to spend every day with it.  If you’re not happy with a 
subject, if you’re not absorbed with it, you can’t live with it.  Day in and day out, it 
doesn’t get you up in the morning anymore.  It doesn’t keep you working late at night.  It 
doesn’t keep you working on weekends.  You have to love a field to really dedicate 
yourself to it over a lifetime.  That’s advice I always give students is to find that thing 
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that gets you up early in the morning and keeps you excited all day long.  Then you’ll 
never work a day because your work will seem like play and that’s the key to life is 
finding that one thing and for me it’s politics.   

 
 I’ve always been interested.  My dad was a World War II veteran and he believed 
very—  I don’t want to brag and he’s been long gone, dead for 14 years, but he was in D 
Day and he was in the Battle of the Bulge and he helped to liberate some of the German 
countryside including one of the concentration camps in Germany.  He brought back my 
most prized possession which is a giant Nazi flag, a Swastika flag, that flew over Hitler’s 
favorite regional headquarters and silverware that Hitler used and so on.  I don’t think he 
was supposed to bring it back, but he did it anyway and I’ve got it and no one’s going to 
take it from me.  But he believed strongly in civic education because he saw what 
happened when people didn’t pay attention.  Remember, Hitler was elected.  The Nazis 
won two elections in Germany.  They never got a majority but they came close once in 
the mid ’40s and for a parliamentary system, that’s more than enough to win.  Where 
there is no vision, the people perish.  Where people don’t pay close attention to civic 
affairs or let those who have power rule without check, then there is great danger.  
There’s great danger not just that individual rights will be ignored, but also that the 
better interests of a society will not be represented in the output of government, what 
government actually does. 
 
 So, my dad, we were a Catholic family and when John F. Kennedy started—  I don’t 
remember anything about the Eisenhower years.  I was born in 1952 and he actually was 
a pretty good president in retrospect.  His ratings have shot up among historians and 
people like me who judge presidents.  Eisenhower did pretty well, but I have no memory 
of him whatsoever.  Now, my justification was I was seven when he left office.  I feel 
like that’s legitimate that I don’t remember Dwight Eisenhower, but I remember John F. 
Kennedy and I got very excited by the political conventions in the summer of 1960 that 
nominated John F. Kennedy and Richard Nixon.  I watched them with my dad and my 
mom, to a certain degree.  She was much less political and I said we’ve got to get 
involved in this campaign, I’m very excited about it, so as a seven year old, I carried 
literature around, door-to-door.  People thought that was adorable, that a seven year old 
was doing this.  I have to admit, in the beginning I thought a guy named Kennedy 
Johnson was running for president.  All the bumper stickers said Kennedy Johnson.  I 
thought it was a hyphenated name.  I had no idea it was two different people, but John F. 
Kennedy came to my city just four days before the election and I got pulled out of school 
so I could see him and I waved.  I saw him twice that day, once at a rally and once going 
by in a motorcade.  By the way, there were no guards.  This is in my mind’s eye, even to 
this day.  Not one guard in that car.  He was just sitting on the back of a convertible and I 
literally—  I turned to my dad and I said where are the guards and we remembered that 
November 22nd, 1963 because back then, we were very naïve.  What’s amazing is he 
wasn’t shot before November 22nd or that all our presidents weren’t assassinated and 
now, of course, it’s the opposite problem.   
 
 One of our struggles here in this democracy is to keep people like the president and 
other senior elected officials in touch with real people because they’re in a bubble.  
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They’re surrounded by staff and Secret Service and all kinds of people who insulate 
them from reality and they think they’re seeing a real sample of people in the White 
House and they’re not.  They’re all pre-selected for various reasons.  If you’ve ever 
watched like the Internet forum and you saw any piece of that yesterday or even on the 
news, everybody in the back is going—  Everything Obama says—  Well, that’s not 
America, you know.  America is, are you nuts?  You’re crazy.  That’s a terrible idea.  
That’s America.  So it worries me.  We’re going to the opposite extreme, but anyway, as 
I started reading more about government and realizing that that was what I was very 
interested in and I never missed a campaign.  I’ve never missed an election.  I’ve voted 
in every election, every primary, every everything that there’s been.  My father insisted 
that I do that.  I’ve never missed an election.  Even when there’re bad choices.  You see, 
we have a write-in line.  I have written in Thomas Jefferson more times than I can count.  
You’re allowed to write in and partly because of what do, I’m non-partisan.  I used to be 
partisan years and years ago and I’m non-partisan now and don’t participate in partisan 
politics and I’m very comfortable doing that because the older I’ve gotten, the more I’ve 
seen the flaws in both major parties and I’m very comfortable doing what I’m doing, so 
often I vote for Thomas Jefferson or somebody else.  I try and spread my votes around to 
dead people who can’t cause us any harm.  And that’s the American way.  You’re 
allowed to do things like that.   
 
 Anyway, I know all of you all are getting this or you have gotten it, right?  Our little 
pocket Constitution and I always carry it with me because—  I’ve read it probably 200 
times, the Constitution, the Declaration of Independence, 200, maybe a thousand times.  
I don’t know, but I’ll be driving somewhere or on a plane—  I’m on planes a lot and if I 
have a minute and I’ve run through my newspapers and reading materials, I’ll take it out 
and I will read the words again and every time I read it, I come up with new 
interpretations or new questions and maybe new contradictions or maybe new ideas for 
change.  I think some of you have read my book on the Constitution.  It’s really radical.  
I threw out all kinds of ideas for change and it upset a lot of people—how dare you, 
because this has become the tablets handed to Moses on the Mount by God and 
supposedly unchangeable which is utterly ridiculous.  The Founders wanted us to 
constantly rethink the system, to try and build a better mousetrap and we have started to 
get our feet in concrete, settled concrete, and that worries me.  A society that’s ceases to 
change and adapt is a society that’s headed for disaster, so this is not our bible.  It 
shouldn’t be and it worries me that some people have interpreted it that way and we need 
to get away from that kind of thinking, but I still enjoy it and some of the language is 
very archaic, obviously.  It doesn’t really apply to today’s world.   
 
