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Tuesday, January 9, 2018 at 11:45 a.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Do you believe in love? In friendship? In the human connections that make us more than 

ourselves? 

 

Most of us believe in love and/or friendship. None of us believe those should be run by the government. We 

don't want government assigning us friends, lovers, or spouses. We know that decisions like that are too 

important, too personal, too nuanced to be handled by bureaucrats. 

 

I believe that education is as important as love or friendship. It is as personal, as nuanced, as individual. 

Education is our path to becoming more than we were, to achieving our highest self and our highest levels of 

excellence. 

 

And just as government should not choose or subsidize our dates, it should neither choose nor subsidize our 

education. 

 

Love or friendship assigned by the government would be monstrous. Having your spouse chosen by the 

government would suck the soul out of marriage, just as government has sucked the soul out of so much of 

education. The monstrosity that passes as government education should not exist; the fact that we have become 

used to that brutish indoctrination is a tragedy. 

 

We respect love and friendship by keeping government out of it. Let's do the same with education. 

 

In Liberty, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

Vice Chair 

Libertarian Party 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 3:18 p.m. 

 

 



 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 5:18 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Should a man be allowed to have sex with another man? Only the two men in question should 

have a say. Should an adult be allowed to have sex with a teenager? Only the adult, the teenager, and their 

families/culture should have a say. There is no reason to bring government into it. 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 5:29 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra One more, for you guys to consider. Instead of picturing an adult man dating a female teenager, 

picture an adult woman dating a male teenager. Do you still get emotionally triggered? (I will know if you're 

lying.) 

 

[links to South Park episode, “Miss Teacher Bangs a Boy”] 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 5:48 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Statist logic: 

 

"Teenagers cannot consent to sex." 

"It is totally okay to force teenagers into useless government schools against their wills." 

 

Government schools do a thousand times more damage to teenagers than consensually dating adults ever 

possibly could. Nonconsensual brainwashing masquerading as education is far more damaging than, for 

example, young marriage. 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 6:10 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra  

1. It's okay to hand condoms to 12 year olds in school. 

2. 13 year olds should be able to have abortions without parental knowledge. 

3. Mandatory vaccination against HPV should be given to 9 year olds (note that this is a sexually transmitted 

disease). 

 

If you agree with that, but think that people under the age of 16 cannot give sexual consent, it may be time to 

examine your views. 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 9:33 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra My view on abortion: government shouldn't be involved at all, and people should almost never do 

it. 

 

That's a hard thing for statists to understand. To them, unless the government forcibly disallows something, it's 

basically endorsing it. Today, many statists support the drug war for that reason. They don't get that there are 

other ways to oppose drug use. They don't get that you can be opposed to abortion while believing the 

government shouldn't be involved. 



 

The same is true of sex. I don't believe the government should be involved in determining ages of consent. I 

also don't think adults should have sex with children. I think families, culture, and individual decency can stop 

that just fine. 

 

Should a 25 year old date a 5 year old? No. Parents and the 25 year old's common decency should stop it. 

Government shouldn't be involved. 

 

Should a 25 year old date a 15 year old? Depends on the 25 year old and the 15 year old. I don't consider it my 

place to determine whether or not two people can be in love, or in lust, and how they express it. That's up to 

them, their families, and their culture - not to the rest of us, and certainly not to the government. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 10:27 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra More idiotic results of government age of consent laws: 

 

http://reason.com/blog/2015/09/01/these-teens-kept-their-sexting-private-b 

 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 11:37 p.m. 

 

 
 

 

Thursday, January 11, 2018 at 11:49 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra A 14 year old gets pregnant. Pick one. 

1. The father is a minor without a job. They end up on welfare. 

2. The father is a adult with a job, they raise the kid without stealing through taxation. 

3. The father is a minor, she has an abortion. No welfare, but there is a moral issue. 

 



 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 1:17 a.m. 

 

 
 

 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 1:36 a.m. 

 

 
 

 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 2:04 a.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra There are types of sex that I have a problem with. 

