
by: Darryl W. Perry

The US Supreme Court will, in the next 
couple of months, issue a ruling in a case 
that could have broad consequences. The 
case is United States v. Microsoft Corp. and 
according to SCOTUSblog, the issue before 
the Court is “Whether a United States 
provider of email services must comply 
with a probable-cause-based warrant… by 
making disclosure in the United States of 
electronic communications within that 
provider’s control, even if the provider has 
decided to store that material abroad.”

In other words, the Court will decide 
whether or not the US government can 
compel a company to provide data that is 
physically located in a different legal 
jurisdiction.

Reuters reports, “The case began with a 
2013 warrant obtained by prosecutors for 
emails of a suspect in a drug trafficking 

investigation that were stored in Microsoft 
computer servers in Dublin. The company 
challenged whether a domestic warrant 
covered data stored abroad.” The DOJ said 
prosecutors were entitled to the data 
because Microsoft is based in the United 
States.

In 2016, the New York-based 2nd U.S. 
Court of Appeals sided with Microsoft, 
which CNBC reports “marked a victory for 
tech firms that increasingly offer cloud 
computing services in which data is stored 
remotely.” CNBC added, “the appeals court 
said the emails were beyond the reach of 
domestic search warrants obtained under a 
1986 U.S. law called the Stored 
Communications Act.”

The federal government argues that a ruling 
for Microsoft “would hamper domestic law 
enforcement and counterterrorism efforts.” 
Whether that argument is enough to sway 
required
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Community Calendars
RECURRING EVENTS

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

Bitcoin Meet-Up: (details vary, check keene.bitcoin.com)

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: 
Strange Brew Tavern, 88 Market St –
6-9pm

NASHUA
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

PORTSMOUTH
Every Tuesday – Freecoast Bitcoin Meetup: 
STREET, 801 Islington St – 6-9pm

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

the Court to rule for the feds is yet to be 
seen, however in 2012 & 2014 the US 
Supreme Court ruled in favor of protecting 
rights of the accused saying that warrants 
are required to place a GPS tracking device 
on a vehicle (2012), and to search a 
cellphone seized during an arrest (2014).

Regardless the outcome of this case, if you 
want to retain any amount of privacy online 
– and yes, I know the internet is a public 
forum which by definition is antithetical to 
privacy – you should consider at a 
minimum using a Virtual Private Network, 
preferably one that doesn’t keep logs, to at 
least obscure the location of your internet 
traffic. The EFF has more suggestions that 
you may want to consider implementing. 
Though at the end of the day, if the feds 
want to find you, they can; however you 
can, and if your actions are non-violent and 
not causing harm to anyone else should, 
make it more difficult.

by: Thomas L. Knapp

Every time there’s a mass shooting, or even 
a particularly well-publicized single 
homicide, all of America’s political factions 
go directly to battle stations on the question 
of whether or not the violence can be 
reduced or eliminated with “gun control” 
legislation. As the debate rages on, the calls 
begin to ring out from different corners that 
whatever else we do, we must avoid 
“politicizing” the issue.

Have you ever noticed that the “let’s not 
get political” talk always seems to emanate 
from the side that perceives itself as on the 
losing end of the argument at the moment?

Right after the incident that opens the latest 
“gun violence” news cycle, Michael 
Bloomberg, the Brady Campaign, Moms 
Demand Action for Gun Sense, and other 
openly and unabashedly political actors roll 
around in the blood, jump on top of the 
caskets and start doing the funky chicken 
for “gun control.”

While that’s happening, pro-gun and pro-
civil-rights organizations issue somber 
condolences to the families of the dead and 
argue against “politicizing” things.

Later, as the tide turns against the idea that

a bunch of new laws will reduce the body 
count, the anti-gun groups shower off the 
blood, don mourning black,  and urge us to 
stop being so darn political about the lives 
they’re trying to save, while the pro-
gun/pro-rights groups jump on the political 
stage and start making practical suggestions 
(permitless open and concealed carry, 
armed teachers, etc.) to actually save those 
lives.

