
by: Darryl W. Perry

It’s been 45 years since Richard Nixon 
declared a “war on drugs.” The Drug Policy 
Alliance reports, “He dramatically increased 
the size and presence of federal drug control 
agencies, and pushed through measures 
such as mandatory sentencing and no-knock 
warrants. Nixon temporarily placed 
marijuana in [Schedule I], the most 
restrictive category of drugs, pending 
review by a commission he appointed led 
by Republican Pennsylvania Governor 
Raymond Shafer.”

The Shafer Commission “unanimously 
recommended decriminalizing the 
possession and distribution of marijuana for 
personal use. Nixon ignored the report and 
rejected its recommendations.” And to this 
day cannabis (the scientific name of 
marijuana) remains a Schedule I controlled 
substance. This means that despite 42 states, 
DC & Guam allowing cannabis to be used 
for therapeutic usage or in “medical reasons 
in limited situations” the federal 
government claims that cannabis has “no 
currently accepted medical use and a high 
potential for abuse.”

Meanwhile cocaine, methamphetamine, 
oxycodone (OxyContin) & fentanyl are 
classified as Schedule II substances with 
some recognized medical use. In New 
Hampshire, the legislature recently 
approved a $1.5 million piece of legislation 

to expand the drug war, supposedly in the 
name of fighting the opioid crisis. However 
an amendment to have the bill use some of 
the funds “on treatment instead of 
handcuffs” was ruled non-germane. While 
some legislators are hoping to alleviate the 
crisis by seeking to allow people to get 
treated for their medical problem – and 
addiction IS a medical problem – other 
would be lawmakers are doubling down. 
Republican gubernatorial candidate and 
Manchester, NH mayor Ted Gatsas 
proposed: “If you are caught dealing 
fentanyl, the charge is attempted murder. If 
you can be linked to an overdose death the 
charge is murder without the possibility of 
parole.”

State Representative Amanda Bouldin 
posted on facebook, “Legislator got up just 
now to challenge why my amendment was 
declared non-germane. Asked Speaker, how 
is treatment unrelated to opioid crisis? 
Speaker replies that #GraniteHammer is not 
about the opioid crisis.” Bouldin added, “So 
the conclusion of the vote is that the 
legislature voted not to consider ‘non-
germane’ amendments. BECAUSE 
FUNDING FOR TREATMENT HAS 
NOTHING TO DO WITH THE OPIOID 
EPIDEMIC.”

What if there was another option that did 
not involve legislators voting to spend 
money on handcuffs or treatment? Could an 
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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

expansion of therapeutic cannabis help 
solve the opioid crisis? Dr. Kevin Hill, an 
addiction psychiatrist, says there is 
“definitely a possibility” that therapeutic 
cannabis may reduce the need to use opioids 
for chronic pain. A recent University of 
Michigan study showed therapeutic 
cannabis patients, seeking to control chronic 
pain, saw a 64 percent drop in use of 
opioids. Patients “also reported fewer side 
effects from their medications and a 45-
percent improvement in quality of life since 
using cannabis to manage pain.” The UM 
researchers also “said population level 
research has shown a reduction in opioid 
use in states where medical cannabis is 
legal.”

Hopefully the doctors with the ability to 
write such prescriptions will also soon heed 
the advice of national health leaders and 
“cut back on prescribing drugs like Vicodin 
and OxyContin,” and instead suggest their 
patients look into using cannabis, which 
does not need to be smoked to be 
consumed. Those with the power to make 
laws, need to realize the real solution to the 
opiod crisis does not involve handcuffs, 
Granite Hammers or tax-payer dollars. The 
real solution to the opiod crisis is to allow 
people to have access to cannabis without 
fear of arrest. The real solution to the opiod 
crisis is to end the failed war on drugs!

by: Darryl W. Perry

While some voters in the United States are 
clamoring for free stuff and rallying behind 
Presidential candidates willing to say 
they’ll give away freebies, voters in 
Switzerland were less than enthusiastic 
about the idea when they went to the polls 
on June 5.

