
by: Darryl W. Perry

White House Press Secretary Sean Spicer 
recently said the Department of Justice may 
increase enforcement of federal marijuana 
laws in states that have voted to legalize its 
recreational use. Spicer said, “there’s a big 
difference between the medical use which 
Congress has… made very clear what their 
intent was in terms of how the [DOJ] would 
handle that issue.” That intent was a 
requirement in an “appropriations bill 
saying the [DOJ] wouldn’t be funded to go 
after [medical cannabis].” Spicer added, 
“That’s very different than the recreational 
use, which is something the [DOJ] I think 
will be further looking into.” Adding, “I do 
believe that you’ll see greater enforcement 
of it.”

Spicer then attempted to clarify “I would 
refer you to the Department of Justice — I 
think the Department of Justice is the lead 
on that… but I believe that they are going to 
continue to enforce the laws on the books 
with respect to recreational marijuana.”

These comments from Spicer were made 
the same day a Quinnipiac Poll was 
published showing that 71% of respondents 
oppose “the government enforcing federal 
laws against marijuana in states that have 
already legalized medical or recreational 
marijuana.”

As for Spicer’s claim that there’s a 
difference between medical & recreational 
use of cannabis, the polling numbers seem 
to reflect this perception with only 59% 
responding they believe “the use of 
marijuana should be made legal in the 
United States” compared to a whopping 
93% who support “allowing adults to 
legally use marijuana for medical purposes 
if their doctor prescribes it.”

On the one hand it’s a good thing that laws 
are not made based on popular opinion, as 
some horrible things have previously been 
popularly supported. However when 
popular opinion reflects a desire for 
government officials to stop enforcing 
unjust
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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

unjust laws, government officials are the 
last people to want a change. Not to 
mention the hypocrisy of the Trump 
Administration pointed out by Mason Tvert, 
the communications director for the 
Marijuana Policy Project, who said, “This 
administration is claiming that it values 
states’ rights, so we hope they will respect 
the rights of states to determine their own 
marijuana policies.”

It should further be mentioned that the War 
on Drugs is costly, having cost taxpayers 
over $1 trillion since 1971. And the feds are 
projected to spend $31 billion in 2017 
enforcing the War on Drugs, not including 
any spending at the state level.

Spicer’s comments should serve to convey 
that the Trump Administration is out of 
touch with the American people, and that 
the War on Drugs will likely continue until 
state officials tell the feds, “You’re not 
allowed here.”

Sanctuary Cities are nullifying at a local level
by: Darryl W. Perry

President Donald Trump recently signed an 
Executive Order aimed at withholding 
federal funding from so-called Sanctuary 
Cities. Trump’s order states, “Many aliens 
who illegally enter the United States and 
those who overstay or otherwise violate the 
terms of their visas present a significant 
threat to national security and public safety. 
This is particularly so for aliens who 
engage in criminal conduct in the United 
States.”

Considering it would take about 25,000 
years to read all of the federal laws on the 
books, it’s calculated that the average 
person unwittingly commits three felonies 
per day. Historian David Barton says, “We 
all know ignorance of the law is no excuse. 
If you violate a law, you suffer the penalty 
for it.” Of the countless laws on the books, 
which grew by 7,410 in 2012 & 2013, 
“only

“Only 127 went through Congress. [T]he 
rest of them were regulatory laws. [There 
have been] 81,000 regulatory laws [added] 
since 1993.”

Trump’s order goes on to say: “Sanctuary 
jurisdictions across the United States 
willfully violate Federal law in an attempt 
to shield aliens from removal from the 
United States.”

UPI reports there are actually two types of 
Sanctuary Cities: “Those where law 
enforcement does not cooperate with 
immigration officials, and those that avoid 
any type of proactive immigration 
enforcement.” Further, there is not actually 
a requirement for local governments to 
enforce federal laws, that includes 
immigration laws. Therefore, I must ask: 
what is the practical difference between a 
municipality becoming a Sanctuary City 
now

and a state government using nullification?

Nullification, which is the “act or set of 
acts which renders a law null, void or just 
unenforceable,” is oft championed by 
conservatives and libertarians; however 
many supporters of nullification fail to see 
that Sanctuary Cities are simply practicing 
nullification at a more local level. An even 
more localized version of nullification is 
the act of Civil Disobedience, in which an 
individual (or group of individuals) 
intentionally refuse to obey an unjust law 
or regulation.

