
by: Darryl W. Perry

It seems that every four years people need a 
reminder about the Electoral College and 
how the President is actually elected. On 
election day, if you vote in the Presidential 
election, you will not actually cast a ballot 
for Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, Gary 
Johnson, Jill Stein or any other candidate 
for President. You will cast a vote for a slate 
of Electors. These Electors will then meet 
“on the first Monday after the second 
Wednesday in December” after the election 
at a place determined by the legislature of 
each state, usually the state house, to cast 
the official votes for President and Vice 
President.

The Electoral College was established “in 
the Constitution as a compromise between 
election of the President by a vote in 
Congress and election of the President by a 
popular vote of qualified citizens.” Each 
state gets a number of Electors equal to its 
total representation in Congress, one Elector 
for each member of the House of 
Representatives plus two Electors for the 
members of the Senate, and DC gets three 
Electors despite only being represented in 
Congress by a non-voting delegate in the 
House, and no representation in the US 
Senate.

Despite what some may claim, the Electors 

are not part of a shadow government 
deciding the President and Vice President. 
The Electors, and those seeking to be 
Electors, are selected or appointed either by 
the Presidential candidate (in the case of an 
independent candidate) or the state affiliate 
of the national party. In most cases the 
Electors are people who will be loyal to the 
party and on the given day will vote for the 
party nominee. In rare occurrence, an 
Elector will cast a vote for someone other 
than the candidate to whom they were 
pledged. John Hospers & Tonie Nathan 
received an Electoral vote in 1972 because 
of a so-called “Faithless Elector” in Virginia 
named Roger MacBride.

In every state, except Maine and Nebraska, 
Electors are elected in a winner-take-all 
system, meaning the candidate with the 
most votes wins all of the Electors in a 
given state. Maine and Nebraska use a 
system where the candidate with the most 
votes in each Congressional district wins a 
single Elector and the candidate with the 
most votes state-wide wins the two 
remaining Electors. In theory a candidate 
could win the two state-wide Electors 
without winning one of the district Electors, 
though it has never happened. However, 
these are not the only available methods for 
choosing the members of the Electoral 
College, nor are they the only methods that 

Going to school on the Electoral College

The "dire consequences" of debate criteria that 
are "too high"
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Community Calendars
RECURRING EVENTS

KEENE
Every Sunday – Social Sunday:  Local 
Burger, 82 Main St. – 6pm

First Sunday – Monthly Bitcoin Meet up:  
Local Burger, 82 Main St. – 5:30pm

LAKES REGION
Third Saturday – Lakes Region Porcupine 
Meeting:  New Hong Kong Buffet 12 Old 
State Rd Unit 3, Belmont – 12-2pm

LEBANON
Last Tuesday of the month – Upper Valley 
Porcupines:  Ziggy's Pizza, 254 North 
Plainfield Road, West Lebanon – 6-8pm

MANCHESTER
First Saturday of the month – Merrimack 
Valley Porcupines: – 11am (location varies, check 
ShireCalendar.FPP.cc)

Every Tuesday – Taproom Tuesday: 
Murphy's Taproom, 494 Elm St. – 5-7pm

Every Sunday – Shire Bitcoin Meetup: –
6-9pm (location varies, check ShireCalendar.FPP.cc)

NASHUA
Every Wednesday – Freedom Forum 
discussion: Barnes & Noble, 235 Daniel 
Webster Highway – 7-9pm

Every Sunday – Nashua Liberty Meetup: 
Martha's Exchange, 185 Main St. – 6-8pm

NEWMARKET
Last Sunday of every month – Freecoast 
Bitcoin Meet Up: Burrito Liberation, 170 
Main St – 3-5pm

SEACOAST
Every Thursday – NH Seacoast Liberty 
Meetup: rotates weekly between Dover, 
Exeter, Hampton, & Rochester – 7pm
(location varies, check ShireCalendar.FPP.cc)

Submit your events to editor@fpp.cc – 
please send event information by the final 
Sunday of each month.

More events can be found online at 
ShireCalendar.FPP.cc

have been used.