The Washington Post reports that Swiss 
voters were offered “a guaranteed monthly 
income for every adult, paid for by the 
government.” Adding “No specific amounts 
are mentioned in the wording of the 
initiative, but groups that support the 
measure have suggested about $2,500 for 
each adult Swiss citizen and foreigners who 
have legally resided in the country for five 
years, as well as an additional $640 for 
each [of their children].”

In short, Swiss voters were given the option 
of placing every Swiss citizen on welfare 
and soundly defeated the proposal. The 

Post adds, “Gfs.bern, a Swiss firm 
monitoring voter opinions, projected that 
only 22 percent voted yes for ‘free money’ 
on Sunday.”

However not everyone opposed to the plan 
worried that placing every man, woman 
and child on welfare would remove the 
economic incentives to find work. Luzi 
Stamm, who represents the right-leaning 
Swiss People’s Party in parliament, told the 
BBC, “If you would offer every individual 
a Swiss amount of money, you would have 
billions of people who would try to move 
into Switzerland.”

Stamm points out one problem of the 
welfare state while ignoring the other fiscal 
problems associated with welfare and 
hiding the argument in an anti-immigrant 
statement. The real issue is that while some 
people may benefit in the short-term from a 
guaranteed basic income, in the long-run 
more people will stop working because 

they no longer need to do so in order to 
survive. Certainly some people will 
continue to work because they thrive on 
being productive, enjoy doing certain tasks 
or get a sense of enjoyment knowing 
they’ve helped another person. Those who 
continue to work while also receiving the 
guaranteed basic income will amass more 
wealth and likely have a better quality of 
life than those who stop working. This in 
turn will lead some to call for an even 
higher welfare check to close the wealth-
gap. An increased welfare check to every 
man, woman and child will mean the 
government in charge of the program will 
need to increase taxes on those who still 
work, or print more money to cover the 
added costs. Neither outcome benefits 
anyone, except possibly those in power.

RT reports, “the [Swiss] government said 
that the plan would produce a shortfall of 
about $25 billion a year, requiring higher 

continued on page 4
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by: Darryl W. Perry

When I embarked on my Presidential 
Campaign, I 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.

I am pleased to report I 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.

“The Libertarian Party is at a 
crossroads. One path is clean and 
clear and goes to the horizon. The 
other path, not so much. There’s 
potholes, there’s trees, there’s logs in 
the road. We have to work to clear 
the path. That path is the difficult 
path. The Pilgrims who came here 
four hundred years ago had a 
difficult path. The western settlers 
who traveled west on roads that did 
not exist had a difficult path. We are 
trying to go down that path if we 
stay true to liberty, or we can go 
down the path that looks clear. But at 
what appears to be the end of the 
horizon is a cliff.
I come today with a warning because 
I have seen the future, because I 
have seen the past. In 1996 the 
Reform Party reached 8%. In 2000 it 
received a federal welfare check. 
There are some within this party that 
want the Libertarians to take a 
federal welfare check. I don’t want 
that to happen because it killed the 
Reform Party. In 2012 the Reform 
Party had ballot access in three 
states, just 12 years after getting a 
federal welfare check. If we 
nominate two Republican governors 
as our ticket and we compromise 
what we believe to take a federal 
handout, this party will die. I don’t 
want that.
Elect an actual Libertarian as the 
Vice Presidential nominee, so that 
we have an actual Libertarian on the 
ticket in November. Elect Will Coley 
or Larry Sharpe. Thank you.”

After giving this powerful speech, I vocally 
supported Will Coley on the first ballot, and 
later, Larry Sharpe on the second, in hopes 
that one of these principled men would 
receive the VP nomination. Ultimately, the 
delegates in attendance voted for William 
Weld, thus giving the LP a Presidential 
ticket without a philosophically libertarian 
anchor. Had Coley or Sharpe been able to 
secure the nomination, I would have 
proudly campaigned for the ticket to 
support them.

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, and I will neither do anything to 
intentionally support, nor will I actively 
campaign against, Gary Johnson’s 
Presidential campaign. For those of you 
who supported my campaign, with generous 
donations of your time or money, I 
encourage you to vote – or not vote – this 
November as your conscience dictates.