 

Sex without consent: I have a major problem with that. I'm not talking about technicalities like age of consent, 

but rather when a person has not given expressed, active consent. 

 

Sex that forcibly burdens others. I have a huge problem with that too. If your having sex leads to your having 

kids that you cannot completely pay for, including education costs, I have a problem with that. Using the 



products of your irresponsibility as tools to rob the rest of us, to pay for welfare, government schools, etc., is not 

okay. Yes, it's not the kids' fault. It's yours. You combined sexual irresponsibility with theft. It's not okay. 

 

I have a problem with pedophilia. That's sex with someone who could not possibly give consent. A two year old 

cannot possibly give consent to sex. 

 

Then there are gray areas. Legally, they are gray areas. There are ages where sex is legal in some American 

states, but not others. Morally, there are gray areas. Is someone who is 17.999999 years old too young, but 

18.000001 years old old enough? That's just silly. That's pretending the issue isn't complex. 

 

Perhaps we need to admit that there is no simple formula for this. That this is something best left to families, 

cultures, and individuals. 

 

Should the government be involved in that decision? No. Today's government involvement has made rape 

prevention a joke, leaving literally tens of thousands rape kits entirely unprocessed. The government has 

actively encouraged and subsidized the second kind, the kind that involves burdening others. To have it 

involved in the subtle, individual, personal decisionmaking of readiness is absurd. It's heavy handed, simple 

minded, approach to something so personal as sex is just wrong. Just as it was silly to determine that one type of 

sex was wrong (oral and anal sex are still banned in some jurisdictions), that same sex relationships were 

wrong, etc., it is wrong for government to legislate sexuality. 

 

Simplistic approaches to complex decisions are exactly what makes the government useless. Let's accept that 

different people mature differently, that cultural and family norms vary, and that one size just does not fit all. 

The only people who should be involved in any decisionmaking should be the people and families involved, and 

no one else. 

 

-Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 1:05 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Historically, sexual consent was treated very differently from how it's treated today. During the 

Roman Republic, there was no specific age of consent; instead, families decided when their kids were old 

enough to get married. Later, during the empire, an age of consent was added, but it was much lower than what 

people generally used. Families decided when their kids were ready. During the middle ages, the catholic 

church set the minimum age similarly low, so that families could decide when their kids were ready. 

 

We can all see that current, one-size-fits-all models of sexual consent do not reflect personal reality. There are 

many 15 year olds who are mature enough, and many 19 year olds who are not. A 17.9999 year old is not that 

different from a 18.000001 year old. 

 

Because we have been brainwashed into looking through the "policy" lens, we see this as something with no 

real solution. We say, "Well, we need a law, and everyone is different, so let's make our best guess, and then 

back it up with force." 

 

But there is another way: let the people who know the most about a person, and care the most about that person, 

make the decision. Parents and family know kids far better than the government. They will be far more cautious 

and conservative than the government. If parents and the young people in question support a union, why should 

government be involved? 

 

Interestingly, when families were making that decision rather than government, people (shockingly) took sex a 

lot more seriously. The sexual culture was quite different than today's culture that glorifies random fornication. 



 

What we have today, with government managing sexual consent, is a fundamental change in the question. It's 

no longer, "Has this person, his or her family, and his or her culture decided that this union is a good idea." 

 

Instead, government is asking the lowest common denominator question: "How old must someone be before 

they can consent to poorly thought out, ill considered, random sex." In the minds of many, that age is actually 

"never". 

 

Taking family out of education, and replacing it with government, has given us the national embarrassment that 

is government school. Taking family and culture out of sexual decisionmaking, and replacing it with 

government, has given us a culture that has cheapened sex. 

 

I don't believe that the government has any place in individual, sexual decisionmaking. Family, culture, and the 

individuals involved are the only people who should have any say of any kind. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 2:44 p.m. 

 

[In replies to Arvin Vohra’s own post] 

 

Erik Joel Dude you won the Libertarian ancap purity award already. Now yes or no. Would you, Arvin Vohra, 

have sex with a 14 year old that consented? 

