Inside Yale Law School
Season Three, Episode 1 - Keith Whittington

[MUSIC PLAYING]

Dean Heather K. Gerken:

This is Inside Yale Law School, the podcast series designed to give you a peek inside to the
scholars, the thinkers, the teachers, and the game changers of Yale Law School. I'm Heather
Gerken, the dean, here to open a little window into the world of this remarkable place.

A note to our listeners that you can now learn more about the topics we discuss in this episode in
the show notes on our website. You can find the link on your podcasting platform.

Keith Whittington:

Part of the reason why I'm spending lots of time now talking about academic freedom issues and these
issues relating to campus free speech is to try to use them as opportunities to both explain the value of
free inquiry to society at large and also try to think through, OK, if we're really committed to a mission of
free inquiry, what does that commitment entail?

I'm thrilled to have Keith Whittington as today's guest. Keith is one of the country's foremost
constitutional scholars and experts in free speech and academic freedom. He leads Yale Law
School’s new Center for Academic Freedom and Free Speech, which was just launched this year.
Thank you so much for being here, Keith.

Thanks, | appreciate it.

So maybe we can just start talking about your work at the Law School and particularly the Center
for Academic Freedom and Free Speech, which we're really grateful to the Stanton Foundation for
making possible. So | know you're just at the beginning of it, but | wonder what you're thinking
about in terms of the work that you're going to be doing in the coming years and why is this work
critical at this moment?

No, it's an exciting opportunity, and I'm looking forward to it. As you say, I'm really grateful to the Stanton
Foundation for getting us rolling with this. And unfortunately, | think academic freedom and free speech
broadly are things that can no longer really be taken for granted and need to be talked about and also
defended.

And for much of my career, | really did sort of assume that these were background norms that really, |

didn't spend much time thinking about, certainly didn't spend much time worrying about. That no longer
feels very true. It feels increasingly the case that these are values and norms that are not as well
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understood as one might like, and so there's room for genuine discussion of the principles and why we
should care about them, and what the actual content of them ought to be.

There are really interesting implications of those principles, and trying to think through the applications
turns out to be quite complicated. And so worth some real time and effort to do it. And so I'm hoping the
center does a few things, partially simply facilitating scholarly research and conversation on academic
freedom, particularly on campus free speech issues a little more broadly and then very broadly, free
speech more generally but really starting with thinking about the scholarly and university context. And
again, trying to think about what those principles really are, what they require and what the implications of
them are. Some of that through public facing activities of various sorts here on campus.

And then also, facilitate conversations among policymakers in thinking about these kinds of principles and
best practices. Some of that can occur in public. | think some of that makes sense to do with more private
conversations, but try to bring together groups of university administrators, others who are significant in
the higher education space, to really talk about what are the challenges facing higher ed and speech
activities in the higher ed space at the moment? What kinds of policies, practices should we be
developing to respond to those challenges? How can we get on the same page about what's a good way
of doing things? And | think there's some utility in just trying to talk some of those issues through and get
different voices in the room to try to think through how we muddle our way forward.

Well, so | agree with you completely. We're so glad to have this center on campus. We realized a
few years back that the world, and including the generations that are coming to the Law School,
have been brought up with a very different set of civic habits, social media, polarization. We're all
knee deep in it, and it's really had an effect. And so things that we used to just take for granted --
the law school model used to be, throw everyone inside a classroom, a small group. They all fell
in love with one another and the kinds of -- we always say not just conversations but friendships
across divides. And those just sprang up naturally, but now it takes real work, and thought, and
programming to make sure that our values are clear and to help our students take on the best
values of the profession.

| just want to say, | have been so proud to see all the work you're doing. | mean, you are the
leading figure. Every time | open up my social media, you're some other place in the country being
asked to give a speech. And | think it's because you're a scholar, a scholar and also someone
who's a straight shooter right down the middle. | wonder if it's challenging. | mean, how do you
manage all of the demands on your time? Because everyone wants you on campus, including us,
obviously, but everyone wants your time. And there's an enormous amount of stuff going on
every single day. So how do you figure out how to manage your speaking time and your writing
time and all of that other stuff?

