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Abstract

Does sex positivity enable the freedom not to be sexual? Sex positive frameworks have not 
adequately considered this question. In this paper, I argue that this undertheorization poses 
serious issues for sex positive frameworks. To address this, I suggest that scholars and advocates 
avoid omitting asexuality from their analyses. Drawing on interviews with 17 asexual individuals 
from conservative Christian upbringings, I demonstrate how sexuality can be compelled—not 
just repressed—within sex-negative “purity culture.” I argue that the marginalization of 
asexuality in sex positive work has led many sex positive researchers and advocates to 
inadvertently reproduce compulsory sexuality, a sex-negative idea that marginalizes people who 
do not experience sexual attraction. I conclude by offering five recommendations for reconciling 
asexuality and sex positive frameworks.
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Introduction

Does sex positivity enable the freedom not to be sexual? Sex positive frameworks, 
including those championed by the Center for Positive Sexuality (Williams et al., 2015), which 
publishes this journal, have not adequately considered this question (Fahs, 2014). In this paper, I 
argue that this undertheorization poses serious issues for sex positive frameworks. To address 
these issues, I suggest that scholars and advocates center asexual perspectives and lived 
experiences. Such a focus reveals compulsory sexuality, or the normative cultural assumption 
that all humans do and should experience sexual attraction, as a sex-negative idea that often 
implicitly emerges in sex positive frameworks.

Sex positive research has largely ignored the question of asexuality (Mosher, 2017). For 
example, we can view the model of sex positivity featured on the Center for Positive Sexuality’s 
website. This model, helpfully developed by Williams et al. (2015), explains that sex positivity’s 
guiding values involve elevating sexual pleasure, freedom, diversity, and the empowerment of 
sexual minorities while also pushing against sex negative forces like guilt and shame. Although 
asexuality is arguably implicitly included in this framework since asexuality is a form of sexual 
diversity and asexual people constitute a sexual minority—and moreover the Center for Positive 
Sexuality has provided workshops and information on asexuality (e.g. Carroll, 2024; Poulin, 
2020) and has supported research on the topic (e.g. Copulsky, 2016; Hall et al., 2021)—
asexuality is not adequately considered in Williams et al.’s sex positive framework. This 
undertheorization is problematic partially because it contributes to asexual erasure, which itself 
runs against the principles of positive sex, such as elevating sexual diversity and empowering 
sexual minorities. Perhaps more importantly, this relative inattention to asexuality also 
contributes to the undertheorization of compulsory sexuality within sex positive research and 
advocacy.
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In this paper, I aim to address this gap in sex positive frameworks. I begin by defining 
asexuality. I also discuss the concept of compulsory sexuality and summarize critiques asexuality 
scholars and activists have made of sex positive frameworks. I then examine Williams et al.’s 
(2015) paper introducing a model of sex positivity to demonstrate the undertheorization of 
asexuality and compulsory sexuality in sex positive frameworks. I then draw on interviews with 
17 asexual individuals to illustrate how compulsory sexuality and sexual repression are both 
deployed in sex-negative conservative Christian purity culture. This data demonstrates that 
compulsory sexuality, although often present in sex positive frameworks, is a sex negative social 
force. I conclude by arguing that sex positive researchers and advocates should consider asexual 
individuals and compulsory sexuality in their analysis—or else risk inadvertently reproducing 
sex negative social forces of shame, pathologization, stigma, dehumanization, and the 
disempowerment of asexual people as a sexual minority.

What is Asexuality?

As with most identity terms, the meaning and definition of asexuality can vary widely 
(Chasin, 2011; Mitchell & Hunnicutt, 2019; Scherrer, 2008). Literature often defines asexuality 
simply as referring to those who do not experience sexual attraction (e.g. Brotto et al., 2010; 
Jones et al., 2017; Van Houdenhove et al., 2015a). However, asexuality is better understood as a 
spectrum and an umbrella term that refers to individuals who experience low/no sexual attraction 
(Winer, 2024b). Although some asexual individuals report experiencing no sexual attraction, 
others do report experiencing sexual attraction—albeit often at low levels and/or only in context-
dependent scenarios, such as after forming an emotional bond with someone. This has led to the 
rise of certain micro-labels within the asexual umbrella, such as demisexual and gray-asexual 
(Copulsky & Hammack, 2023).