Moving forward, I will be focusing my 
energy and efforts at the state and local 
level where there are more opportunities to 
affect positive change. Since not everyone 
has the time to travel to the statehouse to 
testify on legislation, I intend to be a 
positive, stalwart champion for the people 
of New Hampshire as a lobbyist for liberty. 
Historically, advocates for liberty have been 
poorly represented on most issues, so 
having a lobbyist working in their interests 
by weighing in on legislation and 
influencing members of the legislature is of 
the utmost importance.

For these reasons, I am proud to announce 
the formation of Liberty Lobby LLC. 
Liberty Lobby LLC will begin as a one-
man operation in New Hampshire as a beta 
test to efficacy of crowd-funding our own 
lobbyists. The mission of Liberty Lobby 
LLC is to advocate for minimal 
government and maximum human freedom 
by weighing all legislation against the 
litmus of our principles and responding 
accordingly by testifying on the Statehouse 
floor, holding court with individual 
legislators, and crafting liberty-minded 
legislation.

Our goal is to acquire a mere $5,000 per 
year in contributions from people like you 
to help pay for travel and administrative 
expenses. If you are interested in helping 
fund Liberty Lobby LLC, you can start 
with a recurring contribution 
(http://libertylobby.xyz/contribute/recurring-contribution) 
of as little as $5 a month. Every 
contribution helps bring us that much closer 
to achieving our goals and ensuring liberty 
in our lifetime.

If you’d prefer to contribute by mail, you can send a check or 
money order (made out to Liberty Lobby LLC), or precious 
metals to:
Liberty Lobby LLC
63 Emerald Street #369
Keene, NH 03431

Darryl W Perry's final campaign message: 
What’s next? by: Joe Jarvis

Secession is a Natural Right
Morality is what is naturally right or wrong. 
Saying someone has a “right” is a statement 
about an individual’s condition in nature, 
absent other parties. That is why rights are 
expressed in the negative: because a right is 
a declaration of the natural state of a human, 
and the assertion that another human that 
disrupts this natural state is in the wrong.

Therefore, there is only one natural right, 
from which all other rights stem: self 
ownership. Self ownership means only the 
individual gets to decide what happens with 
his or her body. Self ownership condemns 
nonconsensual interference with another 
person’s body.

In reference to human interaction, in nature 
an individual is at peace until acted upon by 
an outside force. Whoever wields that force 
is morally and naturally in the wrong. 
Justice is when a person who is morally in 
the wrong is held to account for their 
transgression of an individual’s right. 
Unless an individual violates the rights of 
another, it is immoral and unjust to violate 
that individual’s rights.

It is a natural right of the individual to 
secede from a larger group, because the 
individual owns himself and may decide 
what to do with his own body. Other 

individuals are not justified in stopping the 
exiting party, since it is not a violation of 
anyone’s state of nature to be disassociated 
from. The moral response to secession is to 
leave the individual or individuals to their 
own devices.

Secession Organizes Property According 
to Natural Rights

Forming free market startup societies or 
“geolibres” is in essence a secessionist 
movement. Secession is not the elimination 
of “government” per se, but rather the 
fracturing of the state into smaller states. 
Geolibres seek to remove private property 
from state control, and restructure that 
control under the property owners in order 
to form a more just society.

Geolibres are made up of voluntary groups 
of individuals. If government is by the 
people, and requires the consent of the 
governed, the structure of geolibres is the 
perfect government: the people who own 
the land all agree to start a society together. 
Then, as the land is inhabited, every new 
member of the society consents to its rules 
by moving there.

This differs from current government which 
exists without consent of the landowners, 
and which claims land already inhabited by 

continued on page 4

The moral case for secession
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Moral case for secession
continued from page 3

people who had no choice in their 
government. Current governments form 
involuntary groups: people who are forced 
to associate as part of a country. It is not a 
government of the people if it does not 
require consent, and majority rule is not 
individual consent. Governments are funded 
by taxation which is also non-consensual, 
while geolibres are funded voluntarily. This 
means current governments are not 
structured to protect individual rights, as 
individual rights are violated in order to 
fund the government.