 At the same time, there are bits and pieces and phrases that affect us every day, 
particularly the Bill of Rights, the most important part of the Constitution which, 
remember, wasn’t part of the original Constitution.  Only when people like Jefferson 
balked because individual liberties weren’t stressed was the Bill of Rights added and 
essentially, it became part of the original Constitution ratified at the same time.  You 
wouldn’t have had a Constitution ratified without Bill of Rights so these individual 
liberties are very important to us and they’re not cost free.  For example, all of the rights 
that we give to the criminally accused guarantee, guarantee, that lots of guilty people go 
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free.  Now, that’s an outrage.  Imagine if someone committed a crime against you or a 
member of your family, say, a murder, a rape, whatever it might be, and that individual 
got out because evidence was tainted in the investigation and the rights guaranteed the 
individual under Bill of Rights were not fully realized.  You would be very angry.  You 
would have a right to be very angry, but under the law, those civil liberties take 
precedent even over justice.  Even over justice.  That’s how important they are and it’s 
very difficult for Americans to grasp that and many a political candidate has made hay 
and won elections by preying on the fears of people regarding crime and capitalizing on 
people’s unhappiness over a certain verdict or whatever.  They completely ignore the 
spirit of the Declaration and the Constitution and particularly the Bill of Rights.  Well, 
you’ve read that.   
 
 What you haven’t come across is one of my favorite sections of the Constitution of 
Virginia which preceded the Constitution of the United States.  The first Constitution of 
the independent state of Virginia declaring independence from Great Britain was written 
in 1776 by many people, but the preface to the Constitution, the first sections of the 
Constitution, were written by a man named George Mason who was one of the original 
Founders and participated in the Constitutional Convention that came in 1787-1789.  
Now, what he wrote and I love these words, and it’s never been changed.  We’ve had I 
think six revisions to the Virginia Constitution over the years.  Never a word has been 
changed and I just want to read some of this to you.  It’s short.  I want to read it to you 
because it’s so powerful.  It’s actually more powerful than what we have in the 
Constitution, I think. 
 
 Section 1:  “equality and rights of men.  That all men are by,” and of course, men in 
those days meant unfortunately white men with property.  Men today means men and 
women, everyone.  Thank goodness we’ve made all that progress over the years.  So, 
let’s remember to interpret things in terms of the reality of the time.  I always tell 
students who are very critical of this and that and the other and I am, too, that a hundred 
years from now, our children and grandchildren and great-grandchildren are going to be 
very critical of us.  They’re going to say how could they have been so stupid as to allow 
fill-in-the-blank.  I don’t want to fill it in for you.  You fill it in.  Boy, what a regressive 
bunch of people they were.  I’m so glad we’re not living in that time.  Well, we say the 
same thing about previous times, but, remember, what goes around comes around.  It’s 
going to happen to us, too, so, anyway, “that all men are by nature equally free and 
independent and have certain inherent rights of which when they enter into a state of 
society, they cannot by any compact deprive or divest their posterity,” their descendents.  
“Namely, the enjoyment of life and liberty with the means of acquiring and possessing 
property and pursuing and obtaining happiness and safety.”   
 
 You recognize some of those phrases made it into the Declaration and influenced 
the Constitution, right?  But here’s where they originated.  They originated with George 
Mason and really what he’s saying here is we are human beings with certain inalienable 
individual liberties in a state of nature before we ever form a compact to have a 
government and those rights are essential to our humanness and we cannot give up those 
rights when we enter into a society or form a government, that a government which 
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forces us to give up what is ours simply because we are human and born into the state of 
nature is illegitimate.  The government’s illegitimate.  People and their rights are never 
illegitimate and then he went on in Section 2 to say and this is my very favorite.  I quote 
this all the time:  “that all power in a government”—all power—“is vested in and 
consequentially derived from the people.  “That magistrates,” and that was the term for 
elected officials, “that magistrates or elected officials are the people’s trustees and 
servants.”  That’s the key word—servants.  The elected officials are servants of the 
people and at all times and amenable to the people.  Now, to me that is a very important 
viewpoint because in so many societies around the world and increasingly in the United 
States, I think our elected officials at the very top, our senators and governors and 
presidents, they think they are our masters.  They’re so important.  No.  They are our 
servants.  We, the citizenry, we citizens, are on top of them.  We are in the superior 
position.  They’re in the inferior one.  That’s why George Washington and others were 
so happy to put down the burdens of office, or as Adams said, to resume the higher 
station of the citizen, to get rid of the presidency, the burdens of the presidency, of being 
a servant of the people and to become the boss by becoming a citizen, so I love this.   
 
 This final one I’ll read to you.  This almost justifies—   It does justify revolution.  
This is Section 3.  It says that “government is or ought to be instituted for the common 
benefit, protection and security of the people of all the various modes and forms of 
government that is best which is capable of producing the greatest degree of happiness 
and safety for the people.”  That’s the purpose of government—“to secure the greatest 
degree of happiness and safety.”  Then he goes on to say, “and whenever any 
government shall be found inadequate or contrary to these purposes, a majority of the 
people have an indubitable, inalienable and indefeasible right to reform, alter or abolish 
the government”—abolish the government—“in such manner as shall be judged most 
conducive to the public weal,” to the public good.  This in a Constitution gives us the 
right of revolution.  We exercised it in 1776.  We technically could exercise it again and 
I hope we don’t.  I hope we never have to, but we do have that right, so they’re inspiring 
words to me and they’re words that I have quoted and cited over the years and they’re 
reflected in two slogans that I love. 
 