Why bother pretending that this issue is 
ever beyond, or apart from, politics? Does 
anyone really buy that?

Politics is, according to the most applicable 
definition from the 1913 edition of 
Webster’s New International Dictionary of 
the English Language, “the conduct and 
contests of parties with reference to 
political measures or the administration of 
public affairs.”

Support for or opposition to “gun control” 
legislation is by definition political. It can’t 
be anything else. We’re not sitting around 
the dining room table talking about the 
weather, baseball, or little Bobby’s 
upcoming piano recital. We’re in each 
others’ faces over proposed or opposed use 
of force by government.

There’s certainly a right side and a wrong 
side here.

One side continues to back legislation that 
is clearly unconstitutional, that inherently 
violates human rights, and that as a 
practical matter increases homicide rates 
everywhere and every time it’s tried 
(including but not limited to the Gun-Free 
School Zones Act).

The other side — unfortunately not always 
consistently — points out that the right to 
keep and bear arms is not just a basic 
human right that is clearly and 
unambiguously protected by the US 
Constitution, but that it has consistently 
proven to be the best way of reducing 
violent death among the innocent.

But both sides are hypocritical when they 
retreat to a “don’t politicize this” position. 
And not just hypocritical, but careless. If 
we stop discussing political issues, all that’s 
left is to start shooting each other over 
those issues. And as Winston Churchill 
once said, “to jaw-jaw is always better than 
to war-war.”

Republished with permission.
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.
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by: Thomas L. Knapp

“I don’t think either party is answering 
people’s deepest concerns and needs,” Ohio 
governor John Kasich said in a February 25 
interview on ABC News’s This Week. “I 
don’t think it’s going to happen tomorrow 
but I think over time do not be surprised if 
these millennials and these Gen Xers begin 
to say, ‘Neither party works, we want 
something new.'”

The idea smacks of special pleading by 
Kasich, who ran a lackluster campaign for 
the Republican Party’s 2016 presidential 
nomination and got sent home by his party’s 
primary voters in favor of Donald Trump. 
His supporters (with no discernible 
discouragement from him) are talking him 
up as a possible 2020 candidate on a third 
party ticket.

Maybe not tomorrow, governor Kasich — 
and certainly not yesterday.

In 2014, Kasich and Ohio’s Secretary of 
State, Jon Husted, actively conspired to 
deny Ohioans third choices — Libertarian 
Party nominee Charlie Earl for governor 
and Steve Linnaberry for Attorney General 
— accepting an illegal $250,00 in-kind 
donation from a GOP activist  in the form of 
attorney bills for legal action to remove Earl 
and Linnaberry from the ballot.

The only reason John Kasich suddenly 
thinks fondly of third parties is because he 

Who’s on Third? Not John Kasich
fell short of his own party’s top slot. Back 
when he thought the sky was the limit for 
himself, he couldn’t stand the idea. Sore 
loser much?

He may be right that a third party is coming, 
but not for the reasons he wants one. He’s 
enamored of the notion that what Americans 
REALLY want in a political candidate is 
a“centrist” like John Kasich, Mitt Romney, 
or John McCain, or, for that matter, Hillary 
Clinton. In other words, a candidate like 
those who keep losing presidential 
elections.

The winners of recent elections have been 
candidates who moved away from the 
center — ever so slightly in a “progressive” 
direction like Barack Obama in 2008, or 
falsely but loudly in a “populist” direction 
like the Tea Party’s 2010 congressional 
class or Donald Trump in 2016.

The problem with the major parties is not 
that they’re not “centrist” enough, it’s that 
their candidates run as something different 
and then move to the center after they win.

Americans clearly want change, not the 
same old stuff in louder packaging. We 
don’t agree on what kind of change, but it’s 
obvious to most of us that something just 
isn’t working.