The only way for a government to be truly 
of the people, by the people, and for the 
people, is for every individual to agree to 
participate. Consensus is the only proper 
government, and geolibres have found a 
way to govern by consensus. That is, by 
forming voluntary groups. If someone 
disagrees with the structure of the geolibre, 
they are free to leave it, which is justified 
by the fact that they did not have to 
voluntarily join it in the first place.

This might sound the same as saying if you 
don’t like the country in which you were 
born, that you are free to leave. The 
difference is in how a government acts in 
relation to property rights.

First off, government claims the 
administration of communal ownership of 
countless unoccupied acres within its 
borders, authorized only by force. That land 
is all claimed without accordance to original 
appropriation and use, which forms the 
basis for property rights, stemming from 
self ownership. If an individual occupies 
and uses a previously unoccupied, unused 
piece of land, naturally and therefore 
morally, the land is his. He did not violate 
anyone else’s right of self ownership in that 
require consent, and majority rule is not 
individual consent. Governments are funded 
by taxation which is also non-consensual, 
while geolibres are funded voluntarily. This 
means current governments are not 
structured to protect individual rights, as 
individual rights are violated in order to 
fund the government.

The only way for a government to be truly 
of the people, by the people, and for the 
people, is for every individual to agree to 
participate. Consensus is the only proper 
government, and geolibres have found a 
way to govern by consensus. That is, by 
forming voluntary groups. If someone 
disagrees with the structure of the geolibre, 
they are free to leave it, which is justified 
by the fact that they did not have to 
voluntarily join it in the first place.

This might sound the same as saying if you 
don’t like the country in which you were 
born, that you are free to leave. The 
difference is in how a government acts in 
relation to property rights.

First off, government claims the 
administration of communal ownership of 
countless unoccupied acres within its 
borders, authorized only by force. That land 
is all claimed without accordance to original 
appropriation and use, which forms the 
basis for property rights, stemming from 
self ownership. If an individual occupies 
and uses a previously unoccupied, unused 
piece of land, naturally and therefore 
morally, the land is his. He did not violate 
anyone else’s right of self ownership in that 
action, therefore it is immoral to violate his 
rights, for instance, if he built a cabin on 
“federal land”.

Secondly, traditional government enforces 
laws on all property, even if the owners do 
not consent to those laws. Ignoring for a 
moment how government is funded, it is 
otherwise moral and just to enforce laws on 
private property when a person who owns 
or inhabits that private property has violated 
another individual’s rights. This is because 
the person who first violated the rights of 
another was morally in the wrong, and 
justice is holding them accountable for their 
violation.

But government enforces other laws and 
regulations on private property which have 
nothing to do with natural rights, and are 
therefore unjust and immoral, because the 
government takes the first aggressive 
action, which violates an individual’s state 
of nature.

And finally, government funds all its 
services through taxation, which must be 
considered immoral and unjust since it is a 
non-consensual aggression which carries 
violent consequences if an individual 
refuses to pay. Rights have been violated in 
order to acquire the funding which 
government uses to carry out every 
function. This means government as it 
currently stands is not justified in owning 
land, nor enforcing any laws since 
enforcement first requires the violation of 
rights. If funding was voluntarily acquired

however, it would be just to enforce only 
crimes with victims.

In contrast, geolibres solve this problem of 
consent: you must obey the rules on an 
individual’s private property, and an 
individual cannot place rules on others’ 
private property, nor claim administrative 
privileges of property that is already in use 
by another. But to reiterate, morally, true 
justice–as in, holding a rights violator 
accountable for his actions–may be served 
on private land regardless of whether the 
property owner agrees or not.

Secession is Legitimate Down to the 
Individual

If an individual owns land, he is free to be a 
government of one. Even if an individual 
does not own land, he is free to be a 
government of one on any previously 
unclaimed, unused land, which he then 
owns by being the first to claim and use it. 
When he voluntarily enters land owned by 
others however, he must obey the rules set 
forth by the property owner.

