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Letter to Mr. Tuttle

Mr. Tuttle,

The issue that you’ve addressed in the latest rendition of your column is a
grave one. However, I’m astonished that anyone could look at this problem and somehow 
conclude that the concern is the method with which the crimes are committed rather 
than that which causes the societies to view women as all but worthless. Not only have 
you erroneously decided that the problem here is abortion, but you imply that the 
issue is “a!ordable, medically induced abortion,” as if this would not
be a problem but for those pesky legal abortions. Women have been
terminating their pregnancies at the very latest since the Ebers Papyrus, which
contains the first written reference to an abortion, was written (1550 BCE), and
they continue to do so, regardless of how safe, legal, a!ordable, or accessible it is.
Restrictive abortion legislation only contributes to a higher rate of abortions, and
ones that are much more dangerous than they have any cause to be. Abortion is not
going away, and it will continue to be a necessary procedure sought by billions of
people worldwide whether it coincides with your personal opinions or not. The only
di!erence you can make is whether they’re performed by qualified medical
professionals or on a friend’s kitchen table.

Even if you were to successfully eliminate abortion from this world, it would
do nothing to address the misogyny that causes the selective abortion of female
fetuses. Your refusal to address the underlying social issues at work here and yourdesire
to address instead the tool used belies your real concern—not women, but fetuses.
The “great irony” here is not radical feminism, a topic upon which you’re clearly
tragically misinformed, but your exploitation of women in the name of your politics,
whilst attempting to pass it o! as concern for our gender.

Facts in this article accredited to The Guttmacher Institute.
http://www.guttmacher.org/pubs/!_IAW.html  !

<< Cover:  Brian Warczinsky (A’13) and Kip 
Waite (A’15) jump for the tip-o! at the Red 
v. Gold March Madness game.
>> Play the Release: Players prepare to 
rebound as Tommy Bonn (A’13) releases a 
free throw shot.
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This Thursday, March 22, the SCI convened to discuss 
the upperclassman language tutorial. What, we asked 

ourselves, was the purpose of studying French for a year and 
a half, as opposed to a di!erent language (such as German) or 
two years of English? What new insight into language did we 
gain from studying French that we might not gain from the 
study of Greek?

It was agreed that the relative easiness of studying French 
meant that students could gain a greater appreciation of 
di!erent styles and authors in a foreign language more quickly 
and with greater depth than was possible in the year and a half 
spent studying Greek. The strength of French, then, was that 
it allowed students to quickly pass from learning a language 
to a kind of fluency that might allow them to appreciate the 
poetry of Phèdre on a higher level than that 
of Antigone. Some students even suggested 
that it might be better to diversify the 
reading list for junior and senior language 
by including authors such as Descartes 
as standard translation assignments, thus 
highlighting this aspect of the language tutorial.

In addition, the ability to cover a wider range of works in the 
upperclassman language tutorial meant that students could 
get a grasp on how French changed over time, by translating 
works that covered a fairly wide temporal scope.

However, some present at the meeting were concerned 
that the perceived “easiness” of French meant that class 
participation and preparedness su!ered. Did students treat 
French as essentially a funny sort of English? Were the classes 
su"ciently rigorous? And were the works translated from 
French, such as Phèdre, really at the same level as the kind of 
works being read in freshman and sophomore language?

While it was agreed that students often did assume that 
French was “easy” when perhaps they ought not, there was no 

clear consensus on any of these points. Students’ experiences 
with the rigor of their language classes varied, as did their 
opinions on the value of the works being translated.

It was, however, agreed that perhaps the amount of 
continuous time spent on some authors might be excessive 
and tedious. Some solutions were proposed to fix this problem, 
such as breaking up the translation of one work with the 
study of another (such as alternating Phèdre and Rousseau’s 
Confessions), shortening the time spent on these works (in 
particular Baudelaire), or familiarizing the class with the 
whole work or a greater section of the work in translation 
before detailed discussion took place.

The final part of the discussion focused on one alternative 
to studying French. Should the time spent studying French 

be spent focusing on English grammar and 
composition? Writing had, after all, been 
a concern of the SCI this year. Wouldn’t 
upperclassmen be better served by a class 
that prepared them for writing their senior 
essay?

There was no clear conception of what a rigorous study of 
English for two years might be like, and some students voiced 
the concern that English language works were not really read 
or discussed with an eye toward language or composition. 
It was suggested that the place for the study of English 
composition was the paper conference, and that tutors ought 
to focus on assigning a variety of writing assignments (several 
short papers, one long paper, di!erently styled papers, etc.) 
in order to help students develop the skills needed to write 
longer, more seriously developed essays.