Not very well, | guess is the real answer. So certainly, | think the last couple of years but certainly the last

several months have been a period in which there's been intense interest on university campuses on
these issues generally.
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And the good news on that is | think people are trying to think seriously about how to improve and set
down a set of policies, both related to free expression activities on campuses but also thinking specifically
about academic freedom kinds of issues. And so there is, | think, a need to strike while the iron's hot, and
| try to make myself as available as possible to help out in those conversations whenever | can. The last
couple of semesters that's been a little easier to do in the sense of, I've had some leave time that freed up
my schedule to allow more traveling. That could be less true over the next few semesters when | start
settling into teaching here, for example. And so more choices will have to get made about how do things.
And it does feel a little bit like drinking from a fire hose at the moment, though.

There are extraordinary number of opportunities to go talk about these issues, which is great, but there's
also an extraordinary number of issues that keep arising. And so | keep finding myself thinking, oh, here's
a new paper | need to be writing because here's a new issue | hadn't really thought through. And as | look
around, no one else seems to have fully thought through what the implications of this kind of law might
be, what kind of implications of this kind of university policy might be.

And so the good news, | guess, is that there's a stream of scholarly research that gets generated by that.
That's interesting. And | think important and needs to be thought through. The bad news is, | think that we
are in lots of ways trying to muddle through as best we can, often developing policies or reacting to
policies without a real good feel about how we're going to do that, what the implications of them are. And
so trying to do the best | can to help people think through some of those issues.

Well, you are going to love teaching here, | will just say. The students are glorious. And also, it's
amazing -- what | found amazing about coming to this place is that -- my love is federalism. |
suddenly found all these people who are thought partners and students who that | believed in so
clearly, that | was willing to stake my academic reputation on them as co-authors. So you're going
to really enjoy it.

No, I'm looking forward to it. | mean, it's obviously part of the great opportunity of coming to a place like
Yale, is a different set of people, both students and faculty. And simply, people come through the building
on a day-to-day basis with all kinds of exciting interests that relate to my own. And that's true in this sort
of specific space of thinking about academic freedom and free speech, but it's also true in the broader
constitutional theory and politics and law issues that I'm interested in. So | think there's lots of exciting
opportunities here, and I'm really looking forward to settling in.

Well, so | want to go a little bit deeper because you do have these two very distinct portfolios of
work. So let's talk first about your book, “You Can't Teach That! The Battle Over University
Classrooms,” because you said issues are coming up every day. You just published it, and |
suspect there are issues that are not in there because they came up after you published it. But |
wonder, how has the reception been for the book and are you thinking about a sequel?

It's good. So yeah, the book is a little focused, | think, in what I try to do there. It's really trying to think
through the history in the United States of a right to teaching in a higher education context in particular, so
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sort of sets aside what is a serious set of issues but relating to K through 12 education, for example,
where | think the principles and certainly the law are quite different than what we're seeing in the higher
education space. And so the book tries to think through, how did we wind up with some notion of
academic freedom relative to university-level teaching in the United States? What kinds of problems were
we responding to in developing out that concept, and what's the contours of the concept as we've
traditionally developed it over the course of the United States?

And then try to think about what the implications of that are for some of our current issues, including the
rise of these legislative proposals and in some cases now statutes that intervene in state university
classes. And to what degree is there a reasonable First Amendment case to be made that there are real
constitutional limits on what state legislatures can do relative to classroom teaching and public
universities? | think that's not an easy problem. The court has provided a little guidance on these issues
but not nearly as much as one might like. And moreover, there are a lot of conceptual challenges, | think,
in how you would develop doctrine that would protect classroom teaching from outside intervention. And
there are probably less protections that are really plausible than a lot of academics might like. And so |
think we also have to recognize what the real limits are going to be of First Amendment jurisprudence in
this space while also trying to think about the continuing significance of professional norms and university
policies and the like in protecting academic freedom.

So it is true, when the book tried to get rolled out pretty quickly in response to ongoing developments, but
writing in this space, | think, is challenging in the sense of, it is a constantly evolving set of issues. Some
of that, I'm trying to explore now with law review articles and other things. So for example, one of the
kinds of legislative interventions that emerged after the book was put to bed, was Indiana's recent statute
requiring so-called intellectual diversity mandates in university teaching, which requires that faculty at
state universities in Indiana include a — the law characterizes as a variety of intellectually diverse
materials and ideas in their classes. It raises all kinds of interesting implementation questions about what
does this actually even mean and how would you go about implementing it?

