
by: Darryl W. Perry

In July 1969 John Lennon released a song 
titled “Give Peace a Chance” that quickly 
became an anthem for the anti-war and 
counterculture movements. “And on Nov. 
15, [1969],” The Nation reported, “half a 
million people gathered on the Mall in 
Washington, D.C. Pete Seeger led them in 
singing John Lennon’s new song, ‘Give 
Peace a Chance.’”

There are many similarities between 1969 
and today, with racial tension and a 
seemingly endless military conflict. Though 
unlike 1969, protests are primarily in 
opposition to what appears to be systemic 
racism within the so-called criminal justice 
system. Since May 1, 2013 police have 
killed over 3700 people with some of those 
deaths gaining more notoriety than others, 
most notably: Michael Brown, Eric Garner, 
Tamir Rice, Sandra Bland, Freddie Gray, 
Alton Sterling & Philando Castile. While 
the circumstances surrounding each of these 
deaths are different, there is one unifying 

factor: all of them were black and have been 
the catalyst for protests by the group Black 
Lives Matter. Note: just because someone 
says “Black Lives Matter” does not mean 
they believe other lives don’t matter, any 
more than someone at a rally against cancer 
could be construed as believing there 
shouldn’t also be a cure for hepatitis.

Some have decided instead of peacefully 
protesting, they would become a vigilante. 
Micah Xavier Johnson, a US Army veteran, 
was among those who in recent days 
decided to take matters into his own hands 
and opened fire at police in Dallas. After 
shooting 12 police officers and 2 bystanders 
– and a lengthy negotiation – Johnson was 
killed by a police robot.

Micah Xavier Johnson wanted to send a 
message to police, and he did. However, he 
– and others who have decided to shoot 
police – have sent the wrong message. Matt 
Agorist of The Free Thought Project writes, 
“Those who initiate and support such 
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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, Portsmouth & 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

violence will be complicit in creating the 
hellish police state that will inevitably ensue 
as a consequence of their actions.” Adding, 
“If a group of people rise up and claim to be 
freedom fighters and they do not have the 
support of the citizens, well, that 
‘revolution’ was over before it started.
If anyone thinks that killing cops and/or 
praising the death of innocent people will 
amass public opinion in their favor… they 
are seriously delusional.”

I for one do not celebrate when anyone is 
killed, and believe all loss of life is tragic. 
There’s an old saying, “if you live by the 
sword, you die by the sword.” If we are to 
achieve a a more peaceful society, it will not 
be achieved by violence, for violence is 
antithetical to peace. I ask you to look back 
at the words of John Lennon from 47 years 
ago as more than words in a song, and if 
you – like me – want a more peaceful 
society: give peace a chance!

by: Darryl W. Perry

Many people over the last 6 years have 
called for one of the most controversial and 
misunderstood Supreme Court decisions to 
be overturned. The latest call came, not 
surprisingly from Hillary Clinton. I’m 
talking, of course, about Hillary’s pledge, if 
elected, to “introduce a constitutional 
amendment within the first 30 days of her 
presidency to overturn the Supreme Court’s 
2010 Citizens United decision.”

Some opponents of the decision believe the 
Supreme Court granted rights to 
corporations and want the Constitution “to 
declare that the expenditures of corporate 
money is not a form of constitutionally 
protected speech.” And Huffington Post 
reports the decision “paved the way for 
unlimited corporate, union and individual 
spending on elections.”

But is that really what happened? And, why 
did the court hear the case in the first 
place?

The Supreme Court decision itself includes 

the backstory: in January 2008 “Citizens 
United, a nonprofit corporation, released a 
documentary (hereinafter Hillary) critical 
of then-Senator Hillary Clinton, a candidate 
for her party’s Presidential nomination. 
Anticipating that it would make Hillary 
available on cable television through video-
on-demand within 30 days of primary 
elections, Citizens United produced 
television ads to run on broadcast and cable 
television.” Concerned about possible civil 
and criminal penalties for violating 
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 
(BCRA), Citizens United sought 
declaratory and injunctive relief, arguing 
that the BCRA is unconstitutional as 
applied to Hillary; and “BCRA’s 
disclaimer, disclosure, and reporting 
requirements were unconstitutional as 
applied to Hillary and the ads.”

The Supreme Court held that “Hillary is 
not an ‘electioneering communication’” 
and that section 441b of the BCRA was 
“unconstitutional as applied to speech that 
was not ‘express advocacy or its functional 
equivalent.’” Adding, “The Court returns to 

the principle established in Buckley and 
Bellotti that the Government may not 
suppress political speech based on the 
speaker’s corporate identity. No sufficient 
governmental interest justifies limits on the 
political speech of nonprofit or for-profit 
corporations.”

