
by: Darryl W. Perry

“Only in America!” It’s a phrase that has 
gone out of favor in recent times, but at one 
time referred to the opportunities available 
in the United States. Now it seems the 
phrase could be used to describe the unique 
political situation in which we find 
ourselves. While I’m not referring directly 
to the Electoral College, something which is 
not actually unique to the United States – 
nearly 40 non-monarchist countries have an 
indirect election of their head of state – I am 
referring to a situation that has been 
exacerbated in recent years by the plurality 
system used in American elections. I am 
referring to the unique situation we, the 
American electorate, face today: front-
runner Presidential candidates with negative 
favorability ratings.

The New York Times reported, “[Donald] 
Trump is so negatively viewed, polls 
suggest, that he could turn otherwise safe 
Republican states, usually political 
afterthoughts because of their strong 
conservative tilt, into tight contests,” a 
reference to a recent poll showing Hillary 
Clinton with a slight lead in Utah.

Trump with his negative 33 percent 
favorability rating, however, is only slightly 
more disliked than Hillary, who has a 
negative 21 percent favorability rating. Both 
candidates are viewed negatively by a 
majority of voters (57 & 52 percent 
respectively for Trump & Hillary).

How then have we gotten to this point 
where the two leading Presidential 
contenders are so unpopular? It’s a 
combination of internal party rules and 
legislation. The Republican & Democratic 
Parties are private groups after all, and thus 
able to establish and change rules to benefit 
the leadership of the party. Simultaneously, 
the elected legislators who are 
overwhelmingly Republicans & Democrats 
have passed laws which serve to enshrine 
duopoly control. These laws come in the 
form of restricting ballot access for minor 
party and independent candidates, campaign 
financing laws and even the manner in 
which votes are cast and counted.

Plurality voting (whereby voters get to 
select only one candidate from the list of 
available options and the candidate with the 
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Community Calendars
RECURRING EVENTS

DOVER / EXETER / 
HAMPTON / PORTSMOUTH

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

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

LAKES REGION
Third Saturday of the month – 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

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

most votes is elected) leads to what some 
refer to as strategic voting (whereby a voter 
will sometimes vote against their preferred 
interest in order to prevent a less desirable 
outcome). No doubt, some people voting for 
Trump or Hillary believe that candidate best 
represents them and the party, others 
however are voting for a candidate because 
they believe the candidate has the best 
chance at winning the general election, even 
though the candidate might not best 
represent the party. The Trump/Hillary 
problem is made worse by the Electoral 
College which uses a plurality system to 
award Electors to the winner of the 51 
different elections used to elect the next 
President. If the Electoral College is to be 
retained, absent repealing the 12th 
Amendment, the easiest way to reform it is 
for the legislators of the 50 States to adopt 
approval voting and proportional allocation 
of electoral votes. Such a reform would not 
only allow voters to cast a more honest 
ballot, but would also provide election 
results that more closely reflect the wishes 
of the people voting, and would ultimately 
increase the exposure, and influence, of 
minor party and independent candidates.

by: Darryl W. Perry

The FBI recently dropped a lawsuit against 
Apple that sought to force the phone 
manufacturer to unlock the iPhone used by 
a shooting suspect in San Bernardino, 
California. Before the suit was dropped, 
Apple said they did not have the ability to 
unlock the iPhone adding that creating a 
program to unlock the phone would be 
arduous and create a back door which 
would essentially nullify the encryption 
meant to protect the private information of 
the phone’s user. The lawsuit was dropped 
because the FBI claims to have found a 
way into the phone, though no one at the 
FBI is saying how they unlocked the 
phone.

Reuters reports, “Apple Inc has said it 
would like the government to share how it 
cracked the iPhone security protections. 
But the [FBI], which has been frustrated by 
its inability to access data on encrypted 
phones belonging to criminal suspects, 
might prefer to keep secret the technique it 
used.”

Lawsuit dropped, phone unlocked, case 
closed, end of discussion, right? Not so 
fast. The San Bernardino iPhone was just 
one of the phones the feds wanted to access 

and since Apple says they don’t have the 
ability to unlock the phones, some in 
Congress now want to compel the company 
to install a back door on their devices.