But also raises important questions, | think, we're going to have to think through pretty quickly as to, what
are the academic freedom challenges to this? How do you develop ways of implementing it that are
consistent with academic freedom principles as best we can? To what degree are there First Amendment
restrictions on a law like that, for example? So legislatures are getting creative in how they're approaching
these things, and their creativity creates new puzzles to be solved. And so some of that's going to be
dealt with, for me, at least, through law reviews and articles and other things.

| do have another book in the works trying to think about academic freedom more generally, so not just
specifically thinking about the teaching context or the First Amendment context even but trying to think
through the norms and principles of free inquiry on university campuses, more generally in implications
for things like tenure systems and shared governance, as well as so-called extramural speech and other
kinds of things in addition to teaching. So we're not hurting for topics to talk about in this particular area.
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It's kind of amazing because | was just thinking about -- so we always send our new admits a book
because we want to be clear that this place is about ideas. And | was thinking, | think you may be
the only faculty member this year where we have two books. We always had recent books. We
have two books that we could send our incoming 1Ls. And so maybe we can shift to the second
book, which is called “The Impeachment Power: The Law, Politics, and Purposes of an
Extraordinary Constitutional Tool.” So this is something you've been working on for decades.
You're one of the renowned scholars in separation of powers and constitutional analysis and
originalism. | wonder if you could just talk a little bit about why this book, why now, and what do
you say in it?

Well, decades sounds a little scary, but—

Am | wrong about decades?

Unfortunately true. So oddly, impeachments was part of my dissertation work here at Yale in the political
science department and as a consequence, part of my first book, in which | was originally interested in
impeachments as sort of a space in which constitutional politics plays out without a lot of judicial
overhang. So there's not much threat that judges are going to get involved. And so how do politicians
think about their constitutional responsibilities and exercise their constitutional responsibilities when they
start working without a net?

And in particular, there are some impeachments that | think have been quite consequential in terms of
setting norms and expectations about how our constitutional institutions work more generally. And so my
early work was really sort of focused around that. And | thought that would be interesting and useful for its
immediate purposes but then immediately irrelevant for anything very practical, and | never come back to
thinking about impeachments again.

And then, Bill Clinton got himself impeached shortly after | was working on the dissertation, and that
seemed like an interesting once-in-a-lifetime experience. That was sort of fascinating. And | wrote some
at the time about it and then figured, OK, well, I'll never see that again. And then it turns out we keep
impeaching people and keep talking about impeaching people. And so | keep finding myself pulled back
to thinking about the issues associated with how to use a power like this. What's the purpose of the
impeachment power? How is it appropriately used and what would be inappropriate uses for the
impeachment power? And | think that that's a topic that's not going to go away anytime soon.

You mentioned political polarization earlier. And | think the continued interest in the possibility of
impeaching government officials of various sorts is partially driven by our current polarized politics and
the deep distrust of the other side of the political aisle and how they conduct themselves, as well as the
kind of political incentives that have grown up around not only political polarization but the way in which
our politics currently works.
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One of the lessons, | think, members of Congress learned of the Clinton impeachment was, maybe this
was not a politically wise thing for members of Congress to do. Clinton's approval went up during his
impeachment. A lot of Republicans thought they were, they're going to be politically punished as a
consequence of pursuing his impeachment. | think those incentives have changed since then. And what
we now see, | think, is a lot of politicians who can fundraise off of the threat of impeachment, they get a
lot of support from their own base supporters from threatening impeachment. And that creates new
incentives to think about these kind of hardball tactics that once would have been viewed as quite
extraordinary and in some ways, we've sort of routinized in recent years.

And so the book tries to grapple with what it means to live in that kind of age of impeachment and what
are proper ways of using this power but also what would be abuses of the impeachment power? And of
course, the impeachment power can be abused just like any other constitutional or political power that
government officials have. And there's not a lot of checks on government officials when they abuse the
impeachment power, but it's important to try to think through, what's the proper scope and limits of this
power also?