There must be consensus in government for 
it to be moral and just, and when a larger 
group cannot come to an agreement, the 
only moral course of action is to allow the 
group to fracture until agreements can be 
had in all the subgroups. If an individual 
cannot come to terms with the group, he is 
also morally free to separate.

Even within the confines of a geolibre, is is 
not moral to dictate what non-aggressive 
actions can be done on one’s own property. 
If the geolibre was formed with land in 
common, then the rules set forth by the 
communal owners of that land must be 
followed. But this association cannot 
morally kick someone off of their own land, 
simply because that land falls within the 
confines of the geolibre–assuming the 
individual did not agree to specific terms 
when purchasing the land within the 
confines of the geolibre.

Consent is necessary for all moral 
interactions, and an individual 
disassociating from others is no violation of 
natural morality.

People are morally free to disassociate 
peacefully if they do not get along. Most 
people find others they share similar beliefs 
and visions with, and therefore voluntarily 
team up. They may not agree all the time, 
but if they see value in the partnership, all 
their decisions will be by consensus, as the 
alternative is going their separate ways. As 
soon as consensus is not reached, smaller 
groups can then secede.

Secession is Moral, and Stopping 
Secession is Unjust

The only moral form of government is by 
complete consent of all governed. 
Geolibres, free market startup societies, 
organize in this fashion. They are formed on 
private property that has been acquired 
without aggression, and do not force any 
rules on anyone except what participants 
voluntarily agree to. Otherwise self 
ownership, the natural law which dictates 
morality, is the only tenet.

Governments have no right to keep those in 
their system without consent. This is a 
violation of individual rights; even if the 
majority consents, this does not make 
consent for the individual.

An individual human in his natural state is 
free and unharmed, therefore it is morally 
wrong for another human to 
nonconsensually disrupt this natural state, 
and it is just to punish the aggressor in any 
human interaction.

Startup societies must be free to break away 
from larger governments in order to form a 
peaceful voluntary society of individuals’ 
own choosing. This is the next giant leap 
forward for mankind; a world where people 
are truly self governed, down to the 
individual.

see in the world.” However it’s not always 
easy, especially when those who are in the 
legislature get to set the rules for who can 
seek to be in the legislature. And it’s not 
always easy to ask people to allow you to 
compete against them. But as with all 
things, persistence is key.

Universal Basic Income
continued from page 1

taxes, and would damage the economy, 
increase unemployment, and encourag[e] 
inflation.”

If the supporters of a universal basic income 
really wanted the less fortunate to prosper, 
they would petition to remove government 
regulations that discourage – or outright 
prohibit – competition, innovation and 
entrepreneurship.

by: Darryl W. Perry

“We can’t let just anyone on the ballot, 
otherwise it would be cluttered with too 
many choices and lead to voter confusion,” 
is often said by those who advocate for laws 
that burden minor party and independent 
candidates. However, in many cases anyone 
wishing to run for office as a Republican or 
Democrat can obtain a spot on the ballot 
with a minimal filing fee or turning in a 
very small number of petitions. Many 
advocates for controlling who gets on the 
ballot will say, “but they still have to win 
their primary.” Which in a lot of cases is 
simply a formality.

In New Hampshire where candidate filing 
for both the party primaries and general 
election closed last month, despite only 
requiring a filing fee of $2 to run as a major 
party candidate for State Representative, 

there was a dearth of candidates with less 
than 19% of Republicans and less than 7% 
of Democrats for State Representative in 
New Hampshire facing opposition in their 
primary.

However, the lack of competition in the 
New Hampshire legislative election seems 
to be the norm, not the exception. 
According to Ballotpedia, approximately 
83% of incumbents are running for re-
election and “only 21.4% of [incumbents] 
will face a primary challenger.” Adding, 
“[t]here is only one major party candidate 
in” 41.5% of the seats up for grabs this year.

With so little opposition to those in office, 
it’s no wonder so many people get re-
elected. Yet, people still wonder why 
nothing ever changes. Mahatma Gandhi 
once said, “Be the change that you wish to 

Should elections be mere formalities?
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