UPI reports draft legislation filed by 
Senators Richard Burr & Diane Feinstein 
would “effectively requires tech firms, in 
accordance with a court’s order, to hack 
into devices involved in criminal 
investigations when authorities can’t do it.” 
This would most assuredly require software 
on every device to be preloaded with a 
back door the feds – and only the feds, 
don’t think for a moment that hackers could 
access the back door clearly marked “for 
federal agent use only” – would be able to 
use to access encrypted data in an 
“intelligible format” (i.e. encypted data 
must become unencrypted data).

Kevin Bankston, the director of the New 
America Foundation’s Open Technology 
Institute, told Wired “this is easily the most 
ludicrous, dangerous, technically illiterate 
proposal I’ve ever seen.”

Wired notes the legislation is dangerous 
because it does not limit the legal 
obligation placed on tech companies “to 
‘reasonable assistance’ but rather 

‘assistance as is necessary,’ a term that 
means the bill goes beyond current laws 
that the government has used to try to 
compel tech firms to help with data 
access.”

Bankston adds the bill would also require 
all “license distributors [such as] Apple’s 
app store, Google’s play store, [and] any 
platform for software applications 
somehow has to vet every app to ensure 
they have back door[s] or little enough 
security to comply.” Adding the proposal 
“seem[s] to also be a massive internet 
censorship bill.”

This is not the first time that Diane 
Feinstein has tried to force tech companies 
to do the government’s bidding. Luckily 
her previous attempts to stifle free speech 
and privacy have failed. This legislation 
will likely have the same fate. Privacy 
advocates say this bill is so bad that it has 
“almost zero likelihood” of passing. And 
that is good news for everyone who 
supports the right of people to develop, sell, 
and use encryption technology and 
distributed software that allows users to 
protect their privacy.
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by: Darryl W. Perry

There has been a lot of discussion recently 
about the decision by Treasury Secretary 
Jack Lew to replace Andrew Jackson on the 
$20 bill with Harriet Tubman. In an open 
letter published April 20, Lew wrote “The 
decision to put Harriet Tubman on the new 
$20 was driven by thousands of responses 
we received from Americans young and old. 
I have been particularly struck by the many 
comments and reactions from children for 
whom Harriet Tubman is not just a 
historical figure, but a role model for 
leadership and participation in our 
democracy.”

In addition to adding Tubman’s face to the 
$20 bill, the Treasury “announced plans for 
the reverse of the new $10 to feature an 
image of the historic march for suffrage that 
ended on the steps of the Treasury 
Department and honor the leaders of the 
suffrage movement.” Changes were also 
announced to the reverse of the $5 bill to 
“honor events at the Lincoln Memorial that 
helped to shape our history” referencing a 
1939 concert by opera singer Marian 
Anderson, and the 1963 “I Have a Dream” 
speech by Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

USA Today reports, “many in Jackson’s 
home state [feel] that the change is as much 
a politically correct attempt to diminish 

Jackson’s legacy as it is to celebrate 
Tubman’s accomplishments.” Others argue 
that Jackson, an opponent of central 
banking, should never have been placed on 
a central banknote in the first place.

Two things are lost in the discussion about 
the new face on the $20 bill: 1) the cost 
associated with producing these new bills, 
and 2) the very existence of a central bank.

The Treasury has not published an 
estimated cost of designing and printing 
new $5, $10 & $20 bills, expected to begin 
circulation in 2020, which may explain why 
the cost has not been part of the discussion. 
Does anyone else find it odd that a 
conversation about money does not involve 
the cost of the money? And the cost is more 
than just the dollars & cents and the raw 
material used to create the money; the real 
cost of the money also includes the 
purchasing power lost to inflation and the 
innovation lost to legal tender laws that 
force people to use the currency issued by a 
monopoly organization.

In order to really change the face of money, 
we need to repeal legal tender laws; abolish 
the central bank; repeal the government 
monopoly over the creation of coins for use 
as currency and prohibit federal and state 
taxes on precious metals and virtual 
currencies.

A real proposal to change the face of money
KEENE, NH, April 19, 2016 – The goal of 
Darryl W. Perry's Presidential campaign is 
to run the most libertarian presidential 
campaign in history while promoting the 
ideas of liberty as boldly and as often as 
possible.