 

Arvin Vohra Probably not, but that's not the point. My personal life choices are mine, and I don't believe in 

forcing them on others. 

 

 

Friday, January 12, 2018 at 4:04 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra During my time in the Liberty Movement, I've been called plenty of names. I've been called a slurs 

reserved for gay men for working at pride parade booths, wearing supporting material, etc. When people have 

demanded to know if I was gay or straight, I have simply refused to answer. If you're going to hate people for 

being gay, then consider me gay, and hate me too. 

 

On account of my appearance, I've often been ridiculed for being a Muslim, told by various people how much 

they enjoyed killing my kind in battle, called various names usually reserved for Muslims, etc. Many have 

demanded to know my religion. I've told them that if they hate people for being Muslim, then as far as they're 

concerned, I'm as Muslim as it gets. 

 

During the last 24 hours, I have advocated for getting government out of age of consent, and making this a 

family decision. Something like sex is too nuanced, too personal, too individual to be managed by the 

government. Even the government realizes how silly it is, with ages of consent literally being different from one 

state to another. The left hand and the right hand don't agree, showing just how stupid the current system is. Not 

surprisingly, state worshippers have been calling me various names for that too. 

 

My surprise level: zero. When it comes to politics, they rely on squeamishness rather than logic. Some have 

openly admitted that they're totally fine with a 14 year old boy having sex with a 25 year old woman, but not a 



14 year old girl having sex with a 25 year old man. Logic has been thrown out the window entirely, and 

replaced with personal squeamishness. Unless we are arguing that 14 year old men are somehow more adult 

than 14 year old women, and that voting ages, etc. should be different based on gender, this argument is 

illogical. 

 

Why does this matter? Why do I want to get government out of sex? 

 

Because it does it poorly. As usual, government replaces personal and family decisionmaking with Government 

Approval. Today, government tricks people into believing that they are making responsible decisions by letting 

schools teach their kids Common Core "math", for example. When parents handle education, they don't do 

anything as stupid as common core. 

 

With sex, it's not too different. Government tricks us into believing that they've handled sexual responsibility 

with some overly simplistic laws. Have they? Were all the decisions you made after age 16, or 18, or whatever 

age your state uses, were they all good? Were they all carefully considered? Was your culture, religion, or 

family part of it? 

 

Or was any of it just self debasing lowlifery? Was it ever, while legal, something that cheapened you? Did you 

discuss your decisions beforehand with your family, your community? 

 

When we talk about getting government out of something, we often want to replace it with family, culture, and 

community. When people aren't tricked into believing that the government is handling something, then they find 

ways to handle it. They talk to their kids, keep them away from problematic areas like government schools, 

supervise them or help them develop internal reliability. 

 

Do we think our approaches to sex today are good? I don't. Do people take the decision seriously enough? I 

don't think so. 

 

I'm not saying that I think we should go back to the arranged marriages of the 1600s, but the "You have 

government approval, go wild!" mentality we have today isn't great either. 

 

I know that among libertarians, wild sex and drugs are the unofficial symbols of liberty. I don't agree with that. 

Libertarianism isn't less responsiblity. It's more. It means taking responsibility for yourself, your family, and 

your community. There is more to sexual decisionmaking than "I'm 16/18, wooo!" 

 

Government has done a poor job of managing sexual decisionmaking. Family, religion, and culture can do it 

better. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 



Friday, January 12, 2018 at 8:56 p.m. 

 

 
 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 1:53 a.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Hi all - here's what I just sent to the LNC: 

 

LNC- 

 

First, let me express my sympathy for the difficulties many of you have faced over the last couple days, on 

account of my view that family, culture, and individuals, not government, should determine if a person is ready 

to give sexual consent. Those who have read my longer posts on the topic probably find material you agree 

with. Or perhaps not, but probably nothing explosively sensational. Any future posts on this topic, which I 

probably won't bring up given it's minor budgetary cost, will probably be written in a comparatively non-

inflammatory way. 