Remember, the average person unwittingly 
commits three felonies every day. You may 
want to ruminate about that fact for a 
moment before clamoring to deport 
criminals, as there’s a good chance that you 
are one too!
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by: Thomas L. Knapp

“Put simply,” writes Judge Robert King of 
the 4th US Circuit Court of Appeals, “we 
have no power to extend Second 
Amendment protections to weapons of 
war.” In Kolbe v. Hogan, the court upheld 
Maryland’s ban on “assault weapons,” also 
known as rifles that look scary to people 
who know nothing about guns.

As talk radio host Darryl W. Perry of Free 
Talk Live notes, King’s perversely broad 
statement would cover a ban on the 
possession of rocks:

“And David put his hand in his bag, and 
took thence a stone, and slang it, and smote 
the Philistine in his forehead, that the stone 
sunk into his forehead; and he fell upon his 
face to the earth. So David prevailed over 
the Philistine with a sling and with a stone, 
and smote the Philistine, and slew him …” 
— 1st Samuel, Chapter 17

King also displays a poor grasp of history. 
No judicial power is required to “extend” 
the Second Amendment to cover weapons 
of war, because they’re precisely what it 
was intended to cover in the first place.

The Second Amendment was ratified only a 
few years after a citizen army — many of 
its soldiers armed, at least at first, with 
weapons brought from home — defeated 
the most fearsome professional military 
machine in the history of the world, the 
army of a global empire.

The express purpose of the Second 
Amendment was to guarantee the continued 

maintenance of an armed populace. In fact,  
the Second Militia Act of 1792 legally 
required  every adult able-bodied white 
American male to own and maintain 
“weapons of war” (a musket or rifle, 
bayonet, powder and bullets) just in case the 
militia had to be called out.

Even in the 1939 case usually cited to 
justify victim disarmament (“gun control”) 
laws, US v. Miller, the US Supreme Court 
held that the reason Jack Miller’s short-
barreled shotgun could be banned was that 
it WASN’T a weapon of war: “[I]t is not 
within judicial notice that this weapon is 
any part of the ordinary military equipment 
or that its use could contribute to the 
common defense.”

Yes, you read that right: The Supreme Court 
ruled that the Second Amendment applies 
ONLY to “weapons of war.” I think that’s 
too narrow myself, but at least it comes at 
the matter from the correct historical 
perspective.

The purpose of the Second Amendment is 
best understood in terms of a quote falsely 
attributed to Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto of 
the Japanese navy at the beginning of World 
War Two: “You cannot invade the mainland 
United States. There would be a rifle behind 
every blade of grass.”

Shame on King and the 4th Circuit for 
failing to uphold the plain meaning of “shall 
not be infringed.”

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

The Second Amendment and “Weapons of War”

The Cost-Benefit Analysis of boycotts & strikes
by: Darryl W. Perry

From a boycott of Starbucks because their 
cups aren’t sufficiently Christmas-y enough, 
to boycotts of Star Wars movies, a 
#deleteUber campaign, Nordstrom, 
Budweiser, Target, and the States of Utah & 
North Carolina for various reasons; it seems 
there is always a boycott of some sort. 
Which leads to the question: Do boycotts 
work?

The short answer is: sometimes. One can 
find examples of boycotts leading to their 
desired outcome, the Montgomery Bus 
Boycotts, for example led to the end of 
segregation on city buses. One can also look 
at the boycott of Chick-fil-A over the 
company CFO’s opposition to same-sex 
marriage legalization, which led to a 
buycott, that is the act of a person or group 
“deliberately purchasing a company’s or a 
country’s products in support of their 
policies, or to counter a boycott.”

Ivo Welch, professor of economics and 
finance at the Anderson School at UCLA, 
says, “Boycotts almost surely will never 
work.” Welch points to South Africa as an 
example, adding, “In the early 1980s and 
before then, it was a very large movement 

to divest all sorts of holdings and break all 
sorts of business and sports ties with South 
Africa. South Africa, at the time, had an 
apartheid regime that was institutionalized 
racism and about as abominable as it gets… 
There were all sorts of coordinated actions 
that were not just in the United States, but 
all over the world, all designed to bring the 
South African regime to its knees.”

However, Stephen J. Dubner reports, Welch 
found that despite a coordinated global 
effort by activists and institutions, South 
African firms were essentially unharmed by 
the boycott.