What's sort of amazing me, Keith, is when we're talking about these two subjects, because now
I'm about to talk about the third tranche of the work that you do, is that you're working on things
that are just moving very, very quickly and are deeply salient but also with a deep scholarly and
historical sensibility, which | think brings me to part three, because you're also an originalist.
And | mean, we can see it just in our own faculty. We have a wildly eclectic group of people who
do originalist work or anti-originalist work, ranging from Reva Siegel, who writes about it in some
ways from the outside, to people who are more internalists, like Garrett West, Nick Parrillo, who's
been doing originalism scholarship. Jack Balkin calls himself an originalist, Akhil Amar. It's an
enormous range of people. And then, of course, we have an originalism conference, the
Rosenkranz Originalism Conference. So there's a lot bubbling, but also, my sense, again, as not
someone who does this work myself, but here's someone who's been reading it over time, is
originalism is really shifting in terms of how we understand it and what it's doing. | wonder if you
could just maybe map out the arc of your work and how it relates to contemporary debates about
originalism?

Yeah, it also is very much a moving target and not one | necessarily would have expected at the
beginning of my career. So another piece of the dissertation was on originalism. And that was also the
subject of one of my first books. And so I'd been writing about originalism off and on since the beginning
of my career as well.

A lot of my historical research is not especially originalist. It tends to be more about how institutions and
law had developed over the course of American history, rather than really thinking about what was fixed
at the time of the founding for example. But | have a lot of normative theoretical interest in originalism as
a project for justifying judicial review and how one goes about engaging in constitutional interpretation.
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And of course, these days, there's lots of interesting questions about what the right methods ought to be
of how you pursue an originalist jurisprudence and what the actual content of constitutional law ought to
look like under those circumstances, and that seems to be very much in flux.

My early work in thinking about originalism was partially doing what has now been conceptualized as
shifting to what sometimes gets called the new originalism, which de-emphasizes some of the things that
were really emphasized in a first wave of originalism that became prominent in the 1970s and 1980s that
partially emphasized the significance of the intentions of individual founders, so a lot of effort to figure out,
what would James Madison do under these circumstances? What did James Madison think about very
specific issues? For example, what can we infer about what James Madison might have thought about
specific issues? And tied originalism to a fairly strong vision of judicial deference and restraint.

And so this was central to Robert Bork's thinking, for example, a Yalie, who argue that, not only was it
important that judges try to understand the constitution as originally understood but also judges ought to
be highly deferential to elected officials when constitutional questions were uncertain. And | thought both
of those core features of the originalist project, as it was being developed in the 1980s, were theoretically
fairly problematic, in that original intent was probably not well justified and what it means to interpret a
text, to not really been thought through, | think, as carefully as it should have been by originalist scholars.
And the theoretical linkages between why judges ought to be deferential to elected officials and some
commitment to originalism, likewise, had not been thought through very carefully.

And so, my work, in part, was designed to try to emphasize more problems of, how do you interpret a text
as such that, often detached some from thinking about intentions of specific authors and thinking a little
more about what the public meaning associated with that text at the time it was being deliberated on and
adopted might mean and likewise try to think about, what are the circumstances in which courts ought to
be fairly restrained and deferential but what are the circumstances in which they ought to be less so? |
think there remain a lot of interesting theoretical puzzles still to be worked through. And there's sort of, in
some ways, growing disagreement among those who think of themselves as originalists about what the
right theory of originalism is and how to go about doing it.

Of course, what | think courts are particularly interested in is the practice of originalism. And there are, |
think, growing disagreements about how, as a practical matter, we should try to unpack and understand
what the historical meaning of the constitutional text actually is. And part of what | hope to bring to the
table here at Yale and hope to do through classes and other things, for example, is help prepare students
to think about those problems. Yale's somewhat uniquely situated in being a place in which constitutional
law is not just an abstract issue for a lot of students, but in fact, it's going to be professionally relevant to
them in various ways, whether in a sort of near-term sense of judicial clerkships and the like or in a long-
term sense about the nature of the kind of careers that they do over time.

And so this is a place where | think students take constitutional law much more seriously and are trying to

think about and learn about it in a way that has some immediate professional relevance for them. And
that includes trying to think about these hard problems of, OK, if you're confronted with a novel
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constitutional question and judges want to know what historical evidence do we have that we can bring to
bear to try to understand that question, how do we even go about trying to answer that question in some
kind of useful and productive way? And that when people were first starting to argue about originalism in
the '70s and '80s, that was sort of easy to wave away. Not so easy to wave away these days.