The US Election Atlas says, the Individual 
Elector “method was the most common in 
the nineteenth and early twentieth century.” 
This method of choosing Electors had a 
voter cast his ballot directly for the Electors 
pledged to a candidate instead of voting for 
a slate of Electors pledged to a candidate. 
This method “has resulted in split electors 
in many instances where the state-wide 
election was close.”

One method that has not been used, though 
it was proposed in Colorado in 2004, would 
have allocated Electors proportionally to the 
statewide vote count. If this method would 
have been in place nationally in 2000, 
neither George W. Bush nor Al Gore would 
have earned a majority of the electors, with 
Bush earning 259 to Gore’s 257 and 12 for 
Nader. It’s plausible that if the election were 
conducted under proportional representation 
the results would have been different, 
though predicting the vote shift is nearly 
impossible.

Adopting proportional allocation of Electors 
will not only give more voters a voice in the 
Electoral College, it may serve to bring 
down the Two-Party system and that may be 
the reason it has never been adopted!

by: Darryl W. Perry

It seems the 2016 Presidential election 
cycle will never end, however it’s only a 
couple of months away and the general 
election debates are fast approaching. The 
general election Presidential debates 
involving the Republican and Democratic 
Party candidates are hosted by the 
Commission on Presidential Debates, who 
invite all candidates averaging 15% in 5 
hand-selected polls. Since this 15% 
requirement was added in 2000, no 
candidate outside of the ruling duopoly has 
been invited onto the debate stage. In fact, 
the only time a candidate outside the 
duopoly was on the debate stage with their 
two major party counterparts was in 1992 
when Ross Perot was allowed to debate 
George H.W. Bush & Bill Clinton.

A recent lawsuit from the Libertarian & 
Green Party Presidential nominees alleging 
violations of anti-trust laws was dismissed, 
meaning that Gary Johnson, Jill Stein or 

any other Presidential contender needs to 
meet the 15% polling requirement in order 
to get invited to the CPD hosted debates.

One of the arguments in favor of the 15% 
threshold is that a debate would bee to 
unwieldy if everyone running were invited. 
This argument falls apart when looked at 
rationally. First off, the other criteria 
require a candidate to be constitutionally 
eligible, sorry Deez Nuts, and “[a]ppear on 
a sufficient number of state ballots to have 
a mathematical chance of winning a 
majority vote in the Electoral College.” 
When Gary Johnson says there will be 
“dire consequences” for his campaign if 
he’s not invited into the CPD debates, most 
people will write it off as some form of 
sour grapes over not being invited. 
However, when Bernie Sanders says he 
believes the CPD requirement is “too high” 
and thinks the vote threshold “should be 
lower” people may start to realize there is a 
problem with the Presidential debates.

If the 15% requirement were removed, this 
election would see two more candidates 
(Johnson & Stein) invited to the main 
debates. Secondly, a debate with 4, 5 or 
even 6 candidates is not unwieldy, nor 
uncommon. During the primary season, 
including the months leading up to the 
Iowa Caucus, the GOP held 12 debates (not 
including candidate forums not sanctioned 
by the RNC) all of which included at least 
4 of the 17 declared GOP Presidential 
candidates; 8 of the debates included 7 or 
more candidates, and three debates had at 
least 10 candidates on stage.

If the purpose of the debates are to actually 
inform the voting public about the 
candidates, the only legitimate debate 
would include all ballot-listed candidates. 
Or was Nancy Neuman correct 28 years 
ago when she said the CPD takeover of the 
debates was “a fraud [perpetrated] on the 
American voter”?

note: only Donald Trump & Hillary Clinton were invited to the first 
debate on Sept 26.
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created dogs, where-as cats existed in nature 
and have not been significantly changed 
during all the years of their domestication. 
Humans bred the cute friendly wolves, and 
killed the ugly mean ones, and said, “it is 
for the greater good of the species that some 
individuals will suffer.”

The wolves were first lured in by the camps 
of the humans, who would leave bones and 
scraps lying around. The camp wolves got 
to eat the scraps, and the humans were 
happy to have an alert system that told them 
if anything, especially other humans, were 
approaching the camp. So far so good; not 
too different from the cat situation.

But then the humans decided that there were 
other services they wanted the wolves to 
fulfill, that the wolves weren’t super 
interested in, like fighting to the death with 
the humans, and pulling their sleds and 
such.