Asexuality is a sexual minority identity. It falls under the broader LGBTQIA+ umbrella, and it is 
the ‘A’ (along with agender and aromantic) in that acronym. Asexuality is distinct from celibacy, 
virginity, abstinence, and the “incel” (involuntary celibate) movement. Celibacy, virginity, 
abstinence, and incel status all center on sexual behaviors; asexuality does not. Asexuality is also 
distinct from desexualization, since desexualization is an externally enacted, disempowering 
denial of one’s sexuality while asexuality is a self-claimed and often empowering identity. 
Additionally, asexuality should not be automatically categorized as erotophobia nor interpreted 
as a pathological or de-facto negative reaction to sex (Mosher, 2017). Asexuality is a diverse 
sexual identity that contains a wide range of sexual behaviors, preferences, and attitudes2.

Compulsory Sexuality

One of the most important concepts to emerge from asexuality studies is compulsory 
sexuality. Compulsory sexuality refers to the normative cultural assumption that all humans do 
and should experience sexual attraction (Emens, 2014; Gupta, 2015; Hart-Brinson et al., 2024; 
McGhee & Winer, 2024; Przybylo, 2019). The effects of compulsory sexuality are particularly 
visible among asexual people (Winer, 2024a), but you do not need to be asexual to be affected 

 
2 Some asexual people have sex and some do not. Some asexual people engage in sexual practices often defended by 
sex positive advocates, including various kink and BDSM practices (Jolene Sloan, 2015; Winter-Gray & Hayfield, 
2021). 
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by compulsory sexuality. For example, compulsory sexuality can lead to pathologization 
(Gressgård, 2015), unwanted sex (Przybylo, 2016), and distress, particularly for non-asexual 
women who experience low sexual desire (see Spurgas, 2020), and can buttress rape culture 
(Winer, Forthcoming). Although the pressures of compulsory sexuality are far-reaching, 
compulsory sexuality is uniquely stigmatizing for asexual people (Iraklis, 2023). Compulsory 
sexuality situates asexuality as unnatural—and even as not fully human (e.g. Bradley and 
Dehnert, 2023). It can also impede asexual identity formation by erasing asexuality as a 
legitimate identity option (Tessler & Winer, 2023; Winer et al., 2024). Until 2013 any lack of 
sexual desire was considered a disorder by the American Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic 
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), and many asexual people are still 
pathologized through the diagnosis of “hypoactive sexual desire disorder” (HSDD), which 
remains in the current DSM (Flore, 2014, 2015; Spurgas, 2020). With all of this in mind, 
compulsory sexuality can be understood as a sex negative social force because it: 1) does not 
acknowledge sexual diversity, namely by erasing and pathologizing asexuality; 2) fuels sexual 
shame for those who do not experience sexual attraction and desire; and 3) undermines 
individuals’ freedom to live a sex-free life.

Although I see compulsory sexuality as sex negative, some have argued that sex positive 
frameworks often also traffic in compulsory sexuality, thereby invalidating asexuality (Barounis, 
2014). This was, in fact, a concern raised in a recent presentation by researcher Megan Carroll at 
the Center for Positive Sexuality’s 2024 conference in Los Angeles (Carroll, 2024). Previous 
scholarship has specifically called out the omission of asexuality as a failure of sex positive 
paradigms (Mosher, 2017). Asexuality scholars note that asexuality is often framed not only as 
abnormal but also as repressed, frigid, and hostile to sex positivity (Przybylo, 2016). Others 
argue that because the sex-positive movement has been animated by opposition to repressive 
sexual cultures, proponents of sex positivity often dismiss the possibility of asexual lives as 
conservative, limiting, and incompatible with sex positivity (Chu, 2014). Other critics go further, 
arguing that the “fraught relationship between asexuality and sex-positivity suggests the 
limitations (or, alternately, the distorted nature) of contemporary sex-positivity as a politics of 
sexual pluralism” (Milks, 2014, p. 114). Alexander (2019) echoes this critique, writing that the 
current omission of asexuality in sex positive frameworks weakens sex positivity’s goal of 
normalizing humanity’s range of sexual experiences. Asexual activists share similar concerns, 
arguing that sex positive frameworks misinterpret asexuality as inherently anti-sex or as a 
judgement against others’ sexualities (Baptiste, 2013b), that sex positivity is misinterpreted to 
mean “you should have sex” [emphasis added] (Ozymandias, 2014), that “equating asexuality 
with being anti-sex or sexually repressed is itself sex negative” (Elizabeth, 2012), and that sex 
positive discourse excludes asexual people because the freedom not to be sexual is 
undertheorized (Baptiste, 2013a). Overall, this creates an unfortunate situation in which 
asexuality is marginalized by both negative and positive sex politics (Bergen, 2019).