 Now, one, this goes back to all those years ago, Chip.  Chip was working for one 
candidate running for governor in Virginia and I was working for the opposite candidate.  
We were friends.  It’s not like today where everybody hates one another.  We met.  We 
talked.  We had beers and the campaign manager on his side and I used to talk several 
times a week in the evening and trade gossip and [00:22:19 / __________] each other 
and this and that.  People don’t do that today.  We had fun back then, but my candidate 
had a slogan that I think applies for the ages and really summarized what George Mason 
said in that Constitution, the excerpts I just read you.  The slogan is “keep the big boys 
honest.”  That was his slogan.  “Keep the big boys honest,” and doesn’t that apply today.  
Look at what’s happened.  When the big boys of finance, not just politics, of finance, are 
allowed to roam free with no one keeping them honest, they nearly destroyed the world 
economy.  They’ve made out like bandits but we’re all 50% poorer than we were a year  
ago and that’s why I love to wear this button and it always provokes thought and people 
always think, hmmm, and some people react positively and some react negatively.  
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They’re the big boys, the ones that react negatively, but in any event, I just have a ball 
with that and if my philosophy could be summarized in a slogan, it would be keep the 
big boys honest combined with politics is a good thing, and remember, I am not saying 
here politicians are good things, though they can be.  They can be instruments of good if 
they follow George Mason’s dictates, but lots of politicians don’t follow George 
Mason’s dictates. 
 
 Politics is the process.  It’s the glue that holds together any diverse society.  It’s the 
oil that greases the creaky machinery of government.  In the United States, for example, 
a demographer once counted 220 different social, ethnic, racial and religious groups 
living in the city of Chicago, just Chicago, 220 different segments of the world.  I mean, 
really, we have a concentrated population from virtually every nation on earth living 
somewhere in the United States and often in many places, so without politics greasing 
the machinery, gluing the society together we wouldn’t be able to hold together or make 
the system work so I really believe in that.  It’s a good thing.   
 
 What’s the alternative?  I mean, there’re only a certain number of other system—
oligarchy and authoritarianism, dictatorship.  They’re all inferior to democracy which 
has its own flaws but which still is preferable, so anyway, those are just some opening 
thoughts that I have that get down to the basis for why I do what I do and why I believe 
what I believe and maybe that will spark some discussion, but mainly I just want to 
answer your questions.  You can ask me about anything.  You’ve have tons of lectures 
and loads of people telling you things and I want to use the rest of my time just to have a 
chat with you.  Let’s have a conversation.  What would you like to ask while I chug 
down my Coke? 
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Thank you so much and feel free to sit down.  We’re relaxing.  When 

you have like a former Secretary of State so you have to stand.  For me, who cares?  
Okay.  It doesn’t make any difference.  You just relax and sit down.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  What’d you say?  The social problem.  Sure.  It’s both.  When I came 

over here, I had a long 30-second commute.  It tired me out, but I was watching 
President Obama announce the sending of an additional I think 4,000, 4,500 people to 
Afghanistan, mainly advisors and community organizers on top of the addition of 17,000 
troops.  We’ll have 100,000 there of the allies.  The United States will have 100,000 
troops there and that was really his point.  It’s interesting listening to him because I think 
he has figured out what most people who understand the history of Afghanistan already 
know that no foreign power has ever going to impose anything on Afghanistan.  They 
simply slough it off.  I mean, if the Russians—  Let me be blunt.  The Russians, the old 
Russians, the old Soviet Union, when they invaded in late ’79 and it carried over through 
the 1980s, but, look, they would have done anything.  I mean, they thought nothing of 
shooting whole villages.  They did whatever they had to do.  That was the Russian 
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philosophy, the old Soviet philosophy.  Individuals were irrelevant.  It’s the state that 
mattered.  They couldn’t conquer Afghanistan.  It’s just laughable that we will.  We’re 
never going to be willing to make the kind of decisions, horrible decisions that will be 
necessary to conquer it.  Instead, Obama has figured out that the only way out is to win 
over the populations, particularly the border areas.  I mean, he’s also got a big package 
of money for Pakistan to get their cooperation.  We’ll see how much of it goes to the real 
purpose and how much of it goes to corruption, but he’s going to try and buy the 
populations to turn off to the terrorists and onto whatever.  I listened very carefully and 
he has dropped President Bush’s mandate to convert Afghanistan as with other countries 
to democracies.  I couldn’t imagine living in any society but a democracy, but that’s me.  
As I look around the world, there are some societies currently, maybe permanently, but 
at least currently not suited for democracy and for the United States to impose it is 
completely unacceptable.   

 
  All societies have short memories.  I thought we learned, we should’ve learned in 

Korea not to have a land war agent 6-8,000 miles away.  Well, it took us 20 years before 
we forgot the lessons and had a land war—  It didn’t take 20 years, it took 15 years, until 
we had a full-fledged land war in Vietnam.  Right?  We forgot the lesson and it turned 
out exactly the same way.  Stalemate which led to a beating.  We lost the Vietnam War.  
There’s absolutely no question about it and then Iraq.  They’re all different situations 
and I’m not saying that all the circumstances are similar, but, yes, Iraq, there’re been 
successes because of the surge and so on.  The fundamental question, though, is whether 
it was worth 4,200 of the best American lives and $1½ trillion dollars that we don’t have 
to create a “democracy” in Iraq. 

