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 The Gadfly hopes you have 

had a sober and academically responsible 
parents’ weekend. We understand the 
extent to which the presence of one’s 
parents encourages wild partying and binge 
drinking. We hope that by drawing attention 
to the issue, we may support more wholsome 
behavior. To that end, the current leadership 
promises to host sober events for the next 
parents' weekend.

- The Gadfly

From the Editors:

  William Braithwate TuTor

Law in the Gospel of Matthew

     In a passage that Sophomore Seminar 
conversations often touch, or dwell upon, Jesus 
says, "Think not that I am come to destroy the 
law, or the prophets:  I am not come to destroy, 
but to fulfill" (Mt. 5.17).  What does Jesus 
mean by "law"?  And why does he link "the 
law" with "the prophets" as a source of author-
ity for those he is speaking to ("the multitudes," 
5.1)?
 
     If by "law" Jesus means authoritative com-
mand, we could say that the first law in the 
Bible is, "Let there be light" (Gen. 1.3).  God's 
power of command extends over the primeval 
chaos out of which He creates the world as an 
ordered whole (Gen. 1.1-2.3).  This power is 
akin to Jesus being able to walk on water (Mt. 
14.25), to calm the stormy sea (8.23-27), even 
to restore the dead to life (9. 18-19, 23-25).  "I 
am not come to destroy [the law]" seems, at the 
very least, to mean that Jesus is not speaking 
about the laws that govern the physical order of 
the world.
 
     The Biblical account of the world puts 
God's power, and Jesus' power as His Son, 
above the power of what we call nature (phu-
sis).  As Creator, or maker, or author of the 
natural order, God is superior to it, as the potter 
is superior to the clay he molds to form a wine-
jar.  It is He who so arranges the material of the 
world that the heavy tends toward center, fluid 
unconstrained forms a sphere, and E=m times 
c-squared.  We call gravity, Archimedes' postu-
late, and Einstein's equation "laws" of nature.  
But the idea of Nature seems to belong not 
to the Biblical world, but to the Greek world.  
Whatever Jesus means by "law" in 5.17, it is 
not "law of nature" as we understand that idea.
 
     Descending from the created whole to man, 
and his place in it, we could say that the first 
human law, the first law for human beings--as 
distinguished from those living beings we call 
"plants" and "animals"--is the prohibition, 
"Don't eat that fruit" (Gen. 3.3).  This law 
belongs to the Bible's account of proto-man, 
mankind in the most distant past, known only 
through those orally transmitted stories some 
call myths.  In Jesus' understanding, is prohibi-
tion the essence of law?  Does the story of The 
Fall suggest that man is the animal that most of 
all needs restraint?
 
     So far, "law" in the Bible appears as com-
ing from the Sovereign (what rules all), in the 
form, first, of a command ("Let there be light", 
addressed to the non-living things), then, later, 
in the form of a prohibition ("Don't eat that 
fruit"), addressed to one particular species of 
living beings, the human kind.  This prohibi-

tion is about what man eats, what helps sustain 
his body.  Is the prohibitory character of the 
first human law, and its being a prohibition 
apparently about food, consistent with "Not 
that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man; 
but that which cometh out of the mouth, this 
defileth a man" (15.11)?
 
     Jesus' claim that he comes not to destroy 
but to fulfill the law is made in his first public 
speech, called "The Sermon on the Mount," 
Matthew, Chapters 5 through 7.   In the course 
of Chapter 5, he refers five times to what we 
may for convenience call the "old" law.  "Ye 
have heard that it was said by them of old time, 
Thou shalt not kill ..." (5.21).  "Ye have heard 
that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt 
not commit adultery ..." (5.27).  "Again, ye 
have heard that it hath been said by them of 
old time, Thou shalt not forswear thyself ..." 
(5.33)."Ye have heard that it hath been said, An 
eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth ... (5.38).  
"Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou 
shalt love thy neighbor, and hate thine enemy 
..." (5.43).
 