 

I know many of you are weary of dealing with local responses to my social media posts. I would encourage 

those of you in this position to write, publicly, clearly, and comprehensibly on any of these topics. If age of 

consent is too incendiary, fine, write on government schools. Or military enlistment. Or military policy. Or 

social security. Or medicare. Or anything past soda taxes, hemp, and the federal Department of Education (a 

whopping 10% of the total welfare spend on education). If you don't want to be rude, fine, be polite. Just be 

honest, and be Libertarian. 

 

As I look through social media of the LP leadership, LP candidates, and general media, I find that the most 

accurate representation of Libertarian positions today are coming from our opponents. As an example, our 

enemies say that we want to end public education; our candidates and leaders deny it. Will it be just me and our 

enemies that put forward complete Libertarian positions? I can't imagine that we want that. 

 

In terms of sexual consent, as far as I know, the only Libertarians I know who have spoken on this topic at all 

are the elected Libertarian councilman who initially posted on the issue, Dr. Ruwart, and me. And when you 

silence the Dr. Ruwarts of the world, you end up being a party okay with nominating Bob Barr. 

 



It is also telling the extent to which those who have had their lives, and the lives of their loved ones destroyed 

by current age of consent laws have only felt okay messaging me privately, fearing the extent of the histrionic 

public backlashes against anyone who goes against the unspoken rules which so many so vigorously enforce. A 

few minutes ago, I learned of a 20 year odld who dated a 17 year old for months, then found out she had been 

lying about her age, and is now a registered sex offender. Should he have had his own real ID scanner? Perhaps. 

 

People are so terrified of being labelled perverts (with good reason), that they will not stand up for clear 

violations of decency. And as a party, we are so afraid of having the wrong spin or whatever it is that we're 

acting spineless. Even casual observation shows us that age of consent laws cannot be morally right, given that 

they are different in different states! 

 

If you don't like how I speak against government school and government funded school, fine. Use your own 

words. Or send me your own words, and I'll post it under my name. The military welfare complex? Speak on 

the topic however you like. Age of consent? Same thing. 

 

Could I write on any of these issues better? Of course. Life is about learning and improving. But censoring 

ourselves, lying about our positions and principles, and waiting for our literal enemies to be the only ones who 

present our views isn't the answer. Refusing to stand up for those who don't have the right optics for our current 

politicking is cowardice, not political cleverness. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

Vice Chair 

LNC 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 10:47 a.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra The Age of Consent system in America is broken. Consider, for example, the fact that ages of 

consent are different in different states. That means that: 

 

1. Some states are letting predators violate young men and women. 

2. Some states are immorally prosecuting innocents for legitimate sexual actions. 

3. Human nature and maturity rates vary from state to state. 

 

Nor are age of consent succeeding in protecting either minors or society. Instead, they have created a bizarre 

culture that says "Teenagers fornicating is totally moral - let's give them tax-funded condoms to encourage it." 

Minors have not been protected from the consequences of too-early sex. Face it: if minors are not old enough to 

consent to sex, they aren't old enough to consent to sex with each other. Morally and psychologically, not ready 

for sex means not ready for sex. An 11 year old who is not ready for sex is not "ready to have sex with 11 year 

olds." He or she is mentally not ready for sex at all. 

 

And before you say, "It's not just about readiness, it's about power differential LOL!!!", please explain why you 

think it's okay for two five year olds to have sex with each other. It's not just about power. It is absolutely about 

readiness. 

 

The laws have not succeeding in protecting society from the consequences of not-ready-sex. There is more to 

sex than emotional readiness. Financial readiness also matters. If you can afford neither birth control nor 

educational expenses, you aren't financially ready for sex. Today's government funded culture, which views age 

as the sole factor in readiness, leads to a massive welfare state. 90 percent of parents use government (welfare) 



schools, as living proof that they were not financially ready for sex. Millions of others use food stamps and 

welfare checks, more proof that they were not ready for sex. 

 

At the same time, the laws are randomly terrorizing people. Minors who are sexting each other are being 

prosecuted for child pornography and being added to sex offender registries, for example. The laws aren't just 

failing to protect people; they are also ruining lives without benefit. 