 
  Now, I can’t go into the future, but if I could, I’ll bet you 20 years from now it’s not 

much of a democracy.  That’s my guess.  I’m not sure what all this has been for other 
than to get rid of Saddam Hussein which was Bush’s real objective for personal reasons 
as much as anything else and Saddam Hussein tried to kill his father right after his father 
left the presidency with an assassination attempt while Bush, Sr. was visiting Saudi 
Arabia and he can deny it until the cows come home.  That’s exactly why he was 
determined to get rid of Saddam Hussein.  There are 49 dictators around the world as 
vicious as Saddam Hussein.  Are we going to get rid of all of them in this spread of 
democracy?  No, we picked one.  Gee, I wonder how we picked that one.   

 
 So, in any event, getting back to your point.  We’re starting to understand that again. 
We have at other times.  In Vietnam, after we failed militarily for a while, we came up 
with the Hearts and Minds program saying we were going to win the hearts and minds of 
average Vietnamese because we couldn’t do it the barrel of a gun.  Well, we’ve figured 
that out again in Afghanistan.  I don’t know whether it will work.  I hope no one 
[00:31:04 / __________ terrorism].  9/11 changed America in fundamental ways forever 
and it worries me because we lost some of our individual rights.  We really did.  You see 
it every time you go to an airport.   
 

__________:  __________ 
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LARRY SABATO:  Well, actually there’re many factions to the Taliban.  It’s one lesson I 
learned in Britain in early March when we went over there to launch this program, the 
Global Perspectives on Democracy, and we met with quite a number of members of the 
House of Commons and some members of the House of Lords from all the different 
parties, particularly the Labor Party, the governing Labor Party, and some Conservative 
Party members, and I tell you what I learned.  They had a greater sense of history than 
we ever will.  We are very young country.  We think that we run across something like 
this like the Lawn here that was founded in 1817.  That’s when the cornerstone was laid 
here at the Colonnade Club.  You’re in the first place that existed at the University of 
Virginia and was built essentially by 1827-28, two years after Jefferson died.  We think 
that’s old and, of course, in Great Britain, you can travel the streets of London and 
virtually everything is 300, 400, 500 years old on certain streets.  They have a greater 
sense of history and every single Parliamentarian with whom I discussed the 
Afghanistan situation said are you all nuts?  There’s no way you’re ever going to do 
what you think you’re going to do, but among those who felt that we needed to try 
because of terrorism, they pointed out that there’re many factions of the Taliban.  Some 
are just purely corrupt.  They want to be taken care of.  They want money.  They’re not 
driven by ideology or the Koran or religion or anything like that.  They just want to be 
taken care of.  There are others who are pure ideologues for one faction or another, one 
idea or another, not necessarily religious, but some are very religious, so you have to 
divide and conquer.  That’s really the only way to do this is divide and conquer.  You 
always want your enemy fighting amongst themselves, right, and that may be the only 
realistic way to go about it.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:   Well, look, it’s the policy of the United States that it should be.  At 

least parts of the West Bank in Gaza should be a Palestinian state and I’ve been to the 
Middle East several times in my life and I frankly believe it’s the only possible solution 
for the long run is to have an independent Palestinian state, but of course, it has to be a 
state that won’t be at war with Israel and vice versa and there has to be a change of heart 
really on both sides if that’s going to happen.  Maybe gradually over time there will be.  
Look, I never thought that the Northern Ireland situation would ever be resolved.  I 
assumed that would go on for centuries and we’d never have a solution.  Boom.  We had 
a solution.  I mean, they’ve had a few skirmishes here and there and the occasional 
killing, but when I lived in Britain in the ’70s, literally when you went to London, you 
were told to be very—  to have watchful eyes wherever you went because bombs were 
going off daily some place in London.  I never thought it would end and it did, so you 
just never know.  Over time, people can be rational given the right set of stimuli.   

 
  Very good.  Excellent question.  Let me get somebody from this side.  I’ll go back 

and forth.  I’m going to come back to you but you’re on the wrong side of the table.  I’ve 
got to get somebody over here.  I’m going to go to you next.  There you go.  
 

__________:  __________ 
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LARRY SABATO:  You say the 1960s?  Yes.  Okay, right, exactly.  And they were 
considered great progressive innovations.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Well, look, you’ve asked a number of excellent questions in there, 

some of which I’m not even qualified to address.  You know, when I grew up, I grew up 
in the bipolar area.  Essentially we had two super powers, the United States and the 
Soviet Union and China had not yet emerged.  People from the Republic of China really 
hadn’t emerged as a superpower.  They had developed nuclear capabilities, but they 
weren’t considered a full superpower at that time, so we had a bipolar system and it was 
a vicious system.  It’s actually well represented by all the James Bond movies, right, 
where there’s a good guy and a bad guy, somebody’s wearing a white hat, somebody’s 
wearing a black hat.  The bipolar system was, of course, completely unrepresented of the 
real nature of the world which already was incredibly diverse and the largest group of 
nations, the non-aligned nations, but it also had one positive impact.  It organized the 
world wealth.  Everybody was organized in terms of the Soviet Union and the USSR and 
their relationship with the two and you could categorize everybody as leaning one way 
or the other.  There were only a handful of truly neutral nations.  I’m not talking about 
Switzerland, but even in Africa and the Pacific and so on and so the world really made a 
lot more sense and it was a dangerous time as the Cuban Missile Crisis proved.   

 
  I’m giving you all these personal anecdotes, but I lived in Norfolk on the coast of 

Virginia.  My dad worked for the Department of the Navy.  It’s the largest naval base in 
the world to this day and I can still remember my dad packing up the family car.  He 
couldn’t leave his job but we had to go to far southwest Virginia into the mountains 
which was undeveloped then and now, the assumption being that the Russians wouldn’t 
bother to bomb it.  We would survive.  It was a very fearful time and yet the world made 
more sense.  At the same time, it was a security blanket for the fear, so we’ve talked 
about imperialism.  I think you have to understand at least the modern United States 
from the point of view of a bipolar system and when the bipolar system collapsed, we 
didn’t know how to react either.  I mean, we were the last true superpower. You could 
still call us that.  Sometimes I wonder given the financial situation.  I don’t know if we 
have a superpower left in the world at this point, but if there is one, we’re it, but you 
often define yourself by who you’re opposed to and we weren’t sure who were opposed 
to. 