Elements of compulsory sexuality peek through in Williams et al.'s (2015) article on sex 
positivity. I highlight Williams et al.’s article not because it is unusual (c.f. Ivanski & Kohut, 
2017)—other articles on sex positivity regularly reproduce this problem as well—but rather 
because it explicitly introduces a conceptual framework for sex positive research. Moreover, the 
Center for Positive Sexuality specifically directs readers wishing to learn more about their model 
of positive sex to Williams et al.’s article (Center for Positive Sexuality, 2024), and Williams and 
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co-author Emily E. Prior are founding editors of the Journal of Positive Sexuality. There is much 
to appreciate about the model Williams et al. offer, but here I focus on an important shortcoming 
in their framework. Williams et al. perhaps most directly (and I assume inadvertently) invoke 
compulsory sexuality when they write that “sexuality is an integral part of who we are as people” 
(Williams et al. 2015, p. 11). Although the term “sexuality” in this statement can be interpreted 
as referring to all individuals’ unique sexual identities (including asexual identities), the 
statement and its lack of clarity are problematic. For instance, although some asexual individuals 
consider their asexuality integral to who they are, many asexual people do not feel that way. 
Framing sexuality as integral to who all of us are does not show a sensitivity to the reality that 
asexual people are often framed as not human because of their lack of sexual attraction (Bradley 
& Dehnert, 2023). Williams and colleagues run uncomfortably close to implicitly reinforcing the 
idea that asexual people lack an integral ingredient of personhood.

Williams and colleagues (2015, p. 11) go on to write that “many individuals struggle with 
how to understand and express their unique sexualities. The history of sexuality in western 
society is steeped in negativity, thus many people may feel guilt and shame regarding their 
sexual curiosities and desires.” Again, this phrasing could raise eyebrows among asexuality 
scholars and activists. Asexuality is often erased through the claim that it is temporary, that 
asexuality could be “cured” by helping people overcome their internalized shame so they can 
“express” their “true” sexualities. Indeed, a 2017 UK study found that asexual people were 
likelier than any other LGBTQIA+ group to have undergone or been offered conversion therapy 
(Government Equalities Office, 2018). Moreover, Williams and colleagues do not consider how 
(and why) people, and particularly asexual people, might experience shame around their sexual 
non-curiosities and non-desires. What Williams et al. miss in their analysis, as is common in sex 
positive research and advocacy, is that sexual shame can cut in two directions: shame for what 
you do and desire, but also shame for what you do not do or do not desire. This omission matters 
not only because it marginalizes asexuality (which goes against the sex positive tenet of 
empowering sexual minorities) but also because it risks incorporating the sex-negative idea of 
compulsory sexuality into sex positive spaces.

Is Sexuality Repressed or Compelled? Asexuality and Purity Culture

By inadvertently sidelining asexuality, sex positive scholars like Williams et al. (2015) 
can find themselves enmeshed in a false binary that has animated a great deal of scholarship on 
sexual oppression and sexual freedom. This false binary is the question of whether oppression 
stems from sexuality being repressed or compelled (Winer, Forthcoming), and it is visible in 
various academic debates, including the so-called feminist “sex wars” (Fahs, 2014; Rubin, 2006) 
and the mountain of scholarship informed by Foucault’s rejection of the “repressive hypothesis” 
(Foucault, 1990). The feminist sex wars, dating to the late 1970s and early 1980s, refers to a 
collection of arguments over lesbian sex, pornography, erotica, sex work, BDSM, and other 
arguments broadly related to sex and sexuality. Although they focus on a range of topics, these 
arguments often focus on whether sexuality is repressed or compelled. Foucault’s highly-
influential History of Sexuality Vol. 1 also engages in this debate. Foucault’s argument is often 
misinterpreted as a wholesale rejection of the idea that modern sexual oppression is fueled by 
repression of sexuality. Although Foucault certainly rejects the argument that repression is the 
cause of modern sexual oppression, Foucault is more productively read as adding a 
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complementary explanation. Foucault argues that we are compelled to “confess” our sexual 
feelings and actions, and that this is an underappreciated cornerstone of sexual oppression. Much 
as I am arguing, I read Foucault as urging us to see that sexual oppression does not solely operate 
through repression, but instead through repressive and compulsory pressures.

Focusing on the experiences of asexual people in Christian purity culture reveals the 
repressed/compelled binary as misleading. “Purity culture” is defined by the expectation that sex 
should only occur within the confines of procreative, heterosexual marriage. The so-called 
“purity movement” is often associated with conservative, evangelical Christianity, and it claims 
to encourage a “biblical” approach to sexuality. Most scholarship and public discourse about 
purity culture and the purity movement emphasize the repressive elements of this regulatory 
sexual framework (e.g. Blyth, 2021; Latour, 2020; Moslener, 2015) and do not consider how 
purity culture not only represses sexuality but also compels it. In this paper, I bring literature on 
sex positivity, asexuality, compulsory sexuality, and purity culture into conversation with 
empirical findings related to asexual individuals’ experiences within Christian purity culture. 
This synthesis highlights the value and importance of theorizing around asexuality and 
compulsory sexuality within sex positive frameworks.