 

This is not something that government can handle. It's something for families and the free market to handle. 

 

The financial readiness aspects are best handled by the free market. In the absence of welfare (including 

government schools), people who have one child they are not financially ready for are much less likely to have 

15 more kids they aren't ready to completely financially pay for. A sharp lesson in financial consequences is 

often just what is needed. Ending all welfare, including government schools, will encourage people to be 

financially ready for sex - and teach sharp lessons when they are not. 

 

Emotional readiness aspects are best handled by parents and families - you know, the people who know the 

most and care the most about their kids. The statist boogeyman of the "pedo parent" whose primary goal in life 

is to marry their 5 year old to a 90 year old is not a very common parenting style. It's certainly not the default 

parenting style around which to base public policy. Interestingly, during the Roman Republic, families, rather 

than the government, determined readiness. They probably realized that different people are ready at different 

ages. Biologically, different people go through puberty at different ages. Emotional and psychological readiness 

varies even more. 

 

And let's dispel the myth that there is some age at which the feckless production of welfare babies is okay (and 

yes, government school is absolutely a type of welfare). That kind of sex never is okay. Sex, along with the 

predictable consequences thereof, is a serious decision. Like education, it is far to nuanced and serious for the 

government to be involved. It is an adult decision, one based on emotional and financial readiness. It should be 

handled by individuals and families, and not by government. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 11:14 a.m. 

 

Svetlana Natalia Boginskaya A person with power over a minor shouldn't be allowed to have sex with that 

minor, regardless the age of consent. 

 

Would you be ok with: 

 

1) an ob/gyn having sex with his minor patient 

2) same, but sub boss at work 

3) same, but spiritual advisor (priest, pastor, etc.) 

4) same, but sub a cop that just pulled them over 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 11:22 a.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra 1. I'm pretty sure the free market prefers obgyns who don't date clients. In my business, we have a 

no dating students rule, even when students are in their late 20s (for LSAT or GRE training), even if the 

students are older than the teachers, because we know that's what the market prefers. 

2. Same as above 



3. Same 

4. Traffic cops should not exist. Nor should drug cops. Nor should most cops. 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 3:25 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Does poverty justify rape? I don't think so. Even if you're poor, you need to have consent. 

 

Does poverty justify theft? Does it justify ever increasing theft? 

 

If you're poor, is it okay to have one welfare kid after another, forcing others to pay for them? 

 

Does being poor put you above consent? Does being poor mean you can say, "I'm poor, so I can have 9 kids, 

and you have to pay for them!"? 

 

How about being middle class? Does being middle class put you above consent? If you're middle class, can you 

say, "I am going to have 2 kids, and force you to pay for their schooling? Your consent does not matter!" 

 

Or how about being rich? If you're rich, does that mean you can say, "I am going to have 4 kids, and force you 

to pay for their schooling! Your consent does not matter."? 

 

Consent. Always. Matters. Nonconsensually forcing others to pay for your kids' schooling and childcare costs is 

morally disgusting, and completely unjustifiable. 

 

The good news is today, more than ever, parents are taking responsibility. They've seen that that kind of 

immoral behavior punishes itself. Sure, you can steal from others to pay for your kids' schooling. But using theft 

funded schools turns kids into unhappy, common core morons, and teaches them bad values. More parents are 

realizing that when you do the right thing, and provide for your kids education, the benefits far outweigh the 

challenges. 

 

Homeschoolers are outperforming government schoolers on standardized tests and other metrics. When you do 

the right thing, you often get rewarded for it. 

 

Those who continue to nonconsensually force others to pay for their bad decisions will keep facing the 

consequences. Those who take responsibilities will keep earning the benefits. 

 

Consent matters. If you want to set a moral example for your kids, please consider homeschool or private 

school. 

 

Respectfully, 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 5:53 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Can minors make major, personal life decisions with major consequences? Is it okay for them to 

be exposed to adults who will take advantage of them, for the personal gain of the adult? What if that adult uses, 

or plans to use that child for immoral purposes? 