Yeah, that's exactly right. Well, so maybe we can talk a little bit about your journey from political
science into a law school because -- so you mentioned that you got your political science degree
here. | will say that, when all the cheers started going up within the law school when we
announced your hire, immediately were echoed over in political science and FAS [Yale Faculty of
Arts and Sciences] because you have an enormous number of fans there. They were delighted
that you are here. | know it's been a short time so far, but what's it been like to be inside a law
school, given that this is not really a typical law school? It's a little bit like a mini university. And |
know you have a lot of friends and fellow travelers and debaters and interlocutors here when you
came, but I'm just kind of curious, how has it been so far?

Well, as you say, Yale is not exactly the typical law school in lots of ways. And so maybe that makes the
transition a little easier than it might otherwise be. And it's also true that Yale is a place from which | feel
like | know it reasonably well, because | know a lot of the faculty here and have interacted with them for a
long time professionally because we work on related things. So I've been in conversation with them for a
long time.

But part of the appeal of, | think, for me, moving from political science to a law school is an opportunity to
think a little more practically about some of these issues that have been of concern from a fairly
theoretical and abstract level. Law schools are great at trying to bridge the gap between theory and
practice. | was less interested in that as a grad student. | took some classes over in the Law School when
| was in grad school, thinking about whether or not to get the JD at the same time, and thought that they
seemed a little more practical, even at Yale, than | was thinking about at the time.

And so | figured | could do what | wanted to do more in the political science department, didn't need to
continue to try to pursue the JD, but now | find myself at a point where I'm thinking about the practice,
whether it's in the academic freedom space or in some of this originalism space or some other issues
associated with constitutional law seems quite useful and relevant and intellectually intriguing to try to
work through.

And it's also true that, among the things on my sort of agenda moving forward include a growing interest
in state constitutionalism and state constitutional law. That's sort of an entire topic area that just doesn't
have much support in political science, for example, but it's a place where, | think, there is growing
interest in the law school world on those topics. There's space to teach classes on those topics in law
school and | think opportunities to facilitate research in that area as well. And so | think Yale Law School
is in some ways sort of a perfect place to bridge the kinds of interests | have as a political scientist with
the kinds of interests I've been pursuing over the course of my career.
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Yale, in some ways, probably would have always been that way. And Yale has always been a very
interdisciplinary kind of institution and a very theoretically scholarly minded institution. But it's also true
that legal academia has just become more interdisciplinary over time in ways that | would not have
anticipated when | was first starting out, for example, and have found extraordinary colleagues in law
schools all across the country over the course of my career, which has been really, really helpful in
developing my own work but also extraordinarily gratifying in the kinds of conversations that I've been
able to have. And so | hope that continues here at Yale.

Well, it's wonderful to have you here. Can | ask a little bit, just a little bit more personal, how did
you become a scholar?

| really didn't know what | wanted to do as an undergraduate particularly. | had a variety of interests,
including the possibility of going to law school, and | sort of expected I'd go to law school right up until the
very end of my undergraduate years. But | had the opportunity at the University of Texas, where as an
undergrad, to write a senior thesis in the government department there. They had an honors thesis
program, which sort of a handful of people in government had the opportunity to spend a year writing a
thesis.

And | thought it was both an interesting thing to do but also an opportunity to really figure out whether that
was something | would enjoy. And | thought it was great. | really enjoyed the experience and opportunity
to really sit down and dig into something in a great deal of depth and spend time, lots of tremendous
amount of time hanging out in the library and reading things and trying to write about it. And that
experience really helped me imagine that | could pursue a scholarly career, and maybe graduate school
was something worth trying out. And so by the end of that year, | wound up applying to grad schools and
fortunately, | was admitted to one.

But again, it was one of those things where | didn't really know what graduate school was going to be like,
didn't really know what academia was going to be like. | somehow imagined in my head it was going to be
a lot more sitting in libraries by myself than it's proven to actually be. And so the career is not played out
quite as | might have imagined in that sense.

| think | probably wrote things in my applications to graduate school in which | talked about the fact that
my mom was a second grade teacher, and | had teachers in the family. And so teaching seemed like a
reasonable kind of thing to do for a career. And I'm sure that the faculty who were looking at the
applications were scratching their heads about this guy who was talking about second grade teaching in
his graduate application. So there's a lot to learn as | moved into academia, but it turns out it sort of
worked out.

| think that's a wonderful origin. Everyone had that second grade teacher that changed their life

and that 10th grade teacher that changed their life. And so we try to be that person for our
students here. So it's wonderful.
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Can | just talk a little bit about the future? So it's a moment in time when there's a lot on the line.
There's a lot of stuff roiling regarding higher education. And | wonder, if you look out over even
just the next five years, what do you worry the most about? What do you think that universities
ought to be working on? What do you think it would be helpful for the general public to know? I'm
just sort of curious if you were just giving us a sense of what you think is going to happen in the
next few years?