So humans started taking the camp wolf 
pups with desirable traits for their own pets, 
and killing the ones they thought 
diminished the early doggy gene pool. Thus 
humans began to design the ultimate slave 
species; they genetically engineered dogs to 
be the perfect collectivists by choosing only 
those predisposed to obedience to 
reproduce.

Of course it helped the cause that packs of 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Keene, NH – Libertarian Party Presidential 
Candidate, Darryl W. Perry, announced 
today his intention to launch a limited write-
in campaign for the 2016 US Presidential 
Race. 

When radio personality, libertarian activist, 
and CEO of Liberty Lobby, LLC, Darryl W. 
Perry, embarked on his Presidential 
Campaign, he did so with three goals in 
mind: 1) to run the most libertarian 
presidential campaign in history; 2) to 
proclaim the ideas of liberty as boldly and 
as often as possible; and 3) to give as many 
people as possible the opportunity to vote 
for an actual libertarian in November.

After the 2016 Libertarian Party National 
Convention in Orlando, Florida, Perry 
issued a statement saying he had 
“accomplished two-thirds of the goals I set 
for my campaign. I ran the most consistent 
libertarian campaign to date, and I took 
every opportunity, including my well-
received Concession Speech, to promote the 
ideas of liberty.”

Perry, who was officially endorsed by the 
NH Liberty Party at their convention in 
February, added, “While my original 
intention was to either continue my 

campaign through the November election or 
support an LP ticket with actual 
philosophical libertarians, the Libertarian 
National Convention left me emotionally 
drained. I will not be continuing my 
campaign through November.”

Since then, numerous people have asked for 
a way to give people the ability to vote for a 
philosophical libertarian for President. Due 
to the numerous instances of the Libertarian 
Party Presidential ticket running in 
opposition to the LP Platform, including 
supporting limitations of the 2nd 
Amendment rights of people on secret lists, 
new forms of taxation, and statements 

against freedom of association, Perry 
decided to file declarations of intent to be a 
write-in candidate in a handful of states 
where a slate of electors is not required. The 
laws in another eight states claim all write-
in votes are valid. Meaning that on 
November 8, 2016, voters in 17 states (AL, 
AK, DE, IA, ID, KS, MT, NE, NH, NJ, OR, 
PA, RI, VT, WA, WV, WY) plus DC, will 
have the ability to cast a vote – albeit a 
write-in – for an actual libertarian, Darryl 
W. Perry. This means Perry potentially has 
access to 114 Electoral College votes.

Between now and election day, Darryl’s 
focus will remain at the state and local level 

where more opportunities exist to affect 
positive change. In addition, the Darryl W. 
Perry Presidential Campaign does not 
intend to raise any funds or have any 
expenditures towards this limited write-in 
campaign. Perry says, “I do not make this 
decision lightly, however I have the ability 
to not let another election cycle go by 
without a philosophical libertarian 
candidate in the general election. Finally, I 
encourage everyone, including members of 
the Libertarian Party, to follow their 
conscience when they cast their ballot in the 
Presidential election.”

Darryl W. Perry announces limited write-in campaign

wolves were already hierarchical societies. 
So naturally, dogs were inclined to be 
obedient to the alpha of their packs, which 
was the human. It was this top down 
approach which meant a “greater good” for 
the species of dog, in that it will always be 
improved… according to what humans see 
as improvement.

For the individual dogs however, it is was 
the luck of the draw whether they would be 
better or worse off. They had no control 
over their destiny, and no leverage in the 
interactions. Contrast this with the fact that I 
once had a cat who moved in with the 
neighbors because they fed him tuna fish, 
and because we had gotten a dog he wasn’t 
too keen on.

Yes, I am a cat person, and I am not 
ashamed. I love my adorable slave-dogs as 
well, but they are just that, slaves. My cat 
ignores me when he wants to, and that 
makes the love he chooses to give me worth 
that much more. The dogs are compelled by 
their slavery to “love” me.

The individualist cats set themselves up as 
equals in an economic transaction which 
benefited them from the beginning. The 
collectivist dogs were engineered to suffer if 
that was the command of their social 
engineers. Cats kept an opt-out clause in 
their contracts; dogs were too interested in 

continued on page 4

by: Thomas L. Knapp

Cats Get What They Want

Humans didn’t domesticate cats, cats 
domesticated themselves. They marketed 
themselves properly to show their value to 
humans, and in exchange got value back 
from the humans.