 
 Now, on 9/11, the answer came—terrorism—but, of course, once again, you had a 
deceptive bipolar system.  The terrorists and the non-terrorists with everybody defined, 
as Bush put it, whether you’re for us or against us.  Are you with us or against us.  We 
were right back to the bipolar system and I’ll tell you why Bush loved that, because it 
was the kind of simplistic approach that gave him, reminded him, of the security he felt 
as a child.  I understood that, because while he’s a little older than I am, we are in the 
same general age group.  A lot of Americans feel that way and what you interpret as 
imperialism in various places around the world, I would interpret as a secure way to 
organize the world in the eyes of average Americans.   
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__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Well, now wait a minute.  Look at Nicaragua.  Who’s in charge of 

Nicaragua right now?  Who’s in charge of Nicaragua?  Daniel Ortega is back in power.  
Can you imagine that happening under Ronald Reagan or either of the Bushes?  I mean, 
had Bush been organized to fight it, he’d already spent all his capital, they would’ve 
fought it.  They would’ve tried to prevent it, but you see, over time, changes have 
occurred.  The El Salvador elections, the recent El Salvador elections—the same thing.  
Things are changing and the U.S. posture toward them is changing.  And I don’t sense 
from the Obama administration any particular hostility, special hostility, even to 
Venezuela.  We accept things that 20, 30 years ago we would never have accepted 
because, no. 1, we have our own problems and we’re looking inward again, you know, 
come home, America.  We’re back to—  I hope not pure isolationism but there’s an 
isolationist sentiment because of the problems we face here at home and it’s changing 
our perception of other countries and other regions and other systems. Now, whether 
that’s good or bad, I think frankly depends on what happens in the world and 
domestically.  God forbid there should be another domestic terrorist event because we’re 
going to go right back to the post-9/11 mentality which will not only be bellicose 
towards the world but which will reduce individual liberties at home even further.  I’m 
concerned for the reasons that I suggested to you, about the erosion of individual rights 
and liberties because it’s just the foundation of our society.  We could talk about this 
single question all day long here.  There’re excellent questions, but I think we need to 
move to various people.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  I’m impressed that you did that.  By the way, that book makes a 

wonderful holiday gift.  It’s just a suggestion in case—   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  It will indeed.  And, look, I proposed it to make people think.  It’s 

never going to happen, okay, so it’s literally never going to happen because the clause in 
the Constitution that actually suggests and I think the Supreme Court is my least favorite 
part of the American government because they are arrogant and they serve for life and 
you never ever ever give people unlimited power for life.  Never.  And we did it and the 
Founders never imagined that that would be a problem.  Never imagined it because, first 
of all, it doesn’t say they have lifetime tenure in the Constitution.  We’re not obeying the 
Constitution.  It says they shall serve in good behavior.  Well, the Congress could limit 
their terms, in my view, but we’ve developed this tradition whereby they serve forever 
which is very dangerous.  Very dangerous.  We’ve got one about to turn 90.  Been on the 
Court since 1975.  He’s about to turn 90.  We’re running a nursing home at the Supreme 
Court.  They’re all in their 60s, 70s, 80s and one’s about to turn 90 and remember, 
they’re removed from reality.  Talk about the president being in a bubble.  These people 
never mix with real people.  Never.  And never have to come up for reconfirmation.  
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Never have to answer to anybody and they have enormous power.  It bothers me 
tremendously.   

 
  What the heck did you ask me?  I’m getting back to the House and Senate.  Look, 

what I propose—I wanted to make people think about the nature of our system because 
our system is built on not just respect for individual liberties but respect for minority 
rights.  How do we even define minority?  You don’t have to define it in ethnic or racial 
terms.  Minority can be defined in terms of ideologies, political perspective, approach to 
life, right?  Religious beliefs, you know, believing in this god, that god, multi gods, no 
god, right?  You can define that however you like and I understand that, but there are 
costs to that approach and here’s the cost of the American system.   

 
  You say, oh, what a nice balance.  The House of Representatives is weighted by 

population and the Senate is equal representation in the states.  Well, here’s the fly in the 
ointment.  Any legislation must pass both bodies so having equal representation in the 
House doesn’t help you at all to represent the population if everything is being stopped 
in the Senate and then you look at the Senate and you say two Senators for each state.  
What does that mean?  Two senators for each state.  Well, gargantuan California, has 
two senators.  Tiny Wyoming—it looks big on a map, but population 600,000, two 
senators.  What’s the ratio of population?  There are 70 Californians for every one 
citizen who lives in Wyoming.  Put all the small states together, there’re loads of small 
states.  Look at your map of America and remember, most of them are trees and rocks 
and acres.  Very few people living in most of those states.  You add it all together and a 
majority of the Senate, 51 of 100 senators, are controlled by 17% of the population.  
That means 17% of the people can overrule 83% of the people.  I want to support 
minority rights.  I want to protect minority rights.  But, you know, majority rights matter, 
too, at some point and it’s actually worse than that.  The rules of the Senate as some of 
you know who follow this, actually requires 60 votes out of 100 to do much of anything 
significant, 60.  Just 11% of the population control the 41 Senate seats needed to really 
shut down the Senate, 11%.  So, 11% of the population is running 89% of the people.  
Again, that’s pretty extreme and most people have no clue.  They don’t understand that 
that’s the case, so that’s why I proposed that system where states as big as California get 
four senators and medium-sized populated states get three senators and the small states 
keep their two senators. Nobody loses a senator.  We just add senators for the more 
populated states.   