Methods

This study draws on in-depth, semi-structured interviews with 17 asexual individuals. 
These interviews are a subset of a larger dataset of 77 interviews with asexual individuals that 
largely focused on asexual people’s experiences with and perspectives on sexuality and gender. 
However, I also asked respondents how their religious background influenced their experience of 
asexuality. The 17 interviews drawn upon for this study were selected because these respondents 
mentioned coming from religious backgrounds (which respondents variably described as 
Catholic, evangelical Christian, or simply as Christian) in which purity culture was an important 
presence.

Respondents were recruited on Twitter, Facebook, and asexuality-centric pages on 
Reddit. All interviews were conducted in 2021. Respondents were told that this study was about 
asexual people’s perspectives on sexuality and gender. Respondents were not compensated, and 
all names have been changed to pseudonyms (some of which were chosen by respondents 
themselves). Participants were eligible to participate if they were at least 18 years old, identified 
as asexual or on the asexuality spectrum, lived in the United States, and spoke English; 
respondents were not screened for any other criteria. Respondents ranged in age from 18-39.
Racially, ten respondents identified as White, three as Asian, four as Black, and one as mixed-
race.3 Five were men, eight were women, two were nonbinary, one was genderqueer, and one 
was agender. I also asked respondents about their religious backgrounds, which are listed in 
Table 1. Although some respondents specifically said they came from evangelical Christian 
backgrounds, it is possible that some respondents who said they came from Christian 
backgrounds also came specifically from evangelical backgrounds.

 
3 This exceeds 17 because one respondent gave multiple racial categories. 
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Table 1.
Respondent Demographic Information

Pseudonym Sexual 
Identity

Race Gender Age Region Religious 
Background

Gini gray asexual White nonbinary 
genderfluid

32 California Christian

Daniel heteroromantic 
asexual

White man 21 New York Christian

Katherine asexual White woman 28 Midwest Catholic
Claire aromantic 

asexual
White woman 31 Texas Evangelical 

Christian
Richard aromantic 

asexual
White man 27 Tennessee Christian

Brandy asexual White agender 28 Pennsylvania Christian
Alison asexual Asian woman 20 Maryland Catholic
Honeybee asexual White nonbinary 18 Georgia Christian
Sylvie asexual White woman 34 Florida Evangelical 

Christian
Bee lesbian 

asexual 
Black 
And 
Mixed

woman 23 D.C. Area Christian

Phoebe asexual Black woman 23 Georgia Christian
Warren asexual White genderqueer 39 Maryland Catholic
Caroline hetero asexual White woman 26 California Evangelical 

Christian
Cynthia asexual White woman 32 Connecticut Evangelical 

Christian
Peter aromantic 

asexual
Asian man 18 Nevada Evangelical 

Christian
Thomas aromantic 

asexual
Black man 32 Pennsylvania Evangelical 

Christian
Rick gay asexual Black man 21 Illinois Evangelical 

Christian

At first, all interviews occurred via Zoom, lasting from one hour to two and a half hours. 
However, after beginning data collection, I reopened recruitment with an asynchronous email 
interview option. I used a flexible interview guide, allowing questions to evolve as I collected 
data. The main question that produced the data analyzed for this study was “How has your 
religious background influenced your experience of asexuality?” and related probing questions 
that emerged in response to respondents’ answers. For both Zoom and email interviews, I 
sometimes emailed respondents with follow up questions. After each interview was transcribed, I 
used initial coding to describe what each segment of the interview was about (Charmaz, 2006). 
This study focuses on themes related to purity culture. I used focused coding to find similarities 
between interviews. All coding was abductive, which allowed me to construct analytic codes and 
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categories as they emerged from the data rather than solely relying on codes and categories 
logically deduced from hypotheses (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012). After focused coding, I 
wrote memos exploring similarities between interviews. This process was conducted while 
collecting interviews, which I continued until reaching saturation (in which interviews ceased to 
create new categories or alter existing ones) related to the larger study’s emergent categories.