See, humans often had these big barns that 
kept the rain and cold out, with comfy hay 
to sleep in. The only problem was that rats 
were into staying warm, dry, and comfy. 
And the problem with rats is that they are 
dirty, carry diseases, and eat your 
livestock’s food. Cats are much cleaner, 
cuter, and seem to carry fewer diseases that 
hurt humans.

So when cats noticed that there were kitty 
Edens strewn about the countryside, they 
decided they wanted a piece of the action. I 
mean a warm, dry, comfy place to live, with 
an all you can eat rat buffet? Score!

Lucky for cats, humans would rather have 
cats living in their barns than rats. The 
humans were pleasantly surprised to find 
adorable little kitties in place of the 
disgusting dirty rats which infested their 
barns.

And thus was born the mutually beneficial 
transactions which would lead to the 
domestication of the cat.

Why cats are individualists, and dogs are collectivists
Cats took an individualist, market based 
approach to getting what they wanted. They 
didn’t try to make a law that humans had to 
be nice to cats. They didn’t try to elect 
President Pussyfoot to secure them a 
position in the barn. They set up their lives 
in a way that worked for them as individual 
cats. They sold their services, by showing 
their target customers how much use they 
could be.

This ended up being of massive benefit to 
all catkind, even though individual cats 
were the ones who had to make the initial 
move to live the life they wanted. And yes, 
it was a risk! Some cats probably got ran 
out of the barns with brooms. Or worse, 
humans may have mistook the cats for 
pests, and had their slave-pet dogs run them 
out off the property!

Cat’s offered humans a service, and the 
smart humans took it. It was a grassroots, 
individualist, bottom up approach that 
worked for each cat from the outset.

A Slave Species is Manufactured

Dogs on the other hand, show a perfect 
example of a top down approach, which 
benefits “the greater good” but not 
necessarily individuals. Dogs got taken for a 
ride by humans.

Let’s start with the fact that humans literally 
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needs to be locked up. This practice of 
punishing people for going to trial needs to 
end. Though seeing the difficulty of 
eliminating mandatory minimum sentences, 
it may be a long time before people stop 
being punished for going to trial.

Why cats are individualists, 
and dogs are collectivists

continued from page 3

the “free” giveaways to notice that they 
were being enslaved.

In my experience, cat-people are generally 
dog lovers as well (as I am myself) while 
dog-people are vehemently anti-cat to the 
point where I wonder if their ex left them 
for a feline.

Republished with permission from JoeJarvis.me
Joe Jarvis is the author of two fast paced novels, Flight Grounded and 
Anarchy in New England. He has been blogging about freedom, 
philosophy, and society since 2012 on his personal blog JoeJarvis.me and 
regularly contributes to StartupSocieties.com. Joe now lives in Florida on 
a mini-farm, finding his way to liberation.

by: Darryl W. Perry

Over the last few years, there has been a lot 
of talk about the need to reform the criminal 
justice system, however there has been little 
action and the population in American 
prisons continues to grow. The most notable 
aspect of the criminal justice system that 
needs reformed are mandatory minimum 
sentences, which have a direct connection to 
the rise of prisoners in the United States. A 
rarely talked about, but much needed 
reform, is the practice of making plea deals 
with a suspect.

Bill Pursell explains, a prosecutor will often 
come up with “as many possible criminal 
counts to ‘stack’ against the defendant in 
order to strengthen the core case of the 
prosecution… the Supreme Court said the 
government may separately try and punish 
the defendant for two crimes if each crime 
contains an element that the other does 
not… a prosecutor can easily circumvent 
this law in order to lump, for example, drug 
offenses with conspiracy (some laws like 
this are broad and easily manipulated to fit 
many cases), gun use, money laundering, 

Reforming the justice system by reforming plea bargains
require a court hearing for every parking 
ticket, speeding ticket, municipal violation, 
etc, and almost guarantee that no one 
received a speedy trial.