 

Most of us would consider that problematic. Whether you believe, like I do, that families should decide who a 

child hangs out with, or like others, that government should decide, I think we can all agree that adult predators 



should be kept away from kids. 

 

Enter military recruiters. According to research published by the government's own NIH, the behavior of 

military recruiters disturbingly parallels that of molesters: 

 

"The behaviors are remarkably similar to those psychologists characterize as predatory grooming, defined as 

 

…the process by which a child is befriended by a would-be abuser in an attempt to gain the child's confidence 

and trust, enabling them to get the child to acquiesce to abusive activity. It is frequently a prerequisite for an 

abuser to gain access to a child." 

 

Read more here: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000735/ 

 

With experience, psychological research, and age on their side, military recruiters could not possibly have more 

of a power differential in their favor. They are predators, with a literal handbook, and a literal billion dollar 

research team, on their side. 

 

In terms of age, while it's true that you must be 18 to enlist, you can enlist at 17 with parental permission. And 

while the mythical "pedo parent" who wants to sell his kids into sex slavery is relatively rare, the "military 

parent", who will happily cosign a recruitment form for a 17 year old, is extremely common. 

 

Recruiters often begin targeting kids at age 14, using every dirty trick in the book. And yes, it is a literal manual 

that tells them how to infiltrate schools, become integrated, befriend people, etc. 

 

Kids have their decisions heavily influenced by these recruiters, who manipulate kids during the critical 

formative years. It is predatory behavior at its worst. A few years later, those kids are turning down higher paid 

work, joining immoral wars, and sometimes even engaging is illegal and disgusting actions like this: 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SODTI_C1q_Q 

 

(the video interviews troops who planted weapons on accidentally killed civilians, so they could be 

miscategorized as enemy soldiers). 

 

Let's get recruiters out of schools, and make the rule clear: to young is too young. No recruiter should ever 

speak to anyone under age 18. 

 

If elected, I will sponsor legislation to massively downsize the military, end all underage recruiting, and cut 

taxes accordingly. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra (L) 

Libertarian Party Nominee for U.S. Senate 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 7:27 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra If you'd like to further explore some of the issues around consent, aggressively abused sex 

offender registries, the unintended consequences of "feel good" laws, consider this resource: https://narsol.org/ 

 

I know that many libertarian "leaders" are telling you that we should stick only to the most popular and easy 

issues, to avoid fighting the hard fights, so stand up only for those who are socially popular right now. 



 

I say this: whatever government does to the least of us, it does to us. Stand up for those who are being abused 

by the government. 

 

-Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 8:06 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra What does political courage mean to you? Does it mean sucking up to sentimentalized but 

problematic groups, like government school users and soldiers in the federal government's army? 

 

Does it mean waiting for a group to become socially popular, and then suddenly supporting them? 

 

Does it mean ignoring what's right in favor of what's popular? 

 

Does it mean letting people be abused by the state, and doing nothing because you're afraid of being called 

names? 

 

To me, it's simple. If the state immorally goes against you, I'm going to stand up for you. If I'm not sure, I'm 

going to do my best to learn about your situation. 

 

During the last days, I've learned from so many of you of the horrors of the unintendend consequences of sex 

offender registry laws, the misuse of age of consent laws, and how badly they need to be reformed. 

 

I urge you all to make up your own minds, and consider all the facts. Don't worry about people trying to 

besmirch your character; your character is strengthened by seeking unpopular truths, not weakened by it. 

 

Here are two sites I was just sent. This isn't an endorsement of the organizations, but rather some viewpoints 

that may be worth considering: 

 

https://narsol.org/ 

 

http://all4consolaws.org/ 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 9:41 p.m. 

 

Amanda Reid What about the other side of this issue with children who were coerced into sexual relationships 

with adults? I asked a question yesterday that went unanswered. If my 6 year old was coerced into a relationship 

with an adult, would the PEDOPHILE hold more legal ground than I would? You say it's up to the parent, but 

explain to me how that plays out if my child is coerced into giving consent. What would happen to me if I took 

justice into my own hands against an adult touching my child? You have brought people out of the woodworks 

saying people like me are disgusting for wanting to harm the pedophile. So on the flip side of what we currently 

have, I would be hanged before a pedophile. You can see why no one in their right mind would vote for a party 

that gives pedophiles more rights than parents right?  