 
  By the way, that system still gives the small states a lot of power.  Forty percent of 

Americans would elect 51 senators so you’d still have protection of minority rights.  You 
still wouldn’t have an absolute majority guaranteeing majority rule, but it reduces the 
ratio to make that in my view a little less unfair.  Now, you can argue that forever.  It’ll 
never happen.  It doesn’t matter, but I wanted to make people think about the nature of 
our democracy because, look, civic education in your country, my country, any country, 
can range from the probing to the propaganda and too much of our civic education is 
pure propaganda—our system good, other system bad, don’t question our system, 
Founders created system, system good.  I just summarized a lot of the civic education.  I 
hate that.  We’re fighting that with our Youth Leadership Initiative.  We’re trying to 
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keep it quiet because we’d have lots of opposition if anybody thought we were actually 
asking good questions.  We don’t do that and that bothers me because Americans ought 
to be free spirited.  That’s what our nature and history demands.  We ought to ask 
anything.  We should not be afraid to ask anything, right?  I get very excited about this.   

 
 I’m going to go back to this side and then I think you’re next.  I saw your hand.  
See, when you go like this and I notice, but I want to get one on this side before I go 
over here unless there isn’t one.  Then you’re going to defer to him.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  I appreciate that.  That’s copyrighted, so if you ever use that, you have 

to give me full credit.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Or they’re the sand.  They’re the sand instead of the oil.  That’s 

copyrighted, too.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Sure.  That’s a great question and this young lady was applauding.  

Look, there’re two theories of representation.  There’re actually thousands of theories of 
representation, but the two that I like—  I think if you’re going to break it down into the 
basics, as a representative, as an elected leader, you are either a delegate faithfully 
mirroring your piece of the pie, whatever it may be, your particular ethnic group, the 
individuals that happen to be within your constituency, and you never [00:52:04 / vary] 
from what they think.  You never leave.  You never suggest alternatives.  You simply 
ask, even if you’re asking uneducated people who haven’t thought about the issues what 
you want to do because that’s the ticket to re-election.  That’s the ticket to augmented 
power.  You almost never lose if you’re doing what your piece of the population wants 
you to do even if it’s bad for the overall society or even bad for those constituents, even 
if they’re shortsighted, right?  Even if what you’re doing actually runs against, runs 
counter to their long-term interests, you will get re-elected and, look, the re-election 
mode is the same the world over.  People in power almost never want to yield power.  
Sometimes they have to.  You know, we’ve not had a president in modern times who has 
supported the 22nd Amendment to the Constitution which limits them to two four-year 
terms.  Every single one of them has argued that we need to abolish the 22nd Amendment 
because that would enable them to serve longer as president and they’re so wonderful, 
the people want them, right?  Except that’s not true.  That’s why we have the 22nd 
Amendment, to limit them.  But they all want to do away with it.  People in power never 
want to yield power or rarely want to yield power.  Now, that’s the one interpretation. 

 
 The other theory of representation is that of the trustee and this was best expressed 
by a British parliamentarian centuries ago, Edmund Burke, who said when he was 
elected to represent his constituency in Parliament in the House of Commons, he said I 
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as your representative, as your member of Parliament, I owe you my best judgment and 
sometimes my judgment will run counter to your transient opinion, but you are electing 
me to study the issues full time and to make judgments based on your long-term best 
interests and we have a representative democracy, Burke said, because we recognize that 
all of you because you’re millers and because you’re farmers and because you’re 
businessmen, you’re running your businesses or your farms all day long.  You don’t 
have time to study the issues.  I’m doing that on your behalf so please remember, when 
you disagree with the decision I’ve made, it may be because I’ve devoted myself to 
study the issues and you haven’t and I am making a decision based on your interests.  
Well, that’s called a trusteeship form of representation.  I don’t need to tell you that the 
vast majority of trustees are defeated at some point in their career because short-term 
public opinion almost always overrides even people’s long-term interests.  They get 
mad, like the AIG controversy a couple of weeks ago.  There wasn’t a person in America 
who wasn’t outraged by those bonuses.  I was outraged by the bonuses.  Everybody’s 
outraged by the bonuses, except that the correct legislative position, if you were a 
trustee, was trying to take back the bonuses—  First of all, it violates a clause in the 
Constitution called the Takings Clause, taking back what is now private property.  It had 
already been given.   
 
 Second, it turned out that it would be very counterproductive as we try and clean up 
all these financial assets that are damaged because the best and brightest won’t work for 
the government if their pay is dramatically reduced.  They will go to other private 
entities where they can continue to make millions, so you lose the very people you need 
to clean up the mess by punishing them, maybe appropriately, for causing the mess.  See, 
it’s the rock and the hard place.  People are always caught between a rock and a hard 
place, but you have to make tough decisions so the correct position was let the bonuses 
stand, as miserable as we feel about them, as outrageous and greedy as these people are.   
 
 Well, anybody taking that stand has opened themselves up for defeat in 2010.  There 
will be people defeated because they said exactly that.  They will lose on that issue 
because people will still feel angry about it and it will make a 30-second ad on 
television—your congressman supported the greedy so-and-sos at AIG who took $165 
million of your money after they destroyed the institution.  Boom.  That’s it.  Some of 
them are going to lose. 
 