There’s already a third American political 
party, based on ideas that work every time 

they’re tried. It’s the party Kasich did his 
damnedest to hide from the voters of Ohio: 
The Libertarian Party.

There are other  third parties, too, if 
freedom isn’t your touchstone. The Green 
Party. The Constitution Party. The oldest 
third party in existence, the Prohibition 
Party.

But they’re not the kind of third parties 
John Kasich has in mind. They’re parties 
whose supporters want to actually take 
America in new directions. John Kasich 
wants to paint a racing stripe on his broke-
down ideas and sell us a jalopy with four 
flat tires and no engine as something “new.”

Sorry, John. No sale.

Republished with permission.
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.

Dear Students Demand Action,

I understand. You’ve witnessed — far too 
often at first hand and in the most terrifying 
circumstances — the violent deaths of your 
fellow students. You refuse to accept that 
that’s just how it has to be. You’re 
organizing for change.  You deserve to be 
heard. Don’t let anyone talk down to you or 
minimize your concerns.

You want action. I don’t blame you. But it’s 
important to consider what kind of action 
you want, how to go about getting it, and 
what it will accomplish.

With respect to gun control laws, it’s worth 
considering how well those have worked in 
the past at preventing school shootings.

Article 18, Section 922 of the United States 
Code deems it “unlawful for any person to 
sell or otherwise dispose of any firearm or 
ammunition to any person knowing or 
having reasonable cause to believe that such 
person … has been adjudicated as a mental 
defective or has been committed to any 
mental institution.”

Nikolas Cruz was, according to Florida’s 
Department of Children & Family Services

(which had investigated prior violent 
incidents in which he was involved) 
“classified as a vulnerable adult due to 
mental illness.”

But he got a gun anyway.

Another part of that US Code section, 
usually referred to as the “Gun-Free School 
Zones Act,” deems it “unlawful for any 
individual knowingly to possess a firearm 
that has moved in or that otherwise affects 
interstate or foreign commerce at a place 
that the individual knows, or has reasonable 
cause to believe, is a school zone.”

But Nikolas Kruz came to Marjory 
Stoneman Douglas High School in 
Parkland, Florida with his rifle and killed 14 
students and three staff members anyway.

Nikolas Cruz was, in theory, bound up in a 
web of laws intended to prevent him from 
getting a gun or using it to commit murder. 
Those laws didn’t stop him.

Starting with the National Firearms Act of 
1934, the US government has, with 
increasing stringency, regulated the 
ownership, carriage and use of guns for 
nearly a century.

What have we learned?

Among other things, we’ve learned that 
these regulations don’t work, at least if the 
goal is to reduce violence. Any list of the 
most dangerous cities in the United States 
will heavily overlap a list of the cities with 
the most draconian gun control laws.

The numbers are hard to pin down, but at a 
minimum there are more than 100 million 
gun owners, and more than 300 million 
guns, in America. The Gun Violence 
Archive claims 15,593 gun deaths in 2017. 
That’s 15,593 too many. But it’s also one 
death for every 6,400 gun owners and one 
for every 18,000 guns, and that includes 
police shootings, self-defense, and suicide.

I’m writing to you as one of  more than 100 
million American gun owners who has 
never entered a school with the intent to 
kill. We and our guns are clearly not the 
problem as such.

What is the problem? How to solve it? I 
wish you luck in doing a better job than 
your elders of figuring that out.

Republished with permission.
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.

A letter to Students Demand Action from a gun owner

LPNH.org

Join us at the 2018 LPNH Annual 
Convention on April 28!

Lunch & Banquet Tickets must be 
purchased by April 13. You can register for 
the Business Session at the door. You will 
NOT be able to buy a Lunch or Banquet 
Session ticket at the door.

If you are a member of the LPNH, this is 
your chance to vote on any Bylaws, 
Constitution & Platform changes as well as 
elect the Executive Committee.