 



You have only addressed the horrors of one side in this issue. We can agree on the very small window of 20 

year olds and 17 year olds. I don't think they should be on a sex offender registry. Beyond that, an adult has no 

business engaging in romantic or sexual relationships with teenagers/children. You have not acknowledged or 

referenced any of the psychological/economic aspects of children who are sexualized by adults. My mom 

formerly worked in child protection for the tribe in South Dakota. I have heard unimaginable horror stories of 

sexually abused children which is rampant on the reservations here. You're not the only one with horror stories. 

I grew up seeing things from the other perspective. There would still be economic repercussions. Many cases of 

substance abuse, welfare babies, stem from traumatic childhood experiences involving sexual abuse from 

adults. This isn't just about young male fantasies about banging hot teachers.  

 

I have a son and a daughter. Should little girls give a 20 year old a blow job because he convinces her it's OK? 

Should little boys be sodomized by adult men? Should children be exposed to incurable STD's? Adult genitalia 

can do irreparable damage to young underdeveloped body parts and even kill young children. For those of us 

who are parents, reading these posts, we worry about the absolute worst case scenario when it comes to our 

children. You are not establishing any boundaries. You can't just ignore these concerns that parents like me 

would have and only address the statutory rape aspect of it, then act completely dumbfounded as to why people 

are reacting to your posts the way they have been. You aren't even addressing the other variables. I don't care 

how well you articulate your stance. People still have questions and you're doing very little to address them and 

clarify. 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 11:43 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Hi Amanda - thanks for bringing up this angle. I consider supervision a parental responsibility, and 

authority to be a parental right. If a parent tells a 6 year old, or a 16 year old, they cannot date someone, I would 

support the parent's position absolutely. As clarification, this is not the libertarian position, but it is my position.  

 

What are the mechanisms for enforcement? That depends on whether you prefer minarchism or anarchism. In 

anarchism, the mechanism would be a small state. In anarchism, it would be a private government.  

 

Generally speaking, I consider parental rights and responsibilities to be absolute. I believe for example, that 

parents are the only people who have any say in how their kids are educated, and the only people with any 

financial responsibility to make that happen. 

 

 

Saturday, January 13, 2018 at 10:44 p.m. 

 

Arvin Vohra Hi all - Here's what I just sent to the LNC. You can follow the Libertarian National Committee 

discussions here: https://groups.google.com/forum/#!forum/lncvotes 

 

Dear Ms. Harlos, 

 

Thank you for your question. I hope you won't mind my giving a thorough answer to this serious question. 

 

In such a serious issue, I would certainly consider the rationale. If the root of the issue is that I am insufficiently 

nice to government school teachers and users, or to members of the federal governemnt's army, then I will do 

my best to explain that part of our job is to fight for value hierarchies that make sense. Those who use 

government schools, charter schools, or other forms of tax-funded education, for example, should not be seen as 

equal to those who use homeschooling or private schooling, any more than those who use welfare should be 

seen as equal to those who have jobs, or those who have sex without consent should be seen as equal to those 

who have sex with consent. Fighting for value hierarchies is a major part of politics. I would argue it's the most 

important part of politics. It has been a part of politics for every political movement that I know of. I know that 



the "nice at all costs" approach disagrees with that, but sometimes integrity does involve denigrating what 

should be denigrated. Welfarism should be knocked off of any pedestal it somehow manages to approach. 

 

The fact that today's LP, in part due to the strategies of our 2016 ticket, is has a few people who don't 

understand liberty, or are actively working against it. The 2016 campaign literally advertised outside of military 

bases - not "Leave NATO" billboards, just the usual soldier worship that has been so damaging to America. The 

result of that, and other strategies, is that many of those in the LP believe that we are the party of "Not Trump or 

Hillary", rather than the party of "Not Government." Part of our responsibility is to educate these people as well 

as we can about liberty, with gentle words when that's enough, and with a metaphorical smack in the nose when 

it's not enough. 

