
by: Darryl W. Perry

How does one quantify freedom? Is it even 
possible to calculate such a thing? Over the 
years, several entities have collaborated in 
an attempt to do just that. Freedom House, 
an independent watchdog organization 
dedicated to the expansion of freedom and 
democracy around the world, publishes a 
yearly report titled “Freedom in the World” 
which “assesses the real-world rights and 
freedoms enjoyed by individuals, rather than 
governments or government performance 
per se.” Additionally, “Freedom House does 
not equate legal guarantees of rights with 
the on-the-ground fulfillment of those 
rights. While both laws and actual practices 
are factored into the ratings decisions, 
greater emphasis is placed on 
implementation.” Their findings indicate an 
overall decline in human freedom over the 
past 10 years.

The 2016 Freedom House ratings show the 
United States as being in a decline, 

currently tied at 44th in the world with Cape 
Verde, Costa Rica & Mauritius. Among the 
countries listed as “more free” than the 
USA, are New Zealand, Uruguay & 
Portugal, which should not be a surprise to 
those who follow freedom indexes, also 
besting the US in freedom are Canada, 
Australia, and all 5 Scandinavian countries.

Maybe you want more freedom, but also 
want to stay in the United States. “What to 
do?” you ask. The Cato Institute may have 
the answer. Jason Sorens & William Ruger 
produced a new edition of the Freedom in 
the 50 States rankings. Sorens & Ruger 
write, “ the 2015–16 edition examines state 
and local government intervention across a 
wide range of policy categories — from 
taxation to debt, from eminent domain laws 
to occupational licensing, and from drug 
policy to educational choice.” Adding, 
“Although states that excel in one area of 
freedom — fiscal policy, regulatory policy, 
or personal freedom — do not always score
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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

well in the other areas of freedom, we 
recognize important relationships among all 
these dimensions of freedom.”

After crunching the numbers in 158 
categories (and sub-categories) of fiscal, 
regulatory & personal policy, Sorens & 
Ruger’s calculations determined that New 
Hampshire was the most free state in the 
United States. That’s not to say that New 
Hampshire is a libertarian paradise, there are 
still taxes and government-run schools. 
However, New Hampshire is metaphorical 
light-years ahead of Maryland, New Jersey, 
Hawai’i, California & New York – the five 
states at the bottom of the list. 

If these rankings tell us anything, it’s that 
even within what some still refer to as “The 
land of the free” some places have more 
freedom than others. The real question is, 
where would an independent New 
Hampshire rank in Freedom House’s 
Freedom in the World index?

by: Darryl W. Perry

In a ruling that came as a surprise to very 
few, US District Judge Rosemary Collyer 
dismissed the antitrust case filed by Gary 
Johnson & Jill Stein against the 
Commission on Presidential Debates. The 
complaint set forth four counts: Count I & 
Count II claim violations of Section 1 & 2 
of the Sherman Antitrust Act; “Count III 
[asserts] violation[s] of First Amendment 
rights of free speech and association; and 
Count IV [claims] intentional interference 
with prospective economic advantage and 
relations.”

In dismissing the case Collyer writes, 
“because Plaintiffs have no standing and 
because antitrust laws govern commercial 
markets and not political activity, those 
claims fail as a matter of well-established 
law. Plaintiffs also allege violations of the 
First Amendment, but those claims must be 
dismissed because the First Amendment 
guarantees freedom from government 
infringement and Defendants here are 
private parties. Finally, Plaintiffs fail to 
allege facts that could support a claim for 
intentional interference with prospective 
business advantage.”

These sentences state several important 
things, namely that the Commission on 
Presidential Debates is in fact involved in 
“political activity.” In reviewing the 
decision, Tom Knapp writes, “the free 
advertising they’re giving away to the two 

major party candidates seems to exceed 
[legal campaign contribution] limits.” To my 
knowledge, of the many challenges to the 
CPD monopoly on Presidential debates 
involving the two major candidates, no 
challenge has alleged the in-kind 
contributions to the campaigns violated 
contribution limits. And my limited 
understanding of law is that this point will 
not be able to be brought up on appeal 
because it was not brought up originally by 
the Plaintiffs in the case.