So | have a long list of worries. So the part of the challenge is how to prioritize them. And so | have
worries about the country more broadly and politics more generally, among the set of things I've been
working on is the concept of constitutional crisis and how constitutions operate in critical moments. And |
think the rise of populism, not only in the United States but across advanced democracies all across the
world, has put real pressure on constitutional systems and how they work. And | think that's something
that will continue to occupy my time and attention over the next few years.

| think, relative to higher education in particular, we are in a very vulnerable moment. That there's a lot of
skepticism about the value of higher ed, especially on the right side of the political aisle, but not just on
the right. And | think we are going to have real challenges in rebuilding bridges. This is a relatively new
phenomenon. It wasn't that long ago in which you would not have found this sort of highly partisan divide
about higher ed, and moreover, you wouldn't have found the same degree of skepticism about higher ed.
| think a lot of that skepticism is not well justified. And so | think we have a good story to tell about the
value that higher ed contributes to American society and to our students and to the world. And | think we
need to be doing a better job of telling that story and emphasizing those values, but | think we also have
some real challenges internally as well. And so there's some internal reforms that | think we need to
engage with and focus on that will both improve the situation in academia but also allow us to tell a better
story to the outside world about what we do.

I've been extraordinarily fortunate in being able to lead the professional life that | have done. | said | didn't
quite know what | was doing when | got into academia in the first place. Turns out an academic career
wasn't quite what | imagined in my head when | was 20 years old or whatever it was, but it has been a
really extraordinary ride. And despite problems and concerns I've had at various points over the course of
my time in academia, | have routinely encountered mentors and colleagues and students who were
intellectually stimulating and exciting. And it was thrilling to engage with them.

And one of the things I've always appreciated about academia is it's a place where ideas are taken very
seriously and in ways that really are not comparable to anything else, | think, in society more generally.
And so part of what | feel like we have to be able to sustain is maintaining these institutions as refuges,
where we can take ideas seriously, including ideas that are potentially extremely controversial and
socially and politically consequential, but also taking ideas seriously that no one cares about except for us
and seem arcane and irrelevant to the outside world that nonetheless might in the long run have real
social payoff.
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And so trying to preserve these institutions in a form in which they can continue to serve their critical
scholarly and educational missions is really important to me. | at least want to be able to hand off these
institutions in as good of a shape as | found them. And it would be extraordinarily depressing if | felt like |
ended my career and looked back on it and thought that the institutions | dedicated myself to were now in
a much more vulnerable position than they had been and were in a lesser position than they had been.
And we're not going to be able to preserve the kind of scholarly mission that they had come to be able to

play.

And as with many things, not only institutions of higher education, but | think constitutional institutions as
well, we can lose track of just how recent some of these things are and how fragile they are. Institutions
like Yale are very old, but the institution as we know it is relatively young. It's only been this kind of
institution for 100 years or so. And that's not a real long time. And it continues to evolve, and you can
imagine it transforming into an institution that is not as appealing and not as useful as the institution that
we have now. And | think we can easily lose track of not only the value that these institutions add to
society but also the fragility of these institutions. That if we're not careful, we can wind up removing load
bearing beams such that they really fall apart.

And so part of the reason why I'm spending lots of time now talking about academic freedom issues and
these issues relating to campus free speech is to try to use them as opportunities to both explain the
value of free inquiry to society at large and also try to think through, OK, if we're really committed to a
mission of free inquiry, what's that commitment entail? What does that mean about how we ought to
conduct ourselves inside these institutions? What does it mean about how other actors and institutions
ought to approach institutions of higher education? And what are the challenges that we're going to see
as we try to maneuver over the coming years to sustain and open up these institutions?

Well, | feel like we should end there because | can't imagine a more beautiful description of the
academy or Yale Law School. And | just want to say how glad | am that you are a part of it. We're
really just delighted to have you here.

Oh, thanks so much. | really appreciate being here.

Thank you.
[MUSIC PLAYING]
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