 

More likely, if such a request came this week, it would be about my view on consent laws, which I continue to 

believe are both flawed in their fundamental nature, and abused in their practice. I don't think one size fits all. I 

don't think putting teenagers on sex offender registries for sexting each other, privately, consensually, is okay. 

 

I understand and accept that you and I disagree about the nature of readiness and consent. I believe that consent 

readiness is individual, best determined by families and culture, and should not involve the government at all. I 

also believe that readiness is readiness. If someone understands sex well enough to be able to give informed and 

active consent to a 16 year old, they can give informed and active consent to a 60 year old. Each person's 

preferences are different; as long as no one is using force or fraud, I don't have a problem. You and I disagree 

on this issue. I respect your view, and hope to continue to learn from it. Behind some of the vitriol within your 

posts, I have discovered the nuanced and thoughtful analyses I generally have seen from you. I have found your 

perspectives educational, and I do believe that your views will influence my own path of consideration of these 

issues. 

 

I know that you and I also disagree on the nature of Libertarian leadership itself. You view it as a primarily 

representative role. I understand that position and respect it. I view it as a moral calling. The central part of that 

calling, in my view, is political courage and moral steadfastness. 

 

Let me draw a parallel. You and I agree in ending the drug war. Now let's say that someone on drugs does 

something heinous, and it's all over the news. The social tide swings the other way, with many people, including 

Libertarians, demanding support for the drug war. It may sound impossible, but do remember that today many 

Libertarians support government schools, which is the least Libertarian position possible. Also note that our 

own 2008 presidential candidate supported the drug war, and our 2016 candidate was mostly silent on the topic 

(past marijuana). Now suppose that Libertarians become pro-drug war. You speak out against the drug war. 

Libertarians tell you, correctly, that in this new political climate, that view is politically damaging. 

 

If you look at your role as purely representative, your response should be to shut up or resign, in that case. But I 

believe that there is more to political leadership than being a yes man or yes woman to prevailing moods. When 

those moods are a first emotional response to a highly controversial subject, there is even more importance to 

being more than a yes man or yes woman. 

 

In 2016, I could not vote for you, since I wasn't in your region. But I would have, and not because I suspected 

that we agree on many issues. I voted for, and supported, Chair Sarwark, despite knowing for certain that we 

disagree on some major issues. 

 

When I vote, I'm not voting for a lever. Anyone can be a lever, who votes by counting votes rather than by 

conscience. A computer program or excel spreadsheet can do that. When I vote for someone, I'm voting for 

more than that. I'm voting for someone of backbone and substance, who will stand up for what is right even if I 

myself waver. I want someone who will debate the issues that matter in LNC meetings or in public. I want 

someone who might persuade me. 

 



When I was elected in 2016, I took that responsibility seriously. I deeply believe that responsibility includes 

standing up for what is right, engaging the debates that matter, and certainly not preemptively giving up on an 

issue just because I'm on the less popular side. 

 

You say that avoiding a debate would be honorable. I would consider it deeply dishonorable, and a gross 

dereliction of duty. I believe that at least some people voted for me hoping that I would have some moral 

compass and strength of character. I believe that they hoped I would stand up for my understanding of Liberty, 

and perhaps even persuade others. I think very few voted for me in the hope that I would preemptively give up 

on a discussion on a serious issue, just because I was on the unpopular side. A person who cannot fight the 

unpopular side certainly has no place in Libertarian leadership, but I would argue that such a person has no 

place in any kind of leadership. 

 

The LNC and delegate certainly have the ability to remove me. I do hope they will engage in a discussion and 

debate on the topic first, and that I will be allowed to speak on this vital issue, but the LNC and delegates also 

have the right to do this entire action without any debate at all. 

 

But until that is done, I will continue to serve my duties, including the most important duty of fighting for the 

views I consider right, even when, especially when, they are currently unpopular. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Arvin Vohra 

Vice Chair 

Libertarian National Committee 