The decision, while being legally correct, 
also has some flawed reasoning and factual 
inaccuracies. Richard Winger of Ballot 
Access News reported on the factually 
inaccurate information in some of the 
footnotes. I will instead focus on the flawed 
logic. Footnote 6 states “When Mr. Johnson 
and Ms. Stein ran for president in 2012, 
there were over 240 declared candidates for 
president, excluding those seeking the 
nomination of a major party.” The assertion 
by Judge Collyer is that it would be 
unwieldy to host a debate with all of those 
candidates. While there were that many 
candidates to file a Form 2 with the FEC, 
only 27 candidates achieved ballot access in 
at least one state, and only Johnson, Stein, 
Virgil Goode & Rocky Anderson were on a 
number of ballots and/or a certified write-in 
candidate in enough states to theoretically 
receive a majority of electoral votes. A 
debate with 6 candidates seems a lot more 
manageable and in fact 

not unheard of. The GOP earlier this 
election cycle hosted multiple debates with 
9 or more candidates.

Collyer also had some sound logic in her 
decision writing, “this Court could not 
require Defendants to include Plaintiffs in 
the debates because such an order would 
violate the First Amendment prohibition on 
forced speech and forced association.” She 
then cites a previous Supreme Court 
decision, Arkansas Educational Television 
Commission v. Forbes, which reads, “Were 
it faced with the prospect of cacophony, on 
the one hand, and First Amendment liability, 
on the other, a public television broadcaster 
might choose not to air candidates’ views at 
all. A broadcaster might decide the safe 
course is to avoid controversy, and by so 
doing diminish the free flow of information 
and ideas. In this circumstance, a 
government–enforced right of access 
inescapably dampens the vigor and limits 
the variety of public debate.”

As someone who has previously organized 
debates and other outlets for candidates to 
share their views, I have taken the approach 
of inclusion, and invited all candidates. I do 
this not because I am required, but because I 
believe in allowing people to hear from all 
of the candidates. It is my hope that others 
will take a similar approach and finally 
bring some competition in the realm of 
political debates.
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by: Darryl W. Perry

There’s an old saying, “The wheels of 
justice turn slowly, but grind exceedingly 
fine.” This is especially true when it comes 
to the War on Drugs, waged initially by 
Richard Nixon. NORML reports, in 1972 
the National Commission on Marihuana and 
Drug Abuse – chaired by former 
Pennsylvania Governor Raymond P. Shafer 
– recommended “[that the] possession of 
marihuana for personal use no longer be an 
offense, [and that the] casual distribution of 
small amounts of marihuana for no 
remuneration, or insignificant remuneration, 
no longer be an offense.” Adding, “The 
actual and potential harm of use of the drug 
is not great enough to justify intrusion by 
the criminal law into private behavior, a 
step which our society takes only with the 
greatest reluctance.”

The Nixon Administration rejected those 
recommendations and placed cannabis (the 
scientific name of marihuana or marijuana – 
the spelling has changed over time) on 
Schedule I of the list of Controlled 
Substances. The DEA classifies “Schedule I 
drugs, substances, or chemicals… as drugs 
with no currently accepted medical use and 
a high potential for abuse.”

In 2011 the Governors of Rhode Island and 
Washington petitioned the DEA “to 
reclassify cannabis for medical use from a 
Schedule I controlled substance to a 
Schedule II [substance].” It took nearly 5 
years for the DEA to respond. And the 
response was a very wordy “no!”

A summary of the response states, “DEA 
has denied two petitions to reschedule 
marijuana under the Controlled Substances 
Act (CSA). In response to the petitions, 
DEA requested a scientific and medical 
evaluation and scheduling recommendation 
from the Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS), which was conducted by 
the U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) in consultation with the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). Based on 
the legal standards in the CSA, marijuana 
remains a schedule I controlled substance 
because it does not meet the criteria for 
currently accepted medical use in treatment 

DEA denies reality, rejects reclassification of cannabis
in the United States, there is a lack of 
accepted safety for its use under medical 
supervision, and it has a high potential for 
abuse.”