A better reform, would be to prohibit a 
judge from imposing a penalty that is more 
severe than the final penalty offered by the 
prosecution in exchange for a guilty plea. 
For example, Rich Paul was charged with 
four counts of distribution of cannabis and 
one charge of distributing a substance 
purported to be LSD. In all, Paul was facing 
81 years in prison. However before his trial 
began, he was offered no jail time in 
exchange for a guilty plea, there was no 
mention of how many years of probation he 
would face. He refused the plea and was 
sentenced to 1 year in county jail, 3 years of 
probation and 1 ½-3 years per offense to be 
suspended for 3 years.

It seems a bit hypocritical that the 
prosecution on the day before the trial 
began would believe that Mr. Paul, or 
someone else in his shoes, would not need 
to be incarcerated but after going to trial 

and a laundry list of other charges together.”

This is where the plea process comes into 
place. A prosecutor will offer the suspect a 
deal that usually includes dropping several 
of the charges in exchange for taking a 
guilty plea. These plea offerings also 
generally impose a lesser sentence than 
would be possible if the defendant went to 
trial. Pursell continues, “Adding more 
counts will increase the chances of a 
lengthy and very expensive legal battle, 
which many defendants cannot afford, and 
large number of counts can simply make a 
defendant appear guiltier. All of this 
pressure can be leveraged onto innocent 
defendants causing them to believe it is in 
their best interest to plea-bargain even if 
they are innocent rather than chance losing 
in open court.”

One reform floated about that seeks to 
eliminate this practice is to prohibit a guilty 
plea. This would then require each offense 
to be argued in court and a judge or jury to 
issue a ruling on each charge. On it’s face it 
seems logical; however this reform would 

by: Thomas L. Knapp

September 13 was an unlucky day for an 
unknown number of Hewlett-Packard 
printer owners. Instead of going dutifully to 
work, their printers displayed the error 
message “One or more cartridges appear to 
be damaged. Remove them and replace 
them with new cartridges.”

The cartridges weren’t damaged, though. 
The printers had been sabotaged with, for 
all intents and purposes, malware. And the 
saboteur was Hewlett-Packard itself. The 
company built a digital time bomb into its 
firmware to stop owners of HP printers from 
using ink cartridges sold by third parties.

The company brazenly claims responsibility 
for the cyber attack, saying it bricked its 
customers’ printers to  “protect innovation 
and intellectual property, but also to 
improve the safety of products for 
customers.”

There’s a word for that claim, but I can’t use 
it in a family-friendly column. HP is 
“protecting” and “improving” only one 
thing: Its profits from the sale of ink 
cartridges. A full refill (black and color) 
using HP-manufactured cartridges can cost 
about as much as some of the lower-end 
printers themselves; third party 
manufacturers sell compatible cartridges for 
less than half that.

I’ve heard it said that some printers are sold 
at, or even for less, than manufacturing cost 
as “loss leaders.” Part One: Cheap printer. 

Lies, damned lies, and Hewlett-Packard Printers
Part two: Expensive ink. But of course that 
only works if you can force the buyer to 
stick with you through Part Two.

HP has a long record of trying to fool its 
customers into this kind of bait and switch 
scam. From patent infringement lawsuits 
against cartridge competitors to “Digital 
Rights Management” schemes in its 
hardware and software (former HP CEO 
and failed presidential candidate Carly 
Fiorina announced a “DRM in every 
product” policy at the 2004 Consumer 
Electronics Show), the upshot is “you don’t 
really own that thing you thought you 
bought from us.”

But this is the first time I’m aware of that 
HP has resorted to cyber attacks on its own 
customers to stop them from patronizing 
other businesses. It joins Sony BMG, which 
got caught using music CDs to install 
“rootkit” malware in 2005, on a list of 
companies which can’t be trusted to not 
screw over customers.

The extinction of state-conferred 
“intellectual property” monopolies became 
inevitable with the digital age when 
information reproduction costs fell to nearly 
zero. Which is exactly where the profit 
margins of companies like Hewlett-Packard 
are headed if they don’t knock this kind of 
thing off.

Reposted with permission from the William Lloyd Garrison Center for 
Libertarian Advocacy Journalism.
Thomas L. Knapp is director and senior news analyst at the William 
Lloyd Garrison Center for Libertarian Advocacy Journalism. He lives and 
works in north central Florida.
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