While Perry's consistent libertarian message 
is viewed negatively by some within the 
party who put winning elections above 
espousing libertarian principles, the 
consistent libertarian message was well 
received in Louisiana over the weekend. 
After a Presidential candidate forum held 
Saturday night, delegates to the Libertarian 
Party of Louisiana (LPL) convention voted 
in a straw poll and Perry won a decisive 
victory (57%). “Darryl W. Perry did great in 
the forum,” says Keith Thompson, LPL 
Communications Officer. Thompson added, 
“He swayed a lot of people who were not 
previously supporters.”

The victory has energized Perry's supporters 
who look forward to more campaign 
successes as the principles of liberty are 
being proclaimed as boldly and as often as 
possible. To those who say the Libertarian 

Party needs to promote a watered down 
version of liberty in order to win, Perry 
reminds them of the goals of the LP as 
stated in the Party Bylaws: the Party is 
organized to “give a voice to the principles 
embodied in the Statement of Principles 
[and]… mov[e] public policy in a 
libertarian direction.” And in the Party 
Platform: “Our goal is nothing more nor 
less than a world set free in our lifetime.”

Perry will be attending several events 
around the country in the coming weeks 
including the the Indiana Libertarian State 
Convention on Friday, April 22; the North 
Carolina Libertarian State Convention on 
Saturday, April 23. A complete listing of 
events is available on the Campaign’s 
website at DarrylWPerry.com.

To donate to the campaign, visit 
DarrylWPerry.com and click on the word 
DONATE at the top of the page.

To volunteer for the campaign, visit 
DarrylWPerry.com and click on the word 
VOLUNTEER at the top of the page.

Darryl W. Perry wins Louisiana Straw Poll
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SCOTUS hears immigration case

Three Kinds of Theft

by: Darryl W. Perry

In November 2014 President Obama issued 
an executive order deferring or preventing 
deportation for roughly 4 million people. 
According to Reuters, “those who have 
lived illegally in the United States at least 
since 2010, have no criminal record and 
have children who are US citizens or lawful 
permanent residents” will be allowed to get 
into a program that shields them from 
deportation and supplies work permits.

The American Immigration Council 
reported, “Since at least 1956, every US 
president has granted temporary 
immigration relief to one or more groups in 
need of assistance.” Adding, “Some 
presidents announced programs while 
legislation was pending. Other presidents 
responded to humanitarian crises. Still 
others made compelling choices to assist 

individuals in need when the law failed to 
address their needs or changes in 
circumstance.” Obama’s action falls within 
the latter category.

Many Republicans viewed this action by 
Obama as an executive power-grab – 
though had no problem with executive 
action by Presidents Bush & Reagan 
regarding immigration – and sued the 
Obama Administration.

After working its way through the courts, 
the matter was heard by the US Supreme 
Court on April 18. Reuters reports, “Based 
on questions asked during the 90-minute 
oral argument in a case that tests the limits 
of presidential powers, the court’s four 
liberal justices seemed poised to back 
Obama while the four conservatives were 
more skeptical.” Adding, “A 4-4 split would 

leave in place a 2015 lower-court ruling that 
threw out the president’s executive action.” 
A split decision is possible only because of 
the vacancy left after the death of Antonin 
Scalia in February.

However, one or more of the conservative 
justices may be swayed to overturn the 
lower-court ruling on procedural grounds. 
And procedural grounds are at the root of 
the GOP-led lawsuit. Texas Solicitor 
General Scott Keller, who argued on behalf 
of the twenty-six states who sued Obama, 
reportedly conceded that the federal 
government has the power to defer action 
on deportations. The Obama Administration 
for it’s part is arguing that Texas and the 
other states lack standing, meaning they 
believe the states lack legitimate grounds to 
sue.

Though Keller insisted, according to 
SCOTUSblog, Obama’s action installed “a 
brand new legal status, ‘legal presence.’… a 
privilege that, he said, only Congress can 
confer.” This new classification may not be 
enough to get the Justices to back the 
lawsuit brought by the states given what 
Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg called a “basic 
problem” – the federal government lacking 
the resources to deport all of the estimated 
11 million people in the country in violation 
of federal laws.