Ultimately, while the pros and cons of studying French 
were much discussed, no consensus was reached on whether 
or not we could be studying French better or if we should be 
studying it at all.  !

“ Did students treat 
French as essentially a 
funny sort of English?

> Barbara McClay, A’12
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{                     }What is your seminar 
character’s “ideal” date?

!"#$%&'(
Aristotle’s Physics
In the void, at no time 
(because you cannot 
divide time).

> Anonymous

NEXT WEEK What prank does your seminar character play on April Fool’s Day?

!e Fourth of July.

> Henley Moore

$#()*"
Federalist Papers

Rousseau see woman. 
Rousseau exchange no 
words. Rousseau sleep 
with woman. Rousseau 
never see woman again.

> Danny Kraft

+,()*"
Rousseau

Slapping Fortune 
around.

> Nathan Goldman

$*-%*&*"#
Machiavelli

!"#$%!&'#(!$)*++,!!##$*($,(%!-&)!,*(. Upperclassman Language



Hello! My name is Grace Tyson, and I am one of your stu-
dent representatives to the Board of Visitors and Gover-

nors (BVG). You may recall reading an article by Ms. Emily 
Ezell (A’13) last semester, in which she reported on the Octo-
ber BVG meetings held here in Annapolis. This semester, it’s 
my turn to report on the BVG meetings held February 17-18 on 
our sister campus in Santa Fe.

“What,” you may ask, “does a BVG representative do?” 
Mostly, we listen. We attend the meetings of the Board, take 
notes, and report back to the Delegate Council and the polity 
about what we have learned. In that sense, we represent the 
BVG to the polity. There is, however, also an opportunity for 
us to represent the polity to the BVG, and we are able to share 
with the Board members many of the student body’s concerns, 
ideas, and questions.

The overall message that the Board hoped we would take 
away from the financial discussions is that “we are doing fine.” 
The College has remained roughly on-budget, has not had to 
take any money out of the endowment, and has found many 
ways to reduce operating costs. As students, we can expect 
to see a few changes to buildings and grounds over the next 
semester as construction of the Hodson House commences, 
water damage is repaired in Randall Hall and the BBC, and 
renovations to the Carroll-Barrister House are completed. 

The College does have legitimate concerns, however, about 
enrollment. Accepted applications are down 11% from last 
year at this time, and the Annapolis campus anticipates 135-
145 freshmen for next year, which falls short of our goal of 155-
160. In taking steps to increase enrollment, the College has de-
cided to adopt an application deadline. The Board has found 
that students respond well to deadlines, and often decide not 
to apply because they put o! completing the St. John’s appli-
cation and end up accepting another college’s o!er. 

The Santa Fe campus has su!ered far worse from a lack of 
enrollment: they expect to have fewer than 350 students en-
rolled next fall. To further address the problem of decreas-
ing enrollment numbers, the College is working with a firm 
that will conduct quantitative survey research of prospective 
students, in order to determine what aspects of our current 

tuition, financial aid methods, and the Program are potential 
obstacles to students attending St. John’s.

Regarding academics at the College, tutors and faculty on 
the Annapolis campus are conducting a series of workshops 
to thoroughly review the math and science portions of the 
Program. These workshops aim to answer questions about 
whether the curriculum su"ciently prepares students to 
complete the math and lab tutorials in junior and senior year.

Finally, a major area of interest throughout the BVG meet-
ings was philanthropy. Approximately one-third of the op-
erating budget of the College comes from philanthropy, and 
there is no reason why this should not be a significantly higher 
amount. The Board is working seriously to implement mea-
sures that will instill a spirit of philanthropy in alumni and to 
gather research about the current state of gifts to our school. 

I want to note that the Board members are a group of people 
who truly love and care about our College, and who believe 
sincerely in the mission of St. John’s. For this, we owe them 
our sincere gratitude. At all times, they have the best interests 
of our school in mind. Yet it is important to remember that a 
college is a business, and it is the Board’s job to see it as such. 
They care deeply about the students—that is why they do what 
they do—yet they view the College from a di!erent angle than 
students usually do.