 John F. Kennedy kind of wrote—he had help—this is back in the ’50s.  He wrote a 
book called Profiles in Courage which won the Pulitzer Prize.  Daddy got it for him, his 
father who was very very wealthy bought the Pulitzer Prize for him which, of course, 
was used in the presidential campaign, but it’s an interesting little book.  It’ll take you 
two hours to read it, and the Profiles in Courage is profiles of a series of senators, U.S. 
senators, over the years who made very unpopular decisions that were right in the light 
of history.  Every one of them lost.  The one that I’ve always remembered is a senator 
from Kansas who was the critical vote in stopping the impeachment and conviction of 
President Andrew Johnson, the man who succeeded Abraham Lincoln when he was 
assassinated and Johnson, by the way, was a terrible president.  He was ill suited for the 
position.  He didn’t do at all what Lincoln would have done and caused us enormous 
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problems for decades to come.  He’s one of the worst presidents in U.S. history.  
However, the impeachment was being done unconstitutionally.  He was being 
impeached and convicted on a policy matter simply because Congress disagreed with 
him about policy, not because he was corrupt or had committed high crimes and 
misdemeanors—the standard in the Constitution for impeachment and conviction of a 
president. That senator from Kansas who was a “radical Republican,” he was an 
Abraham Lincoln Republican plus, totally opposed Johnson’s policies, the people of 
Kansas were strongly pro-Lincoln.  They hated Andrew Johnson and Johnson was saved 
by one vote in May of 1868.  He was nearly convicted.  He’d already been impeached by 
the House and he was nearly convicted by the Senate and it was that senator’s vote that 
saved him.  Well, that senator not only never served in public office again.  He was 
ostracized in his state.  People wouldn’t even speak to him.  He lived almost as a hermit 
for the rest of his life, but, you see, he made the right decision in the light of history 
because it would’ve set a terrible precedent that would’ve reverberated to the current day 
where presidents could be impeached because Congress disagreed with them on some 
policy, however important the policy was, so there you go.  Trustee versus delegate.  All 
right.  Who’s next?   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Why was he elected?  You mean the second time or the first time?  

Well, yeah, the first time, he lost the popular vote and he lost it by a lot—540,000 votes.  
Gore led nationally by 540,000 votes.  It was the most in American history by which a 
losing candidate had led.  We’ve had prior to Bush, three other presidents have lost the 
popular vote but won the Electoral College, but nobody had ever lost the popular vote by 
anything approaching what Bush lost it by in 2000.   

 
 Now, in 2004, you had the powers of incumbency.  Americans like to think of 
themselves as dynamic and change oriented but they’re just as fearful as any other group 
of people.  They fear change.  Change is always hard.  It’s tough.  Second, the 
Democrats nominated a very unappealing candidate—John Kerry.  I’ve come across him 
for years.  He’s not exactly a warm human being, to say the least.  People just didn’t  
like him and remember, in any society, you have to like a candidate to a certain degree to 
want to vote for him or her, normally.  There’re some exceptions.  Margaret Thatcher 
was disliked intensely in 1979 when she was first elected.  She had an approval rating by 
the British public of about 30%.  Only 30% liked her.  She won a landslide even though 
she was running against Prime Minister Jim Callahan, “Sonny Jim” Callahan who had a 
60-some percent favorability rate.  Why?  Because the British people in 1979 had gone 
through a whole series of debilitating strikes and they said we need change.  We have to 
have change, so they voted for a person they detested against a prime minister they liked 
because they felt the society was falling apart and needed change. 
 
 Well, in 2004, remember, Iraq, it wasn’t obvious yet that it was the problem that it 
became.  It was in that gray area in between.  Maybe we were winning and maybe we 
weren’t and it was obvious it hadn’t gone well, but it wasn’t obvious that it was going to 
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be the disaster that it became in 2005 and 2006 so those are the reasons primarily why he 
won.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:   Well, I’m going to listen to you on that.  You know far more about that 

than I do and I always tell any group I address that I get one question I can duck and 
that’s it.  I’m going to duck that one.  I’m not going to get involved in that one.  I saw 
another hand back there.  These two and then I don’t know how long we’re going on.  
I’m holding up probably some other speaker.  We’ve got 10 minutes.  Okay.  Good.  Let 
me get this gentleman and then this gentleman.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Oh, you’ve got the answer.  

 
__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Well, obviously, federalism is an answer, but it has its own problems.  

We have loads of problems with federalism because, no. 1, in the United States and this 
is true in all federalist countries, in the United States, power is divided.  If you’re going 
to have a federal country, it means that you are dividing powers between the national 
and the state and maybe a local level.  Sometimes it’s divided into three; sometimes it’s 
divided into two.   
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Sure, but what I’m saying is when you divide power, it also means that 

no one is fully in charge and it’s more difficult to get things done.  Our federal system 
makes it much more difficult to get things done.  People have to really pull together, 
work together or sometimes they have interests in common and sometimes they do not.  
Sometimes they get along personally; sometimes they have personality conflicts.  So, 
our system is so divided.  We divide it in two ways.  At the federal level, we divide 
power into three—the executive, the legislature and the judiciary and then we further 
divide power into the federal level and the state level.  Some states have devolved power 
upon their localities so it’s divided further.  Well, that’s a lot of divisions.  It’s one 
reason why, for example, our response to Hurricane Katrina wasn’t just that Bush was 
incompetent.  It was that all of these divisions of power in our society make it very 
difficult to pull together and to solve a crisis.  It takes a long time just to organize people 
before you can get to the problem, so don’t think it’s a magic wand.  The magic wand of 
federalism.  All problems are solved.  We have a federalist society.  No.  You solve 
some problems and you create others.  There will always be challenges in any society 
and people have to accept that and be willing to work with whatever system they devise.   
 