The featured lunch speaker is former US 
Senate candidate from Colorado, Lily Tang 
Williams, who grew up in Communist 
China.
Keynote Speaker this year is Caryn Ann 
Harlos – Libertarian National Committee 
Region 1 Representative & Chair of the 
Historical Preservation Committee, will 
speak about the history of the LP’s 
Statement of Principles.

We welcome both LPNH Members and 
Non-Members to both sessions of the 
convention, however only LPNH Members 
who are inhabitants of New Hampshire and 
have been a State Party member in good 
standing for at least 30 days may vote 
during the business session.  If you'd like to 
have voting privileges, payment for your 
membership must be received by March 28, 
2018 To learn more, or to register, please 
visit https://www.lpnh.org/convention

LP Western NH 
Quarterly Meeting

LP Western NH (LPWNH) will be holding 
its next quarterly meeting on May 5 in the 
Buckminster Room of the Hannah Grimes 
Center (25 Roxbury St, Keene). All 
members of the public are welcome, 
however only LPWNH members may make 
motions or vote.

We may also have an appearance by a 
potential 2018 Gubernatorial candidate.
To join LP Western NH, please visit 
http://lpwesternnh.org/join 

LPWNH Membership is open to anyone 
who:
a) has certified in writing (or electronically) 
that they oppose the initiation of force to 
achieve political or social goals; AND
b) is domiciled in Cheshire County; AND
c) believes in the objectives, purposes and 
principles of the LPWNH; AND
d) has an active membership with the 
Libertarian Party of New Hampshire.

LPWNH Membership is currently free.

2018 Annual LPNH 
Convention
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One of the great things about the internet is 
the availability of information at the push of 
a button, and the ease with which people 
from around the globe can communicate. 
While this can be a powerful tool to help 
minority voices (including libertarians) 
publish their views, it has contributed 
greatly to the prevalence of the 24-hour 
news cycle. And with so many outlets 
competing for views, you end up with 
sensationalism, or what is now called click-
bait. When social media is added into the 
equation, you end up with manufactured 
news, i.e. news reports about tweets and 
other posts on social media, and libertarians 
are not exempt from this either.

There’s an old saying, “you don’t have to 
attend every argument you are invited to.” 
And this is the reason I’m writing this letter. 
Stop! Yes, I know that arguing on the 
internet isn’t a new phenomenon and has 
been happening since the internet existed; I 
also know that libertarians have been 
arguing with other libertarians for decades. 
As Mark Twain once said, “Never argue 
with a fool, onlookers may not be able to 
tell the difference.”

I know, someone was wrong on the internet. 
Let it go. Whether you argue online for the 
sake of arguing, or you’re actually trying to 
convince people they’re wrong, there’s a 
very good chance that whomever you’re 
arguing with isn’t going to suddenly change 
their mind because of your comment or 
post. Research actually shows, “individuals 
who receive unwelcome information may 
not simply resist challenges to their views. 
Instead, they may come to support their 
original opinion even more strongly – [in] 
what [is] call[ed] a ‘backfire effect.’”

Believe me, there is life outside of social 
media and facebook drama. I’m not going 
to tell you how to spend your time, however 
I am going to suggest that maybe arguing 
on facebook isn’t the best use of your time 
and energy. If the goal “is nothing more nor 
less than a world set free in our lifetime,” 
then maybe you want to consider: 
volunteering in your community; attending 
and speaking at legislative committee 
hearings; running for office with a goal of 
educating voters about your beliefs, or 
volunteering to help such a candidate. And 
above all else, enjoy life. Go for a hike, go 
to the gym, run a 5k, watch a TV show, go 
to a sporting event, etc. Because at the end 
of the day, what’s the point of having a 
world set free if all you’re going to do with 
your freedom is argue on the internet?

In Liberty,
Darryl W. Perry

An Open Letter to 
Libertarians
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