It is important that we, too, remember that St. John’s is a 
business. The College needs money to function, and there is 
nothing ignoble or base about that reality. My hope is that the 
spirit of philanthropy can start with us, the current students. 
At the February meetings, Ms. Ezell and I asked one of the 
Board members: “What can students do to help?” He gave us 
a great deal of insight into this question, and I will finish this 
article by listing a few of the things he said (and I encourage 
you to collaborate with Ms. Ezell and me to make these things 
happen, as it is truly vital to our school’s prosperity): spread 
the word on campus about the importance of giving back to 
the college; remember to give back after graduating; reach out 
to “prospies” in a positive way, and share your experience with 
them; and finally, please help us with our upcoming phona-
thon on April 17. Email me at graceanntyson@gmail.com if you 
are able to participate.  !
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“The College does have legitimate 
concerns, however, about enrollment. 
Accepted applications are down 11% 
from last year at this time, and the 
Annapolis campus anticipates 135-
145 freshmen for next year, which 
falls short of our goal of 155-160. 

> Grace Tyson, EIC, A’13

A Message from Your 
BVG Representatives

“Approximately one-third of the operat-
ing budget of the College comes from 
philanthropy, and there is no reason 
why this should not be a signi!cantly 
higher amount. My hope is that the 
spirit of philanthropy can start with us, 
the current students.



The headline from the BVG report is without question 
the dropping enrollment in Santa Fe. One of the theories 

proposed for why that campus is less popular than Annapolis 
is that it has a worse system of student-run clubs. While it is 
true, in my experience, that Santa Fe does have fewer clubs 
than Annapolis, I would attribute this not to any di!erence 
in the culture of the campuses, but simply to the di!erence 
in population. Santa Fe has about 30% fewer students than 
Annapolis, and it felt to me like it had about 30% fewer clubs in 
total, and 30% fewer well-established clubs. It appears to me 
that Santa Fe is in an unfortunate spiral: 
as it loses more students, the campus 
becomes less attractive to prospective 
students, in several ways. Fewer students 
means fewer clubs, fewer activities, a 
more precarious financial situation for 
the campus (because of fewer tuition 
payers) and thus fewer and less-well-
paid (and therefore less happy) tutors. 
As to what originally caused this spiral to 
begin, I am again skeptical that it has anything to do with the 
permanent and inherent di!erences between the campuses 
(Santa Fe is farther from any major cities, the campus itself 
is inconvenient to downtown, etc.). These di!erences have 
existed since the founding of the Santa Fe campus, but the 
current extreme disparity in enrollment started quite recently. 
To my mind, the most likely explanation is quite simple: most 
people in California, if they are going to go to St. John’s, are 
going to go to Santa Fe. The recent recession hit California 
disproportionately hard, compared to the rest of the country, 
because so many of the suburban homes whose prices soared 
and then crashed in the housing bubble were in California. 
Rather than gloating about how all this finally proves the 
objective superiority of the Annapolis campus, students here 
should be a little more humble. If the next recession stems 
from a crash in the New England crab market instead of the 
California housing market, Annapolis will be in just as much 
trouble as Santa Fe is now.

Besides the current issue of the drop in Santa Fe’s 
enrollment, I think it is safe to say that increasing applications 
to the College should always be a goal, even when times are 
relatively good. One of the suggestions raised by the BVG to 
increase applications is to consider o!ering merit scholarships 
(currently, only need-based financial aid is given). This 
proposal raises a much larger philosophical question: whether 
the College wants to go in the direction of competing with the 
top-ranked liberal arts colleges for the academic stars among 
the high-school ranks. We o!er no merit aid because we have a 

philosophy that every accepted student 
is equally capable of contributing to 
class. We don’t allow ourselves to be 
ranked by U.S. News, because we say 
that students should pick a college 
because it’s the best fit for them, not 
because it’s the highest ranked one 
they could get into. We say that our 
70% acceptance rate is not a problem, 
because applications to St. John’s are 

self-selected. Nonetheless, the fact is that there is a huge 
pool of academically gifted, ambitious students who would 
undoubtedly make a great contribution to our classrooms, 
and who would greatly boost our total enrollment if even a 
fraction of them applied, but who bypass St. John’s because 
they simply don’t consider a school that isn’t ranked in the top 
40, that doesn’t o!er them a scholarship, and that has a 70% 
acceptance rate to be in the running for top students. I think, 
first of all, St. John’s needs to start making the case not just 
for a liberal arts education in general, but for our liberal arts 
education in particular: telling those successful high-school 
students who are planning to go to Amherst or Williams that 
our education is just as di"cult and far more coherent than 
the one o!ered by the so-called “elite” college. Secondly, we 
have to consider the unfortunate fact that, as long as we stick 
to our philosophical guns, the profile we o!er at first glance to 
a student trying to decide amongst several liberal arts colleges 
is one of a third-tier school with a first-tier tuition rate.  !