In the more detailed response, the DEA 
states, “there are no adequate safety studies; 
there are no adequate and well-controlled 
studies proving efficacy; the drug is not 
accepted by qualified experts; and the 
scientific evidence is not widely available.” 
Adding, “At this time, the known risks of 
marijuana use have not been shown to be 
outweighed by specific benefits in well-
controlled clinical trials that scientifically 
evaluate safety and efficacy.”

The reasons for this lack of studies on the 
“safety and efficacy of cannabis” is because 
of government interference and prohibition. 
Because cannabis is illegal at the federal 
level it is nearly impossible to get FDA 
approval for a study on the safety or efficacy 
of cannabis. Which means the studies that 
are done have a smaller number of 
participants than is recognized as being 
scientifically valid. In rejecting the petition 
to reclassify cannabis, the DEA also 
announced “a policy change designed to 
foster research by expanding the number of 
DEA- registered marijuana 
manufacturers…. [this] new policy will 
allow additional entities to apply to become 
registered with DEA so that they may grow 
and distribute marijuana for FDA-authorized 
research purposes.” Adding, “This change 
illustrates DEA’s commitment to working 
together with the FDA and NIDA to 
facilitate research concerning marijuana and 
its components.”

While some are applauding the DEA on 
allowing expanded growth & distribution of 
cannabis for FDA-authorized research 
purposes, the DEA policies are still out of 
sync with laws in 25 states and the District 
of Columbia which allow for the medical 
use of cannabis, with certain restrictions. 
Maybe the DEA chief should read the 
Shafer Commission report again and again 
until he remembers: “The actual and 
potential harm of use of [cannabis] is not 
great enough to justify intrusion by the 
criminal law into private behavior.”

by: Thomas L. Knapp

It is an election year and I am a political 
junkie. Therefore my inbox runneth over 
with political emails. Recently I’ve received 
numerous such emails (from avowedly 
“progressive” organizations) alerting me to 
US Senator Elizabeth Warren’s latest 
hobbyhorse. “Election Day should be a 
holiday,” says the Massachusetts Democrat, 
“so no one has to choose between a 
paycheck and a vote.”

How exciting! A new “birther” controversy 
motoring over the horizon in our direction! 
Senator Warren passed on a presidential run 
this year but enjoyed considerable buzz and 
may well reconsider in 2020 or 2024. So I’d 
like to see her birth certificate — long form, 
please — with a view toward contesting her 
eligibility. She’s obviously not from this 
country, and probably not even from this 
planet.

The federal government recognizes ten 
holidays:  New Year’s Day, Martin Luther 
King, Jr.’s birthday, Inauguration Day (in 
years following presidential elections), 
Washington’s birthday, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus 
Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving and 
Christmas.

How many of those do you get off work?

Unless you’re a government employee (or 
work for a bank), the answer is almost 
certainly  “not all of them.” And the further 
down the income and prestige scales your 
job is, the more likely the answer is “only a 
few of them, and usually without pay.”

Senator Warren would presumably know 
this if she was from, or lived in, or even 

spent much time visiting, the United States.

Surely she would have, at one point or 
another, shopped at Wal-Mart, or eaten at 
McDonald’s, or taken in a film (most 
theaters are open EVERY day, Christmas 
being the busiest day of the year in the 
movie business), or traveled by air, or 
hailed a taxi, on a holiday.

And when she did any of those things, how 
could she conceivably have avoided 
noticing the people who make it possible for 
her to do those things? You know, the 
workers whose job title isn’t “US Senator?”

Warren’s proposal wouldn’t it make it any 
easier to vote for anyone who has a hard 
time voting now. The people who have a 
hard time voting are the people who don’t 
get new government holidays off work with 
pay just because  a light bulb comes on in 
Elizabeth Warren’s head.

Early voting makes voting easier. Relaxed 
rules for absentee voting make voting 
easier. Voting by mail makes voting easier. 
Turning “Election Day” into two full days, 
48 hours from midnight Friday night to 
midnight Sunday night, would make voting 
easier.

Calling for Election Day to be made a 
federal holiday, on the other hand, just gives 
people good reason to 
wonder if perhaps US Senator Elizabeth 
Warren is proof of extra-terrestrial life. And 
disproof of extra-terrestrial intelligence.