Whether the Supreme Court rules in favor 
of the states or the federal government, one 
thing is clear: the issue of immigration, and 
which immigrants are allowed to stay in the 
country, will not be decided as long as the 
Republicans and Democrats want to restrict 
human freedom.

by: Joe Jarvis

Have you seen all the “taxation is theft” 
memes floating around? Taxation most 
certainly is theft, yet I’ve seen some defense 
of taxes with the typical arguments like, its 
not theft because you get something for 
your money. Perhaps the confusion lies in 
the fact that not all thieves act the same. 
There are at least three different types of 
theft in which the government engages.

1. The Con

Con artists cheat you out of your money, by 
making you think you are getting something 
of value, or by tricking you into being 
robbed without your knowledge. Most 
people are conned into paying taxes, 
thinking that it is the necessary price of 
civilization. They assume that is the way it 
has to be, and that taxes are justified 
because they will be getting government 
services.

So when someone argues that you are 
getting something for your money, this is a 
con. Yes, the government maintains the 
roads, but both the price and delivery are 
the con. You must use the government to get 

the roads, you have no choice. The con 
artist convinces you roads could be built in 
no other way, and for no lower cost, both of 
which is perfectly absurd. The same goes 
for security, education, food safety, and so 
on and so forth.

And of course some times long after the 
government has taken your money, you 
realize that they never delivered on 
whatever promise they made: to keep you 
safe, to create more jobs, to strengthen the 
economy, to reduce crime etc. Think you’ll 
get your money back? Think again, you’ve 
been conned.

2. Extortion.

Maybe you see the con coming, as many of 
us do, and refuse to pay taxes. Well, then 
comes the extortion. “You’ve got a nice 
home here, it would be a shame if someone, 
say, seized it for back taxes. Come on man, 
don’t make us come back here, we ain’t 
gonna be as nice next time around. What 
you don’t have heath insurance, what’s 
gonna happen if someone breaks your 
kneecaps? Pony up buddy.”

Those of us who aren’t conned into thinking 
taxes are necessary or proper, generally pay 
because we don’t want the government to 
ruin our lives. It’s the classic mafia 
example, being forced to pay protection 
money, even though they are your largest 
threat. Sure they might keep other thugs off 
the block, but then again, they might not. 
Either way you are going to pay, or they 
will hurt you in any way they can.

Ultimately, all taxes are collected under the 
threat of violence if they are not paid, and 
obtaining something through threats or 
force is extortion.

3. Armed Robbery.

Finally, if you refuse to play into the con, 
and you refuse to be extorted, you will face 
a home invasion, which is really the final 
phase of extortion. When your home is 
invaded you will either be kidnapped or 
killed, depending on your reaction to the 
assault, and the mood of your attackers. 
Then they will commence to take 
everything of value until the original 
amount they said you owed them is paid, 
plus some extra for not cooperating. If they 
claimed you owed them an especially high 
figure, they will keep you caged as an 
example to others who refused to be 
extorted.

So yes, taxation is theft, and most people 
that disagree have been so easily conned 
that they simply think they haven’t been 
robbed. But they never bother to think about 
what would happen next if they didn’t 
accept the sham products and sham 
promises!

Being conned is theft: we are tricked into 
letting go of our money, or have it taken 
while we aren’t looking (like inflation). 
Extortion is clearly theft as well: the 
“alternative” of having your kneecaps 
broken or business burned down is no 
alternative at all, it is simply a method of 
having you turn over your money in order 
to avoid a violent attack. And armed 
robbery is clearly theft, but slightly more 
obvious than extortion: you are in the midst 
of the vioence and can no longer avoid it. 
You must turn over your money, or see the 
violence escalate until ultimately you are 
killed.

No matter how you slice it, taxation is theft.

Republished with permission from JoeJarvis.me
Joe Jarvis was born in 1989 in suburban Massachusetts, and along with 
two older sisters, was raised by two loving parents. He considers Ayn 
Rand a major influence, having devoured her non-fiction Objectivist 
writings as well as the fiction classics Atlas Shrugged, and The 
Fountainhead. Joe aspires to pick up where Rand left off in a sense, but 
hopes to appeal to a larger audience with less preaching, and more 
consistency in bringing the non-aggression principle to its logical 
conclusion: eliminating government altogether. Joe aspires to spread his 
knowledge and views of a better future through fiction, including what he 
considers to be his first of many, Anarchy in New England.

Bring a craft beer to share with others, or be 
prepared to make a donation of crypto-
currency or precious metals.

May 27, 2016 7p-midnight


	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4