“ I think, !rst of all, St. John’s 
needs to start making the 
case not just for a liberal 
arts education in general, 
but for our liberal arts edu-
cation in particular.

> Tommy Berry, A’13
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> Anonymous

When the sun is high and casts no shadow,
When the sky is clear and tells us nothing ,
When all the world is white as bones,
When the sun will never look away,

When its gaze like God’s burns up the clouds,
Those familiar pagan gods we loved,
When its light like reason makes us see
That nothing here should we desire

—When all our hope is dead—
Return to us, dear cigarette,
The darkness that we crave. 

When the gray e!ulgence of the clouds
Is taken from us by the sun,
And paints no longer our desires
In crisp blue warmth and pastel rain,

Breathe with your sultry kiss
Dark clouds into our breast.   



HAPPINESS

Boethius Fontaine Cordially Presents: 
Over Spring Break, Danny and Grace, EICs, were relaxing at their respective homes, trying 
not to work on their annual essays (Junior Essays don’t matter, right?). As Grace lounged 
poolside in Florida, and Danny hiked the treacherous terrain of Baltimore, they both received 
a mysterious package at their home addresses. But what does it mean? And why was it sent 
to them? The Editorial Sta! of The Gadfly feels compelled to share this strange discovery 
with the Polity. Perhaps you can help us unravel the mystery. 



TRUTH

(And the winner is: THE FIGHTING IRISH OF NOTRE DAME)

His March Madness Tournament Bracket
The following guidance was enclosed with the bracket:

For each “contest” of two opposing ideas, concepts, or things, a “winner” advances because:
1. It is the superior/dominant idea of the two,
2. It is a combination/amalgam of the two, in some weird way,
3. It answers a question implied by the opposition of the two,
4. It has some absurd/comical/pithy connection to the two,
5. Reasons unknown to Boethius Fontaine.
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> Jerry Januszewski, Counselor

“ Is there some secret 
formula for personal 
growth?  The answer is 
yes, but if it is a secret, it 
is an open secret, re-
vealed in our experience.

!"#$%&"'&()*&+**$

Ms. & Mssrs. Fleming
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Jerry Januszewski, in re!ection of his past 
struggles, warns us all to beware the King Baby, 
or the possession of amour-propre.



At the ballet this weekend I was thinking about social con-
ventions and how flimsy they really are. The show was a 

dance interpretation of The Scarlet Letter. I haven’t read the 
book, but the ballet telegraphed the plot pretty well: some lady 
committed the “A” word with a priest, was forced to do some 
wicked-good embroidery on all her old-timey shirts, and all 
this caused the townsfolk to deboulé their disappointment 
all over the stage for forty-five minutes. Moral conventions in 
the “modern world,” I thought to myself, are never so rigid, 
demanding, or choreographed anymore. Not everyone thinks 
this is a good thing.

The Enlightenment birthed our modern world, wherein 
people generally agree that the open society is designed as 
a space where individuals are capable of fully “coming into 
themselves,” in whatever way they see fit, so long as it does not 
harm the “coming into themselves” of others. The aim of the 
state is commonly held to be the utilitarian telos of maximiz-
ing the greatest happiness for the greatest possible number. 
We do not aim, as modern people, to unite ourselves against 
a common enemy and draw our identity and solidarity from 
opposing that enemy. Unlike the closed society of Puritan Bos-
ton, we are not negatively unified against sin, but, rather (the 
democratic idealist hopes), we are unified positively towards 
freedom and comprehending our preexistent natural equality.

Leo Strauss often wrote about his doubts that an “open soci-
ety” could exist without becoming nihilistic (see “On German 
Nihilism,” 1941). Say what you will against Puritanical Boston, 
but they damn well knew what they hated, and they could 
point to a revelation that validated their hatred. “The end of 
philosophy,” Strauss cries out like a voice in the wilderness in 
his essay Liberal Education and Philosophy, “is now no longer 
what one may call disinterested contemplation of the eternal, 
but the relief of man’s estate.”

The man who is not privileged by wealth and education, 
who wishes for agency in his life and self-determination for 
his psyche, feels empowered by the Enlightenment and its 
democratic promises. “The enlightenment was destined to 
become universal education,” Strauss continues. “It appeared 
that the di!erence of natural gifts did not have the importance 
which the tradition had ascribed to it.” There was nothing dif-
ferent about the “great minds” in the Enlightenment, except 
perhaps a higher degree of cleverness, and this gave all men a 
sense of ontological equality, albeit not utter equality of skills. 
“Great minds” are now without the ontological “otherness” 
previously attributed to the philosopher or the prophet, and 
some believe that convention and greatness are doomed by 
this ontological equality.