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.

Holiday Greetings From Planet Elizabeth Warren
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by: Joe Jarvis

I recently had a debate on facebook with 
someone whose opinion I once shared. I 
thought the only way for significant change 
in government to come about was through 
electoral politics, and if that failed, 
revolution.

The debate was spurred by a post in which I 
said that the only reason Donald Trump is a 
problem, is because of a system where some 
are elevated to positions of political power, 
versus economic power. Although economic 
power is significant, the key difference 
between political and economic power is 
that in economics, you must gain consent: 
from customers, from partners, from 
investors–anyone with whom you wish to 
associate.

Politics is a system of force, which elevates 
some to master over their fellow man; no 
consent required to take money and force 
interactions.

But I hash-tagged the post 
#NobodyForPresident which made this 
person accuse me of having no backbone to 
make tough decisions about who to vote for. 
You must choose the lesser of two evils, he 
said, and not participating makes me a party 
to the terrible condition of the nation. I was 
accused of hiding behind a keyboard, and 
doing nothing but talking about problems, 
without offering any solutions.

I was once just like him. I attempted to get 
two different guys elected to congress, I 
voted for the lesser (maybe) of two evils in 
2008, and supported Ron Paul in 2012.

I was that guy calling my congressman, 
railing about Constitutional violations, and 
trying to educate people about how if we all 
joined together, we could make a difference. 
This blog was once called vigilant vote; I 
literally made the same arguments this 
facebooker made about how each cycle 
“we” had the power to change 100% of the 
House and 1/3 of the Senate!

But that is all playing into the rigged 
system. It is a top down approach; a 
dictatorial approach. Individuals in this 
political system don’t make a difference 
until they reach critical mass or a majority. I 
have come to learn that individuals need to 
make personal changes which make a 
difference on a personal level, and also 
culminate to societal change. In the market, 
one person can choose to withhold their 
dollar from someone they disagree with; it 
may not de-fund the organization, but it 
saves the individual a dollar!

Change will be grassroots. Here’s how we 
can take steps to solve the problem of 
terrible government, and liberate ourselves.

1. Find ways to legally avoid taxes 
through barter and trade. I don’t 

pay rent. I work on a mini-farm for 
room and board. This means I don’t 
have to pay taxes on my earnings 
before paying rent, my labor goes 
straight into rent. What we produce 
on the farm we also consume 
without having to first earn, pay 
taxes, then acquire. Wherever 
possible find ways to avoid 
converting labor to fiat dollars which 
are taxed, and lose value everyday 
due to inflation, another tax. I don’t 
know much about it, but I found a 
website the other day called 
Simbi.com which claims to facilitate 
the trade of goods and services 
without exchanging money. If you 
check it out, comment below or send 
me an email to let me know what it’s 
all about!

2. Produce more of what you need 
yourself. Okay, so I get it, 
specializing and trading makes 
people more productive. But at some 
point, the amount the government 
takes make it not even worth it. We 
can at least cut down on what we 
need to buy (which includes taxes 
when we earn and when we buy, and 
if we save in between). I currently 
make my own toothpaste, deodorant 
(yes it works), and soap. I produce 
100% of the eggs I eat, just recently 
have started getting 1/2 a gallon of 
goat milk a day (cheese, yogurt etc.), 
and am trying to produce a larger 
percentage of veggies I eat.

3. Use unregulated money and 
services. My first two examples are 
pretty homesteady/ survivalist. But 
even if you live in a city you can 
avoid taxes and regulation. Use 
bitcoin and other alternative 
currencies as much as possible. You 
can shop on Amazon with bitcoin 
using Purse. Use AirBnB and Uber, 
or better yet, Arcade City and pay 
with bitcoin. Convince local 
businesses to start accepting bitcoin 
if they aren’t already. Check out the 
blog post from Derrick J at 
TheDerrick.com about his bitcoin 
evangelism in Portsmouth, NH! It is 
not as hard as you think to get your 
yoga studio and local restaurants to 
start accepting alternative currency.