__________:  __________ 
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LARRY SABATO:  That’s exactly right.  No.  Ken is exactly right.  Sure.  You can end up.  
The federal system can be used to stop progress or even to reverse progress and we’ve 
had many examples of that in U.S. history, not just race, but race is the best example 
where after the Civil War, remember, southern states were no more.  They were federal 
protectorates.  We abolished those states and then gradually they were readmitted to the 
Union after they pledged that African Americans and newly freed slaves would be able 
to participate in politics and hold office and own businesses and all the rest of it and 
almost the instant they regained the power, they used the federal system, their state 
status, to start passing what were called Jim Crow laws after a famous character and they 
revoked the rights of the newly freed slaves and, indeed, many of the whites that had 
supported the newly freed slaves, so there’re always problems.  There’s never an easy 
solution to anything that’s deeply engrained in the society as race was for so many 
decades and centuries in the United States and as your problems are, they’re deeply 
engrained.  There is no magic solution.  People of good will have got to work every day 
for years and years and years to overcome the problem.  Human beings—  There’s 
something about us that looks for instant solution.  We want everything solved today, 
probably by noon, so we can have a good lunch and it’s just not going to happen.  It’s 
not going to happen.  
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Yeah, right.   

 
__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Well, you have to sort that out.  It’s not so easy for me to tell you that, 

but the sorting out process of federalism, it never is over.  It’s an ongoing process.  
We’re still trying to sort out what states rights mean versus federal rights because states 
in the federal government are constantly battling about something, usually a whole series 
of things.  For example, the federal government owns 70%-plus of most of the western 
states’ land.  They own it and it means that the states can’t have good land use policies 
for environmental reasons.  All that land is taken off the tax rolls which causes great 
problems.  The federal government controls what happens there and they put military 
bases in with planes taking off and landing, causing noise pollution for surrounding 
peoples who are very upset about it.  You see, every single day you can go through the 
newspapers in the United States and find federal/state conflicts and you’re not going to 
solve that problem by assigning A-B-C powers to the federal level and D-E-F powers to 
the state level because they’re only words and you have to have that battle every day 
over what the words mean and how they apply to new circumstances that weren’t 
imagined by the people who wrote those words when they were applying the idea of 
separation of powers, federalism.  There is no easy solution to it.   

 
 Now, if you’re going to ask what a central government does, obviously it protects 
the people.  You have to have military and defense powers at the federal level.  That’s 
obvious.  Even libertarians agree with that.  Libertarians are opposed to concentrated 
governmental power.  The one real exception they make is for defense because it’s 
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essential.  You can’t have a state unless it can protect itself and its people and then, of 
course, you worry about the protection becoming of the powerful against the people.  
How do you stop that from happening?  It’s never easy.  It’s an alert public that will 
immediately respond to a challenge or to a suspicion that the powerful are organizing on 
their own behalf against the better interests of the people.   
 
 The old slogan in the United States is eternal vigilance is the price of liberty.  
Eternal vigilance is the price of liberty.  You have be awake and aware every minute of 
every day because powerful people who are motivated to get into politics and gain 
power want more and more and more and as I’ve suggested, never want to yield it, and 
you have to battle them.  Life’s a struggle.  Life’s a struggle, unless you’re a tenured 
academic.   
 
 And I think on that humorous note—  Really, I just want to say in conclusion, we’re 
thrilled to have you and we hope that this will be the beginning of an ongoing 
relationship between the Center for Politics and the University of Virginia and you, as 
you work out the questions you’ve been asking and the lessons you’ve been applying 
during your time here, so we want this to be ongoing and ask us for help; if we can 
provide it, we’ll be delighted to do it and we’re learning from you as well, so it’s a great 
relationship.  We want it to continue and as I say, you are the inaugural class.  You are 
the founders.  You are the founders of this system and the Global Perspectives on 
Democracy, so one day somebody will lay a cornerstone just like the cornerstone out 
there—  You see that sign out there on the Colonnade Club, 1817, Jefferson and his two 
successors, President James Madison and President James Monroe all gathered together 
to lay the cornerstone.  Your names will be on some monument, we hope.  We would 
like to see that happen.  Thank you all so much.  [applause] 
 
 You’re very kind.  I appreciate that very much and all the Center staff do.  I 
certainly wish my students felt that way.  They do not believe it’s a privilege at all.  
They dread having to come to class and one thing I’ve learned, if you ever keep them 
one minute longer in an attempt to give them more for their money, they will kill you 
with their looks.  But that’s the stage of life.  See, you’re older and more mature, right, 
while still being young.  You’re older and more mature and I’m going to tell my students 
what you said.  They will hate you for it, but I’m going to tell them what—   
 
 You’re very kind.  Thank you very much.  We appreciate that.  Thank you very 
much.  I enjoyed it.   
 

__________:  The delegation of Sri Lanka, I would like to invite delegation leader 
__________ to give this token of appreciation to you and this is a Sri Lankan map.  We 
got it for brass, so I would like to hand it over to __________. 

 
LARRY SABATO:  I appreciate that very much.  Thank you very very much.  You know 

what I’m going to do.  I’m going to go right across the Lawn here and I’m going to put 
this on display in the front public room of Pavilion IV and I have thousands of people 
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come in every year for tours and I will point this out and I will tell them about Sri Lanka 
and what we’ve learned from you.   
 

__________:  The next thing is since I’m from __________ background, __________ 
[Chesterfield] so this symbolized that I love Sri Lanka and I’m a friend of Sri Lanka, so I 
would like to hand it to you __________.   

 
LARRY SABATO:  I’m aware of that.  Thank you very much.  It’s like my birthday.  Thank 

you so much.  Isn’t that lovely?  I’ll put that up in the Pavilion, too.  You’re now going 
to be a permanent part of Thomas Jefferson’s Lawn.  How do you feel about that?  
Thank you so much.  Oh, isn’t that beautiful? 
 

__________:  __________ 
 
LARRY SABATO:  You have no idea how many devils I face at the University of Virginia.   

 
__________:  You don’t worry about it. 
 
LARRY SABATO:  Can I just carry this with me?  The next time I go to Congress 

__________ just like this.  Thank you all very very much.  I’ve never been showered 
with so many gifts in my life.  Thank you very much.  I’m thrilled.   
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