I picked out a Curb Your Enthusiasm episode at random to 
show that Strauss is not the only one who is confronting the 
flimsiness of convention. Larry David, in the third episode of 
season five, is again waging his ceaseless battle against the 
forces of conventional entropy. Los Angeles is about the most 
open a society can get, and the upper-crust that Larry be-
grudgingly belongs to is “enlightened” in precisely the modern 
sense. Larry is consistently looking for the transcendent eti-
quette in every situation, and when someone uses the wrong 
bathroom stall or calls another’s home phone after “the cuto! 
hour,” he is the first to reproach their unsociability. Besides 
being very vulgar and Jewish, he’d really sort of fit in in Haw-
thorne’s 17th-century, rule-obsessed Boston. 

“Why is it,” Larry asks his Catholic father-in-law in this epi-
sode, “you don’t do the cross thing before a snack? You do it 
before meals, but not before a snack.” David is, of course, the 
creator of Seinfeld, and his propensity to question convention, 
to pick it apart (not to doubt its importance but to highlight its 
vagaries in search of definite rules of engagement), has fully 
entered the modern consciousness. We’ve all become increas-
ingly Larry David-like, questioning the current convention 
and searching for the true one, and that is true progress; that is 
almost true democracy at work. Yet the characters on Seinfeld 
sought this true etiquette for themselves, to make their lives 
freer of hassles, and thus they were “about nothing.”

Larry continues to prod Cheryl’s dad: “Is there like a maxi-
mum number of times you can cross yourself in a day? You 
think there’s a record for that?” Convention doesn’t come from 
religion for Larry, and, as for most of us, it is his religion. This 
religion is personal, and, Strauss might argue, therefore rela-
tive. For George and Elaine, who define themselves narrowly, 
it is highly relative. My reading of Strauss is that he is afraid of 
humanity losing the metaphysical belief in convention, which 
he fears was the only thing keeping us united, and a reasser-
tion of the revelatory source of convention is crucial for soci-
ety’s survival, whether this source is “God,” “forefathers,” or 
“transcendent reason.” 

While certain thinkers think up schemes to reintroduce rev-
elation to the democratic man, a ground war is being fought by 
men like Larry David every day against relativistic “etiquette.” 
David alludes to “etiquette” like it is a secret transcendent 
truth that we all know, yet still he hardly has an interaction on 
an elevator that is not intolerably awkward. Until a messiah 
of convention comes, a positivistic Jerry Seinfeld that is not 
“about nothing,” Larry is forced to concede that his etiquette 
is just as flimsy as everyone else’s in L.A., but that doesn’t stop 
him from arguing about it. !
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> Michael Lacy, A’12
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Bringing together philosopher Leo 
Strauss and comedian Larry David, 
Michael Lacy tackles the !imsiness 
of moral conventions.
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Andrew Donders (A’ 12) interviewed Dr. Owen Kelley 
(A’93) to discuss his career as a NASA scientist special-
izing in experimental hurricane-scanning weather satel-
lites in Greenbelt, MD, and the path that led him there.

What is your current job?
I work with an experimental weather satellite that is the 

first to carry radar that can take 3D “cat scans” of hurricanes 
and other storms.  I work with the group at NASA in Green-
belt, Maryland, that processes the data that comes o! the 
satellite so that scientists and disaster managers around the 
world can use the data.  I have also done some research into 
how hurricanes intensify, which has led to several articles in 
scientific journals.

What other schools did you attend after St. John’s?
During the summers after my sophomore and junior years 

at St. John’s I took several math classes at the University of 
Maryland, College Park.  The fall after graduation, I started a 
Master’s Degree in Applied Physics at George Mason Univer-
sity.  After finishing that degree I worked at NASA for several 
years, then returned to school part-time for a Ph.D. in Compu-
tational Science, which is a combination of computer science 
and physics.

Did you know what you wanted to do while attending St. 
John’s? If not, how did you get into physics?

Yes, back in high school I knew I wanted to be a computer 
programmer, engineer, or scientist, but I wasn’t sure how to 
make that happen.

Did St. John’s help prepare you for work in the field?
Absolutely.  At St. John’s I stopped being a shy person, and I 

became comfortable talking with people about things I didn’t 
understand but wanted to understand.