4. Choose a better state/ country. 
So this might sound like a 
contradiction to a post I wrote about 
a year ago called 5 Reasons It 
Doesn’t Make Sense to Say, “If You 
Don’t Like America, Leave.” And I 
still don’t think it is necessarily the 
best solution, nor super easy, 
especially since the United States 
will tax all citizens regardless of 
where they live in the world (though 
there is a hefty exemption). But 
recently I have realized it isn’t so 
hard to move outside the country. If 

5 Solutions for Combating Terrible Government
you find a good fit, go for it! But 
much easier is finding a state with a 
better fit for the freedoms you hold 
most dear, and voting with your feet. 
Some states like Texas and New 
Hampshire might even be exploring 
secession, which I expect to come 
into play as a great solution to start 
improving government and making 
life easier for individuals.

5. Clear your head of the state; 
liberate your mind, liberate your 
body, liberate your soul. The spoon 
does not bend, your mind bends. I 
used to get so worked up about all 
the terrible things the government 
would do. Yes, it is important to 
come to the aid of those the state 
unjustly attacks, but daily living 
should be done outside of the 24 
hour news cycle. When political 
discussions arise, use the opportunity 
to let people know how the state 
doesn’t affect you, and shouldn’t 
affect you. Make people realize that 
it is possible to ignore the state, and 
work around the state in much of 
life. If nothing else, let them know 
that even though the state can 
mistreat you, they won’t get the 
better of your mental state. You can 
remain out of their reach, at least in 
your consciousness and positive 
thinking.

These are what I call opt-out solutions. 
Notice it does not involve revolution or 
violence. These solutions make the state 
obsolete. This is called agorism: suffocate 
the state, work outside of it. If you fight the 
state, you will lose. If you ignore the state, 
it is only a matter of time until it withers 
and dies.

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.

by: Darryl W. Perry

It’s not uncommon for a professional athlete 
to say or do something that puts them in the 
national spotlight. Recently during a pre-
season football game between the San 
Francisco 49ers and Green Bay Packers, 
49ers backup quarterback Colin Kaepernick 
did not stand for the national anthem.

Kaepernick told NFL Media after the game, 
"I am not going to stand up to show pride in 
a flag for a country that oppresses black 
people and people of color. To me, this is 
bigger than football and it would be selfish 
on my part to look the other way. There are 
bodies in the street and people getting paid 
leave and getting away with murder."

As with most divisive issues, there are two 
clear sides: those who support Colin 
Kaepernick’s right to not stand during the 
national anthem, and those who are upset 
that Colin Kaepernick failed to show proper 
reverence to the theme song of this nation. 
The Washington Post reported “A fan who 
calls himself Nate3914 set fire to a 
Kaepernick jersey and told the quarterback 
‘if you don’t love our country, get the 
[expletive] out of it. You should never play 
another down in the NFL. Move to 
Canada.’”

The NFL issued a statement saying that 
players are “encouraged but not required” to 
stand for the national anthem, and 49ers 
coach Chip Kelly said, “We recognize his 
right to do that. It’s not our right to tell him 
not to do something.”

Many thought the social media backlash 
would cause Kaepernick to apologize for 
his supposed indiscretion and promise to 
always stand during the national anthem. 
They would be wrong.  Kaepernick 
doubled-down and told reporters “I’ll 
continue to sit.”

Despite what some, like Nate3914 want to 
believe, aside from eating a hot dog and 
apple pie whilst playing baseball with a 
flock of bald eagles, Kaepernick’s refusal to 
stand for the national anthem is one of the 
most American things one can do. From an 
early age we’re told that we have the right 
to peacefully protest and that governments 
exist with the consent of the governed. 
Colin Kaepernick decided to exercise his 
right of peaceful protest to express his 
dissent with the lack of accountability for 
the hundreds of people killed by police each 
year. Kaepernick told NFL Media, “I am not 
looking for approval. I have to stand up for 
people that are oppressed. … If they take 
football away, my endorsements from me, I 
know that I stood up for what is right.”

Suzy Kassem once said, “Stand up for what 
is right even if you are standing alone.” I 
only hope that Colin Kaepernick does not 
have to stand alone while he remains seated.

Standing with those who 
remain seated
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