     The first three of these examples refer, 
respectively, to the Sixth, Seventh, and Third 
Commandmants found in Exodus, Chapter 
20, the prohibitions against murder, adultery, 
and the use, or mis-use, of oaths.  The last two 
examples refer to the law of retaliation (Ex. 
20.24 et seq.), and to Lev. 19.18:  "Thou shalt 
not avenge, nor bear any grudge against the 
children of thy people, but shalt love thy neigh-
bor as thyself ...." 
 
     In the next installment of this inquiry, each 
of these examples will be examined in detail, 
along with the "new" law interpretations Jesus 
gives.
 
William Braithwaite,
Tutor u  



The Gadfly03

On Reproductive Rights
 Lately, I’ve been thinking about 
my eighth grade health class a lot. 
 My eighth grade health class 
was taught by a man we called Coach 
Ryan. He was also the gym teacher. He 
would eventually be fired by our school 
after our principal, Sister Cathy, discov-
ered that he did not have a valid teach-
er’s license, but this was before then, 
when he was just your average Long 
Island Catholic school gym-cum-health 
class teacher. 
 I remember we discussed 
pregnancy and the intricacies of the 
reproductive process in class, once. Our 
health textbooks reviewed the stages 
of pregnancy and fetal development; 
they were godless textbooks, having 
been issued by the district instead of the 
diocese, and so they made no mention 
of the immortality of the soul or of the 
sanctity of life or any other concepts 
that we were taught were of the utmost 
importance. I remember Coach Ryan 
reviewing the concept of a zygote, or a 
recently fertilized egg, and then growl-
ing: “Now the book doesn’t say this, but 
when does life begin?” 
 Everyone was silent. 
 “Conception,” he said. “You’ll 
get a lot of people, when you grow 
up, telling you that it doesn’t begin at 
conception, but you can’t listen to them, 
because life begins at conception.”
 This was something I repeated 
to myself throughout my early teenage 
years; I had doubts on its veracity, but 
I managed to convince myself that my 
doubts were due to the Devil’s tempta-
tion. I lay awake at night,  profoundly 
distrustful of my own thoughts. I had 
not known any women who had had 
abortions, and—having heard indict-
ments of them in church and at school 
on a regular basis—I was convinced 
that they were, at best, horribly misled, 
and at worst, evil. Moreover, they were 
determined to mislead me, too. I had 
this unshakeable fear that the part of me 
that doubted that they were evil, that 
doubted that life began at conception, 
would eventually take over and my de-
scent into the abyss would be complete. 

I would become a monstrous latter-day 
Medea, who watched Girls and wore 
pink sneakers in solidarity with Wendy 
Davis. I feared that I would accept sin 
due to a lack of resolve and succumb to 
the wiles of Satan. 
 I have. Well, I don’t own a pair 
of pink sneakers, and I have no desire 
to watch Girls. But I am pro-choice, and 
proudly so, and I would like to pref-
ace this article with an address to my 
younger self: Thirteen-year-old Hope, 
even if Coach Ryan had a proper teach-
er’s license, he still would not be a viable 
authority on what you can do with your 
uterus. Your uterus is a tabula rasa. You 
are entitled to complete dominion over 
your own body.
 When I write these words, 
however, I feel increasingly discouraged. 
They should be empowering; however, 
they ring hollow in light of a reality 
wherein women are deprived of their 
bodily autonomy more and more each 
day. They should be true, but they aren’t. 
Earlier this year, Georgia passed a law 
prohibiting abortions after six weeks, 
around the time most women realize 
that they are pregnant; shortly after-
wards, Alabama banned abortion alto-
gether. The 2018 appointment of Brett 
Kavanaugh to the Supreme Court en-
tails the possible repeal of Roe vs. Wade, 
which—according to Planned Parent-
hood—would cause nearly 25 million 
women to lose access to abortion. The 
most heavily impacted by the repeal 
would be black and Hispanic women. 
Texas law requires that women seeking 
abortions be first told that abortions 
cause breast cancer, a scientifically base-
less and intentionally misleading claim. 
Finally, the Title X Family Planning 
Program—which provides reproductive 
health and family planning services for 
low-income individuals, particularly 
women—is at risk. The Trump-Pence 
administration has proposed a prohibi-
tion of abortion referrals; a removal 
of objective and nonpartisan counsel-
ing regarding pregnancy options (thus 
depriving a woman considering abor-
tion of her right to informed consent); 