What didn’t St. John’s prepare you for?
Well, the Great Books Program doesn’t teach you how to 

program computers, do multi-variable calculus, solve di!er-
ential equations, or manipulate linear algebra expressions.  
That didn’t stop me, though.

How did you feel you compared, in grad school and early 
jobs, to people from di!erent educational backgrounds, 
especially physics majors from more traditional schools?

I was worried about dropping out of grad school at the be-
ginning, because I had di"culty with the mathematical prob-
lem sets we had to do. But my St. John’s education prompted 
me to ask questions in class and after class when I was con-
fused.  My classmates didn’t need to ask questions in class be-
cause graduate school was so similar to their undergraduate 
classes, and they were annoyed by my speaking up.  It inter-
rupted their half-asleep note-taking during class.  The pro-
fessors were actually happy to have me participate, because 
it made class less boring for them.  After a few years, I had 
almost caught up with my classmates, plus I had made friends 
with the faculty, who gave me career advice and advice on 
navigating the bureaucracy at the university.

Can you describe a general track someone from St. John’s 
might take to get into a career in physics?

I studied hard for the general GRE exam.  I remember 
studying on the top floor of McDowell Hall the night of senior 
prank.  About the Physics GRE subject test—I didn’t take it 
at all!  Without an undergraduate degree in physics, I would 
have gotten a very bad grade, so I saw no need to actually take 
it.  This is a risky thing to do, so I’m not sure I’d recommend 
it.  I highly recommend, before applying to a graduate phys-
ics program, that you take the full three-semester sequence 
of calculus, a di!erential equations course, and a linear alge-
bra course. I did an internship in which I learned to program 
computers, another good idea before entering a physics pro-
gram.  

The trick was, during the interview with the graduate 
school, I convinced them to give me a chance. They agreed to 
provisionally admit me to the program provided that I took 
the senior year undergraduate physics courses during my first 
year of graduate school.

Any general advice, especially for a senior who is inter-
ested in physics but is not quite sure what to do?

The problem with physics is that it’s a small sub-discipline 
with few job opportunities.  Most people I know with physics 
degrees are working in another field, like computer program-
ming, engineering, business consulting, etc.  It would be best 
to try out options using internships or entry-level jobs before 
committing to physics or a related field for your masters or 
Ph.D. degree.  And please don’t get caught in the trap of feel-
ing like a failure if your job is unrelated to your graduate de-
gree.  Life takes sudden turns.

What did you write your senior essay on?
Dean Brann gave me special permission to write o!-Pro-

gram: My senior essay contrasted the concept of civil disobe-
dience in Henry David Thoreau and in Mahatma Gandhi’s 
autobiography.

What is your favorite book on the Program?
No book is my favorite.  What I have is a collection of fa-

vorite passages, which have each filled me with delight.  Isn’t 
it that way for all of us?  There are pages in Plato, Hegel, the 
Federalist Papers, and Rousseau, for example, that knocked 
me out when I first read them and that can still knock me out 
now when I read them again.

Do you find that you lead a philosophical life?
Like my St. John’s friends, I want to believe that I have led 

a philosophical life since I graduated.  What it means to lead 
a philosophical life is di!erent for each of us. I know that I’m 
only content when I feel I’m learning something new in my 
work or personal life, so I’m careful to make sure that always 
happens.!!
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> Andrew Donders, A’12



ObamaCare celebrated its second birthday this month, but 
there was a noticeable lack of celebration at 1600 Penn-

sylvania Avenue.  The party hats were in short supply for the 
anniversary of the legislation the President once touted as his 
signature achievement.  Perhaps that is because two out of 
every three Americans oppose the law.  Or perhaps it is be-
cause the non-partisan Congressional Budget O!ce reported 
earlier this month that ObamaCare will cost $1.76 trillion by 
2022—not including $115 billion in implementation costs or 
the separate $4.3 trillion burden that will fall on individuals, 
businesses, and state governments.  Or perhaps it is because 
of the uproar over the HHS mandate that quashes the First 
Amendment freedoms of religious employers by requiring 
them to supply insurance coverage for contraception, steril-
ization, and abortion-inducing drugs against their religious 
beliefs.