Even if boycotts don’t always have the 
intended impact on the target, participation 
in one generally does not impair the daily 
life of the participant. The same can not be 
said of strikes as a form of protest.

There was recently a strike by workers and 
students called “A Day Without 
Immigrants.” NPR reports the “movement is 
a response to President Trump’s 
immigration agenda, which includes a 
pledge to seal the U.S. border with Mexico 
and a travel ban on citizens of seven 
majority-Muslim countries (which is now 

on hold).”

The day after the protest, headlines began 
reporting: “Workers fired after participating 
in ‘A Day Without Immigrants’ strike.” 
While the details of the stories varied, the 
recurring theme remained the same: 
someone refused to go to work, and the 
employer terminated the relationship. The 
attorney for one company in Tennessee 
released a statement reading: “Because of 
the time-sensitive nature of the jobs these 
employees were assigned to, all employees 
were told that they would need to show up 
for work or they would be terminated.”

Whether you agree or disagree with the 
reasons behind the strike, I hope you can at 
least recognize that harming yourself (i.e. 
refusing to work, not getting paid, and 
potentially losing your job) does not send 
the desired message to the target of your 
protest. Even though the evidence shows 
that strikes and boycotts are largely 
ineffective, I’m not saying that one should 
never participate in a strike or boycott; I am 
saying that one should thoroughly weigh the 
potential costs to themselves before 
participating in one.

LP Western NH
(Cheshire & Sullivan Counties)

LPWesternNH.org
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February 9, 2017 – The Libertarian Party of 
New Hampshire (LPNH) welcomed State 
Representative Caleb Dyer as a new party 
member after Dyer recently changed his 
party affiliation from Republican to 
Libertarian. A freshman representative, 
Dyer became the first NH Libertarian State 
Representative in more than 20 years to 
serve the majority of their term as a 
Libertarian.

“Dyer is a fine example of the rare 
legislator who confidently puts their 
principles first and foremost,” said Darryl 
W. Perry, LPNH Chairman. “I welcome 
Dyer into the Libertarian Party with open 
arms and hope that by 2018, the NH 
Legislature will once again have an 
officially recognized Libertarian Caucus.”

Dyer lives in Pelham and represents 
Hillsborough 37. “I believe that it is time to 
demonstrate to the people of New 
Hampshire that such a duopoly of partisan 
interest, which presently controls this 
House, is not in their interests,” said Dyer 
in a prepared statement at a press 
conference at the Capitol. “In order to 
ensure the adequate representation…I truly 
believe the best course of action is to 
organize outside of the party and force 
coalition.”

Dyer is a lifelong resident of his district, a 
2015 graduate of Alvirne High School, and 
was first elected in November 2016. During 
his 2016 campaign, Dyer was endorsed by 
both the NH Liberty Alliance and the 
Republican Liberty Caucus of NH.

“Representative Dyer is fighting for the 
libertarian policies that maximize 
individual freedom by reducing big 
government,” said National Libertarian 
Party Vice Chairman Arvin Vohra. “We 
thank him for the incredible courage he is 
showing by formally joining the Libertarian 
Party.

The LPNH announced that Dyer will be a 
featured speaker at their annual convention 
which will take place on March 18, 2017 
from 2 p.m. – 9 p.m. at the Holiday Inn in 
Concord.  The key note Speaker will be 
Carla Howell, President of the Center for 
Small Government. Tickets can be 
purchased at LPNH.org

###

The Libertarian Party of New Hampshire is 
the third largest and fastest-growing 
political party in NH. For more 
information, please visit LPNH.org or find 
us on facebook:
facebook.com/LPNewHampshire

MEDIA CONTACT:
Darryl W. Perry, Chairman
chair@lpnh.org

 State Rep. Caleb Dyer 
joins Libertarian Party

by: Thomas L. Knapp

In mid-February, Florida’s Division of 
Elections stripped the state’s third largest 
political party of its official recognition. 
Tallahassee’s excuse for ending the 
Independent Party’s ability to put candidates 
on the ballot and disenfranchising its 
260,000-plus registered voters? The party 
organization’s 2014 financial audit wasn’t 
conducted by a Certified Public Accountant.

Florida law doesn’t specify any such CPA 
requirement, and even if it did this dirty 
trick would exemplify the real purpose of 
so-called “ballot access laws”: To safeguard 
the Republican and Democratic Parties’ 
near-complete control of American 
elections.