Hope Taglich

and defunding of agencies that provide 
abortion services, among other compre-
hensive changes. 
 Yes, one has the right to believe 
that life begins at conception; however, 
it is crucial to recall that “life begins at 
conception” is a belief. Its justification 
is strictly theological; therefore, it has 
no place in politics. There is no solidly 
factual basis for it. The argument against 
legalized abortion is rooted in theoc-
racy, and is thus profoundly un-Amer-
ican. The separation between church 
and state outlined in the Establishment 
Clause and the Free Exercise clause of 
the First Amendment is a response to 
the insidiousness of such theocracy; its 
originator, Thomas Jefferson, identified 
largely as a secular Deist. (Moreover, if 
one wants to argue theology, the Bible 
explicitly permits abortion; Numbers 5: 
11-31 states that if a woman has become 
pregnant due to an extramarital affair, 
she must drink a potion to induce a 
miscarriage). 
 Banning abortion is also inher-
ently abusive. According to the National 
Domestic Violence Hotline, “Reproduc-
tive coercion is a form of power and 
control where one partner strips the 
other of the ability to control their own 
reproductive system.” On a macrocos-
mic level, federal and state governments 
are abusing women. The right to choose 
is a human right, one that is violated 
more and more with each passing day; 
legally infringing on it is a form of 
reproductive terrorism that is heralded 
as moral by the likes of the National 
Right to Life, Kay Ivey, Kanye West and 
Donald Trump. In the face of abuse, it is 
crucial that Americans write to legisla-
tors. It is crucial that Americans donate 
to Planned Parenthood. It is crucial that, 
as a collective, we accept that a woman 
has a right to choose; pro-life individu-
als must acknowledge that their beliefs 
cannot be legally imposed on others. 
Personally, we can agree to disagree; 
legally, it is imperative to realize we can-
not. t

A’21
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 When the Teacher is Not There
Biology 
October 23, 2019, 9:10 am

 I walked into the classroom 
and immediately I could sense some-
thing was off.  I didn’t know what it 
was at first, but something felt strange, 
a kind of lingering anticipation in the 
air. Then I noticed that the lights were 
off and an unusual amount of glee was 
present in room 340.  It came to me in 
a flash-- Mrs. Hannahs, our teacher, 
wasn’t there yet.  The thing lingering 
in the air was hope--that neither Mrs. 
Hannahs, nor a substitute, would come.  
 If you remember your high 
school years, then you can imagine how 
elated we felt as it became evident that 
by some mistake or other in the offices, 
no teacher was coming that morn-
ing.  We were like a bunch of balloons 
someone had blown up and let go to the 
skies. But of course, balloons ran out of 
air pretty quickly, especially when there 
are snitches in the room.
 “We’re not allowed to be in 
a room without a teacher,” said the 
sophomore who hates us because we are 
freshman. 
 “Yea, we should go get a teach-
er.  I can go.  I’m like a teacher magnet,” 
said Natalie. 
 “No! why would we do that?” 
everyone exclaimed.  Nobody liked 
Natalie or the sophomore.  You proba-
bly know why already, but I’ll elaborate.  
Natalie always found the biggest words 
to express the simplest ideas, I guess to 
feel proud of herself, but her answers 
made her sound ridiculous rather than 
intelligent. Most of us freshman were 
known for being rowdy and stupid--or 
fun--depending on who you asked.  For 
that reason alone the sophomore hated 
us.
 Anyway, as we were dancing 
in circles and singing merry tunes, 
Natalie picked up the classroom tele-
phone and prepared to call the office. 
I stood still, mouth gaping, shocked 
and afraid. But then, out of the corner 
of my eye, I spotted a football player, a 