Or perhaps it is because this week, the Supreme Court will 
hear arguments for the constitutionality of ObamaCare in five-
and-a-half hours of oral argument spread over three days, the 
longest time set aside for arguments in a single case in nearly 
half a century.  Twenty-eight states have filed suit against the 
federal government, claiming the law’s individual mandate 
requiring citizens to purchase health insurance whether they 
wish to or not—and face a penalty if they refuse—is an un-
constitutional expansion of the federal government’s power 
under the Commerce Clause, which gives the federal govern-
ment limited power to regulate interstate commerce.  Court 
watchers, legal scholars, and the appellate courts are split 
predicting how the Court will decide (the opinion will not be 
released until the summer), and there are several complicat-
ing issues, for example, the question of severability, that is, 
whether the Court can uphold certain parts of the law and 
strike down others, or whether, if the individual mandate is 
struck down, the rest of the law must be 
struck down as well.  At the end of the day, 
as columnist Charles Krauthammer points 
out, the ruling depends on which side of the 
bed Justice Anthony Kennedy, the constant 
swing vote, gets out of.

But still, to say, in Vice President Biden’s 
eloquent words, that this is “a big f—ing 
deal” is massive understatement.  The 
ObamaCare case marks one of the most 
important Supreme Court rulings in recent 
history.  But not because of the ruling’s inevitable political fall-
out amid a crucial presidential election cycle.  Rather, the case 
marks a watershed moment when the Court must rea!rm, or 
radically redefine, the founding vision for the relationship of 
the American government to the American people.

Though they provide the grounds for legislative action, 
the unpopularity of the law and the skyrocketing costs—for a 
country already drowning in $16 trillion of debt—are not at is-
sue.  The Court is not deciding on whether the administration 
presented accurate budget estimates or whether the law will 
improve or harm the nation’s healthcare system.  The Court is 

deciding on whether this law abides by the Constitution and 
the limits it places on the power of the federal government as 
envisioned by the framers.

Fundamentally at issue is whether the federal govern-
ment can force an individual to purchase a good for no other 
reason than because that person exists.  ObamaCare breaks 
down the barriers between the federal government and the 
individual.  The founders intended a federal government with 
“few and defined” powers, in the words of James Madison, so 
that states and the people would retain most control.  They 
also believed society best served by ample intervening in-
stitutions—churches, guilds, civic organizations—that stood 
between individuals and all levels of government, thus form-
ing several layers of associations through which government 
power was disseminated, protecting the bottommost actors 
in the hierarchy: individuals.  The HHS mandate coercing 
religious employers exposed ObamaCare as a law directly 
opposed to this original intent.  The HHS mandate reveals 
ObamaCare’s Leviathan hope to obliterate the institutions 
that stand between individuals and the direct power of the 
federal government.  This is the same design motivating the 
individual mandate: nothing should be able to stand between 
the individual and the power of the federal government.  But 
that power is rarely beneficent.  The individual mandate is 
not about individuals; it is about the government.  It is about 
government power and government schemes.  It does not em-
power the individual; it strips the individual of his ability to 
make his own decisions about how he spends his own money.

The controversy over ObamaCare is about the principle 
of power in this country: Who should have it?  The federal 
government and its ever-expanding bureaucratic complex of 
agencies, sub-agencies, regulators, and red tape?  Or do lo-
cal and state governments, voluntary associations, and indi-

viduals hold the power—to make their own 
purchasing decisions, to enter voluntarily 
into contracts, to decide what is best for 
them free from the coercion of a board of 
“experts” in Washington?

“It is not an exaggeration,” writes the 
Wall Street Journal, “to say that the Su-
preme Court’s answers may constitute a 
hinge in the history of American liberty 
and limited and enumerated government. 
The Justices must decide if those princi-

ples still mean something.”  If the Supreme Court decides that 
the federal government has the right to force individuals to 
pay for goods they do not want—and penalize them if they re-
fuse—there is little the government cannot do.  “The govern-
ment is asserting that…it has the power to control the most 
basic decisions about how people spend their own money in 
their day-to-day lives.”  What is next?  Food?  Transportation?  
Granting the federal government this right leaves individuals 
unprotected from the heavy hand of the state.  That will no 
longer be a government “of the people, by the people, for the 
people.”  It will be government against the people. !

> Ian Tuttle, A’14
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“ ...the Court must 
rea!rm, or radically 
rede"ne, the founding 
vision for the relation-
ship of the American 
government to the 
American people.



It started six years ago: Steven Howards 
approached Vice President Cheney to 

tell him that U.S. policy for the war in Iraq 
was “disgusting,” touching the Vice Presi-
dent before walking away. Before he knew 
it, he was arrested by the Secret Service for 
“assaulting” Cheney. Howards, in response, 
sued the agents in the name of a free-speech 
violation, claiming that they arrested him 
under the guise of harassment, when the 
real and clear purpose was to prevent more 
controversial speech around our relevant 
public o!cials. This has recently reached 
the Supreme Court as Reichle, et al., v. How-
ards, the technical question being whether 
Secret Service agents have legal immunity 
when they arrest a citizen in retaliation for 
speaking out against 
government policy if 
they had some other 
reason to make the 
arrest anyway.