The Court in their decision stated, “this 
case cannot be resolved on a narrower 
ground without chilling political speech, 
speech that is central to the First 
Amendment’s meaning and purpose.” The 
ruling did not repeal limits on direct 
expenditures by individuals, corporations 
or unions to candidates, committees or 
political parties. Because political speech is 
central to the meaning and purpose of free 
speech, the remaining limits or prohibitions 
on direct political expenditures should be 
repealed, while Citizens United is upheld. 
Any more limits on political expenditures 
will only further serve the political 
establishment at the expense of the 
grassroots and political candidates who are 
not part of the two major parties who make 
the laws that serve to protect themselves.
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by: Darryl W. Perry

In the wake of the so-called Brexit vote – in 
which British voters narrowly voted to split 
from the European Union – many have been 
wondering if the UK’s exit from the EU will 
spark further exits. Could Scotland, which 
voted overwhelmingly to remain part of the 
EU break away from Britain to join the EU 
as an independent nation? What about 
Northern Ireland? Questions abound in the 
US as well.

Most eyes are on Texas, where a petition on 
the White House petitioning website 
gathered over 100,000 signatures in 2012, 
and a possible Texit. NBC News reports, 
“For many Texans, secession is a long-held 
dream. Just two months ago, at the Texas 
Republican Convention, state delegates had 
a tense floor debate around a motion to 
secede that had passed through a special 
committee. It failed, but represented how 
far the idea had come from the fringe. The 
latest secessionist calls have just stirred up 
more buzz. The Texas Nationalist 
Movement, a 12-year-old group that wants 
the Lone Star State to be politically, 
culturally and economically independent, is 
now calling on Texas Gov. Greg Abbott to 
support a British-style vote there.”

Some activists in New Hampshire are 
calling for an NHexit, with the first rally for 
the cause being held on June 26 – just 4 
days after the Brexit vote. Other NHexit 
rallies are planned for Independence Day 
across the state. With NHexit gaining 
momentum, it seems rather fitting for the 

Startup Societies Summit, hosted the 
International Coalition for Human Action, 
to be held in Portsmouth, NH over 
Independence Weekend. The Summit 
featured speakers advocating for everything 
from intentional community and economic 
development zones to using decentralized 
alternatives to government issued currency 
and regulations. Between speakers, the 
conversations were on the various ways to 
achieve more freedom and independence 
from larger more oppressive governments.

That really is the overarching theme of 
discussion among most advocates of liberty, 
though the question is asked and answered 
in a variety of ways. Can liberty be 
achieved via ballot initiative? Must there be 
a constitutional amendment to declare 
independence? Must one work within the 
political sphere to achieve more freedom? If 
so, must one get elected in order to be 
effective? If you ignore government agents, 
will they ignore you?

There are a variety of ways to advocate for 
freedom, not everyone is going to agree on 
which manner is best, and real freedom 
allows people the ability to pursue liberty in 
the manners they choose so long as they do 
not aggress against another person. Real 
freedom sometimes requires people to think 
outside of the box; after all when Thomas 
Jefferson and the other members of the 
Continental Congress adopted the 
Declaration of Independence 240 years ago, 
no colony had ever attempted to declare 
independence from the British crown!

After Brexit, what’s N(H)ex(i)t?

by: Darryl W. Perry

I recently came across an article titled “20 
Reasons Not to Vote” which basically 
claimed in different ways that voting is an 
act of aggression, and no one who claims to 
support a peaceful society can vote without 
violating the principles they claim to 
support. I see writings like this every few 
years, generally before a Presidential 
election, and feel it's important to remind 
people that voting can be done defensively. 
I know that in some elections voters are 
given the option of a candidate in favor of 
increasing government or a candidate in 
favor of increasing government even more, 
however there are times when the voters are 
faced with a question of increasing a tax 
rate, decreasing spending, repealing a 
regulation, etc. In those cases, it is possible 
to vote in a manner that will actually be 
self-defense. I've previously written about 
how voting can not rightly be seen as 
“endorsing the system” as some non-voters 
like to claim. Today I'm going to do 
something different, dare I say unexpected, 
and give my own list of reasons not to vote.