In every election cycle, “third” parties shell 
out big bucks just to be allowed to present 
their candidates to voters. According to 
Nicholas J. Sarwark, chair of the Libertarian 
Party’s national committee, the party, its 
state affiliates, and its presidential campaign 
spent more than $750,000 on ballot access 
— that is, on jumping through bureaucratic 
hoops instead of on getting its message out 
— in 2016.

It shouldn’t be that way. It doesn’t have to 
be that way. And it wasn’t always that way.

Some histories of the Civil War era mention 
that Abraham Lincoln was “not even on the 
ballot” in several southern states. That’s 
true. None of the other presidential 
candidates were “on the ballot” either, nor 
was Lincoln “on the ballot” in the northern 
states. There was no such thing as “on the 
ballot.”

American ballot access laws only date back 

to the 1880s. Before that, voters cast ballots 
in one of three ways: They received ballots 
from and printed by their political parties of 
choice, they wrote out their own ballots by 
hand, or, if they couldn’t write, they 
verbally dictated their choices to election 
officials who wrote down those choices for 
them in the presence of witnesses.

Once state governments overthrew those 
methods in favor of “Australian” ballots — 
standardized ballots printed by the 
governments themselves — the next step 
was feigned concern over  “voter 
confusion” from “too many” candidates, 
quickly followed by the erection of barriers 
to “solve” the “problem.”

These days ballot access laws are so many, 
so varied and so confusing that there’s an 
entire industry centered around helping 
parties and candidates interpret and meet 
the guidelines. There’s even a dedicated 
publication, Ballot Access News, dedicated 
to sorting out ballot access laws on a 
continuing basis.

And, once again, it’s important to keep in 
mind the real purpose of these laws: To 
ensure that, with rare exceptions, only 
Republicans and Democrats are elected to 
public office. Or, to put it more plainly, to 
protect those parties from the risks of free 
and fair elections.

The states and the establishment parties 
have proven, over and over, that they can’t 
be trusted with control of ballot access. 
Time to take that control away.

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

Florida’s shenanigans make a great case for 
(re-)Separation of Ballot and State

By a vote of 5-0, the Libertarian Party of 
New Hampshire Executive Committee 
adopted a resolution in support of a bill to 
inform jurors of their rights to nullify unjust 
laws. LPNH Chair, Darryl W. Perry says, 
“It’s important for jurors to fully 
understand their ability to acquit a 
defendant who has been charged with an 
offense that has no victim.” Adding, “no 
man has a moral obligation to obey an 
unjust law, and no jury has an obligation to 
convict someone of an unjust law!”

The LPNH resolution applauds the NH 
House of Representatives for passing 
HB133, calls upon the NH Senate to pass 
HB133, and calls upon Governor Chris 
Sununu to sign HB133 should it come 
before him for a signature.
The resolution reads: 

Whereas jurors have the right to 
judge the facts and the application of 
the law in relationship to the facts in 
controversy; AND
Whereas if a jury finds that based 
upon the facts of this case a guilty 
verdict will yield an unjust result, 
the jury may find the defendant not 
guilty; AND
Whereas jurors should be fully 
informed of their rights as a member 
of a jury;
Be it therefore resolved the LPNH 
Executive Committee applauds the 
NH House of Representatives for 
passing HB133, which reads, in part:

At the request of the 
defendant or the defendant’s 
attorney, the court shall 
instruct the jury as follows: 
“If you have a reasonable 
doubt as to whether the state 
has proved any one or more 
of the elements of the crime 
charged, you must find the 
defendant not guilty. 
However if you find that the 
state has proved all the 
elements of the offense 
charged beyond a reasonable 
doubt, you should find the 
defendant guilty. Even if you 
find that the state has proved 
all of the elements of the 
offense charged beyond a 
reasonable doubt, you may 
still find that based upon the 
facts of this case a guilty 
verdict will yield an unjust 
result, and you may find the 
defendant not guilty.”

AND
Be it therefore resolved the LPNH 
Executive Committee calls upon the 
NH Senate to pass HB133, AND
Be it therefore resolved the LPNH 
Executive Committee calls upon 
Governor Chris Sununu to sign 
HB133 should it come before him 
for a signature.

LPNH EC Resolution 
Supporting Jury Rights

Leading NH into Liberty

LPNH State Convention & Banquet
March 18, 2-9p

LPNH.org/convention
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