Note that we’re 
not even talking 
about the ques-
tion of whether the 
Secret Service can 
arrest—that’s long 
been granted—but 
whether a citizen of 
the United States is 
granted access to his right to contend with 
a perceived injustice through our judicial 
system. The worry the Justices had during 
the hearing was whether a damages lawsuit 
would somehow a"ect the Secret Service’s 
ability to make a reasonable judgment on 
whether to arrest someone. Isn’t that sup-
posed to be simple? If the people you’re 
defending are under a perceived threat, 
you have little to worry about. How would 
a lawsuit—in which, might I add, the Secret 
Service can defend itself before a likely sym-
pathetic court of law—at all prevent a rea-
sonable threat from occurring?

This kind of exaggerated hesitancy is 
clearly dangerous, but there is more to this 
case than that. By the time the first hear-
ing was reaching its end, the concern had 
evolved into something far more pernicious 
on the government side, a blatant abdication 
of any personal responsibility on the part of 
the Solicitor General to defend the docu-
ment that he solemnly pretends to preserve, 
protect, and defend: a very serious assertion 
to extend an immunity like that to police ev-
erywhere, no exceptions. More specifically, 

this would apply when they are confronting 
a situation where someone speaks out in a 
way that an o!cer can interpret as threat-
ening some act of violence. 

Fortunately, the Supreme Court was 
much more focused on the issue of the Se-
cret Service. While that’s the case, it doesn’t 
change that the Solicitor General foreshad-
owed his covetousness and greed for more 
power: it is not enough that the Secret Ser-
vice will likely have an extra legal shield 
at their disposal outside of the apparently 
defunct excuse of, “It’s a high-stress situ-
ation and sometimes we’re wrong.”  They 
shouldn’t have to bow before the people 
they serve at all—us. 

Set aside the Secret Service for a mo-
ment, and think 
about the audacity 
it must have taken 
for the government 
to propose before 
the highest court in 
the land, in front of 
citizens and media 
watching, the no-
tion that the fun-
damental structure 
for a tyrannical 
state should be put 
in place; the deceit-

ful and disgusting desire to delete the major 
check-and-balance the United States has to 
authority: the people and the civil courts. 
About these people, Tocqueville speaks 
most eloquently:

What do they lack with regard to remain-
ing free? What, indeed? The taste itself 
for being free. Do not ask me to analyze 
this sublime taste, it is necessary to expe-
rience it. It enters of its own accord into 
the great hearts that God has prepared to 
receive it: it fills them, it inflames them. 
One must renounce making mediocre 
souls understand what they have never 
felt.
I apologize if this comes o" as exagger-

ated; after all, this argument was just an 
argument. It wasn’t put in place, and in all 
fairness there would be recourse if it ever 
were put into place. But my concern comes 
not from the chance of immediate imple-
mentation but the lack of response to such 
a terrifying contention. 

These people have forgotten what it 
means to be free. I hope I never do. !
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Tuesday 3/27
SJC Orchestra Rehearsal

Great Hall, 4-5:30 PM

Kunai Basketball
B v W, 4 PM
G v P, 5:15 PM

Dance Lessons
Great Hall, 8-9 PM

Open Mic Night
Chasement, 8 PM

Wednesday 3/28
Handball

H v G, 4:15 PM

Basketball
March Madness Game 6, 
7:30 PM

St. John’s Chorus
Great Hall, 7 PM

Friday 3/30
Kunai Basketball

Finals TBA

Steiner Lecture
“Bach’s St. Matthew Passion 
in Perspective:  History, Text, 
Music, and Theology”
Professor Christoph Wol", 
Harvard University, FSK 
Auditorium, 8:15 PM

Saturday 3/31
Mental Health Support Group

McDowell 32, 2 PM

Basketball
March Madness Game 7,
2 PM

Sunday 4/1
Basketball

March Madness Game 8,
7:30 PM

If you would like to see your 
event on the weekly schedule, 
please email gadfly@sjca.edu.
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> Robert Malka, A’15

“ The worry the Justices had 
during the hearing was 
whether a damages lawsuit 
would somehow a!ect the 
Secret Service’s ability to 
make a reasonable judg-
ment on whether to arrest 
someone. Isn’t that sup-
posed to be simple?