hero. He jumped over chairs, slid under 
tables, and sprinted to the teacher’s 
desk, where Natalie and the evil phone 
conspired. When he reached the desk 
he furiously and repeatedly tapped 
the button that ends a call. The class 
cheered, and Natalie went into shock.  
Yeh!--the gods are just after all!
But our celebration was short, because 
the sophomore and Natalie decided to 
walk to the office and alert the admin-
istrators of our freedom and delights.  
Like traitors, they were. Eventually, a 
teacher arrived to restore boredom in 
the room until a substitute could be 
summoned.  He seemed just as un-
happy about it as we were, though he 
did make us do our work.  He even 
frowned at Natalie and the sophomore 
while the class booed its displeasure. 
I began to think about things . . .like 
what makes a person do that?  The 
sophomore I understand--he did it 
out of hate.  But Natalie?  What did 
she gain?  The satisfaction of pride?  
Did she do it because it seemed like 
the right thing to do?  How can some-
thing be right, if it pleases no one and 
blackens everyone, including the doer’s 
reputation?  And if it is the right thing 
to do, while making everyone miser-
able, should you do it? 
We warned Natalie that “snitches are 
witches who end up in ditches” (we 
may not have exactly said ‘witches,’).  
But she snitched anyway.  We have been 
told all our lives that we shouldn’t care 
about what other people think of us. 
But why shouldn’t we care? Aren’t our 
consciences formed by other people’s 
opinions?  So if public opinion doesn’t 
matter, what will prevent someone from 
doing much worse things than snitch-
ing?  My dad said none of this would 
have happened if we had wanted to be 
there learning biology, with or without 
a teacher.  I don’t think he understands 
high school.

--Abigail Petrich, 
Freshman, Severna Park High School

and prospective Johnnie t

Abigail Petrich

            It’s Oktoberfest weekend – kegs 
and pumpkins are plentiful; a cool au-
tumn breeze blows up from college creek 
and the campus trees are turning shades 
of orange. However, despite the pit beef 
and the fall flavored desserts, a group 
of Johnnies gathers on back campus for 
Reasonball. The Spartans and Hustlers 
warm up, tie their flag belts, and talk 
strategy. 80’s jams, specifically a Queen 
medley, radiates through the air from 
Oktoberfest, adding to the overall vibe. 
 The game begins with Chris’ 
signature, “Let’s play!” Nine Hustlers and 
nine Spartans take the field. Within the 
first two plays, Hustlers make a touch-
down, as the Spartans’ butterfingers 
cannot quite grasp the flags. During 
the middle and end of the first half, the 
teams struggle to find their groove and 
play is littered incomplete passes and 
rule debates. A young family passes by 
the field, and the children exhibit a great 
deal of confusion while watching the 
game, reducing Reasonball to some sort 
of odd flag football where players can 
seemingly pass to themselves.  
 The second half starts strong for 
the Spartans. The team is able to catch 
longer passes and move closer to the 
endzone each play, resulting in a touch-
down. The Hustlers also have a new 
energy coming into the new half, twice 
running the ball down the majority of 
the field. Each of these strategies seems 
to work for the respective teams. By the 
10th play in the second half, each team 
is tired due to a lack of subs, but the 
fighting spirit still remains. The Hustlers 
score a touchdown after Spartan posses-
sion is intercepted to score yet another 
long run to the endzone.  The Hustlers 
take the game, and the Spartans are 
defeated, a rare occurrence for the team. 
The start of the Reasonball tournament 
commences the following week with the 
Hustlers seeded first, followed by the 
Spartans, Druids, Guardians, and lastly, 
Greenwaves. Who will be crowned vic-
tor of this quintessentially autumn and 
uniquely Johnnie pastime? t

Mia Kobylski

Hustlers v. Spartans
 Reasonball
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