If you don't know who or what is on the 
ballot.
Uninformed people make uninformed 

decisions, which often times are bad not 
only for themselves but also for others. 
Imagine for a moment you need to buy a 
car, and are not educated about the options 
on the car lot. However you've seen 
advertisements for a particular model, but 
otherwise have no knowledge about the 
engine or the fact that said model vehicle 
has a common problem that may lead to a 
serious accident. You purchase the car 
you've heard about and end up in an 
accident that harms not only you but your 
passengers as well.
I've known people who will vote for any 
candidate at the polls handing out campaign 
material, with no knowledge of the 
positions or history of the candidate. Others 
will vote for the candidate with the most 
signs, again without researching what the 
candidate believes or supports. I've sat in 
legislative committee hearings and listened 
to people testify that they would like to be 
able to take the ballot home with them for a 
few days to study the candidates and ballot 
questions – never mind the fact that sample 
ballots are available before the election.
If your voting habits are described above, 
you should probably either change your 
habits, or stay home on election day.

Reasons to not vote

If you don't like your options.
Sometimes informed voters will not vote 
because they don't like their options. This is 
a valid reason to not turn in a valid ballot. If 
I lived in a state that did not allow write-in 
votes to be cast and “None of these 
candidates” was not a valid choice on the 
ballot, I would likely spoil the ballot by 
writing a message of dissent on the ballot in 
an effort to make my voice heard, even if it 
was only heard by the lone ballot clerk who 
read my message.

If you want to grow the size, scope, or 
power of the government.
Over the past 150 years or so, the size, 
scope, and power of the government has 
continued to expand. And based on the 
current make-up of the various legislative 
bodies across the country, will continue to 
do so if you don't cast your ballot for more 
government.

If you are personally opposed to the 
concept of voting.
This is also a valid reason not to vote. 
However, it is not license to zealously 
berate those who believe they can vote in 
self-defense.

Now that I've listed four reasons I believe 
people should not vote, I will now explain 
why I think people should vote.

You should vote if and only if you are 
informed about the candidates and questions 
on your ballot, you feel strongly about the 
outcome of the election and believe your 
vote can bring about a more free and 
peaceful society.

Lobbying for minimal government 
and maximum freedom
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In defense of torrents
articleby: Darryl W. Perry
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With much fanfare from the Department of Justice, 
the alleged operator of the largest torrent site, Artem 
Vaulin, was arrested in Poland and the website was 
seized. Assistant Attorney General Leslie Caldwell 
said, “[Artem] Vaulin is charged with running 
today’s most visited illegal file-sharing website, 
responsible for unlawfully distributing well over $1 
billion of copyrighted materials. In an effort to 
evade law enforcement, Vaulin allegedly relied on 
servers located in countries around the world and 
moved his domains due to repeated seizures and 
civil lawsuits. His arrest in Poland, however, 
demonstrates again that cybercriminals can run, but 
they cannot hide from justice.”

The DOJ is seeking to extradite Vaulin, who is 
Ukrainian, from Poland to the United States where 
he is charged with one count of conspiracy to 
commit criminal copyright infringement, one count 
of conspiracy to commit money laundering and two 
counts of criminal copyright infringement for 
allegedly operating the website Kickass Torrents 
(KAT).

Ars Technica reports, “According to the 50-page 
affidavit authored by Jared Der-Yeghiayan, Vaulin 
and KAT claimed that they respected the Digital 
Millennium Copyright Act.” With the DOJ adding, 
“The copyrighted material is collectively valued at 
well over $1 billion, according to the complaint. The 
complaint alleges that KAT receives more than 50 
million unique visitors per month and is estimated to 
be the 69th most frequently visited website on the 
internet.”

If the name Jared Der-Yeghiayan sounds familiar, 
it’s because he was among the agents involved in the 
conviction of Ross Ulbricht. And there are a lot of 
similarities between the Silk Road and Kickass 
Torrents. First off, three simple facts of the Silk 
Road case: Ross Ulbricht created a website; people 
used the website to sell things that other people 
wanted to buy; Ross Ulbricht was sent to jail for the 
rest of his life. Now, three three simple facts of the 
KAT case: Artem Vaulin allegedly created a website; 
people used the website to share digital copies of 
things that other people wanted; Artem Vaulin could 
be sent to jail for the next 20 years.

It should be noted there is nothing inherently illegal 
about a torrent. TechTerms explains, “A torrent is a 
file sent via the BitTorrent protocol. It can be just 
about any type of file, such as a movie, song, 
game… application [or text document]. During the 
transmission, the file is incomplete and therefore is 
referred to as a torrent… Torrents are different from 
regular downloads in that they are usually 
downloaded from more than one server at a time. 
The BitTorrent protocol uses multiple computers to 
transfer a single file, thereby reducing the bandwidth 
required by each server.” In many cases, sites like 
KAT do not actually host the torrent file, much less 
the book, movie, etc to be received by the recipient 
and serve as a link aggregation site – a Google for 
torrents, if you will. Until information can be 
exchanged without government interference, we will 
never have a truly free society. Join me in telling the 
federal government “copying is not theft, free Artem 
Vaulin!”
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