Results

I found that my respondents experienced conservative Christian purity culture as hostile 
to their asexuality. Respondents highlighted how both sexual repression and compulsory 
sexuality were present in these purity culture environments. Both the repressive and compulsory 
elements of purity culture created challenges for respondents that were directly related to their 
asexuality. Respondents often spoke at length, for example, about how purity culture impeded 
their realization of an asexual identity. For instance, Sylvie explained:

I was raised Christian, which can have some pretty patriarchal views on 
relationships and sex. It ties into the notion that women are inherently not sexual 
creatures, so I thought I was similar to other girls for a long time by not being 
interested. It wasn’t until I met people outside of that circle that I realized women 
can be just as interested as men in sex, and that I was not the norm. (Sylvie, 34, 
White, cisgender woman, Florida)

Sylvie now identifies as asexual. But she explained that because purity culture taught her 
that women were “inherently not sexual,” she did not realize that her lack of sexual attraction in 
fact made her different from other women. In other words, the sexually repressive elements of 
purity culture present challenges even for asexual people by repressing asexuality as a form of 
sexual diversity. This was a common challenge, especially for individuals who also identified as 
aromantic (experiencing low/no sexual attraction). For example, Claire, an aromantic asexual ex-
evangelical Christian shared:

For a while, everything felt fine. I honestly felt confused why everyone around 
me was struggling so much to resist “temptation,” because for me it was no big 
deal. Like, ‘good for me!,’ I guess. But as I got a little older, my lack of interest in 
sex and romance became a problem. The pressure to partner up, get married, and 
have more Christian babies just kept increasing. (Claire, 31, White, cisgender 
woman, Texas)

Others also shared that they felt a shift in which their asexuality was not a problem—and 
in fact could make navigating purity culture feel easier—as an adolescent, but as they emerged 
into adulthood, sexuality became expected of them. At this point, when the pressures of 
compulsory sexuality crescendoed, their asexuality, as Claire put it, “became a problem.” This 
dynamic was also well illustrated by Thomas:

I almost assumed I was ‘holier’ than my peers, since they were constantly 
struggling to stay ‘pure’ but I wasn’t. Abstinence was no problem for me. But 
things changed as I got closer to 18. … I eventually left the Church because I 
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realized I was asexual and aromantic, and that pressure to get married, have sex, 
and make babies wasn’t ever going away. (Thomas, 32, cisgender man, Black, 
Pennsylvania)

Yang (2021) has noted that asexual adolescents in conservative Christian settings may 
cite their commitment to abstinence to justify their lack of interest in sex and/or dating. 
However, Warren, one of my respondents who was raised in a conservative Catholic family, 
explained that this strategy came with the cost of delaying his “sexual exploration” and his 
eventual embrace of an asexual identity.

In my teens [sic] years… celibacy until marriage was a hot and popular topic. I 
was much more religiously inclined back then, so I was able to hide my 
disinterest in sex in general under the umbrella of being celibate until marriage. 
Doing that very much delayed my sexual exploration, in my opinion, since it 
didn’t force me to think about my sexuality in any appreciable way. (Warren, 39, 
genderqueer, White, Maryland)

Almost everyone I spoke with from a conservative Christian background eventually 
departed their religious community due to the tensions between purity culture and their asexual 
and/or aromantic identities. Those who do not leave are forced to deal with compulsory 
sexuality, which could have particularly harmful effects for women. For example, several 
women I interviewed mentioned the so-called “72-hour rule.” Sylvie gave a concise explanation:

The 72-hour rule refers to the idea that men must [emphasis in original] cum every 72 
hours, and it’s a wife’s responsibility to make sure that happens. (Sylvie, 34, cisgender 
woman, Florida)

Compulsory sexuality operates in two ways here: first, the “72-hour rule” frames men as 
inherently sexual. Second, this “rule” frames one of married women’s essential roles as fulfilling 
their husband’s “need” to orgasm. There is no reciprocal emphasis that women either experience 
sexual desire nor that husbands owe sex (or orgasm) to their wives. The cultural scaffolding of 
rape culture is on stark display: women are situated as sexual servants rather than as autonomous 
and agentic sexual actors.

Discussion

Even sexual realms that are remarkably repressive, like purity culture, do not rely 
exclusively on repression to structure expected sexual norms. Compulsory sexuality is an equally 
important element of purity culture. To read purity culture as simply about abstinence is 
misleading. As much as sex negative frameworks like purity culture repress sex that they see as 
“bad,” they also mandate sex that they see as “good” (read: heterosexual, monogamous, within a 
Christian marriage, and procreation-oriented). Sex positive frameworks must pay more attention 
to how both sexual repression and compulsory sexuality fuel sexual shame and sex negativity. 
Otherwise, sex positive scholars and advocates risk inadvertently drawing on the sex negative 
framework of compulsory sexuality.
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Can Asexuality and Sex Positivity Be Reconciled?

Sex positive frameworks have, as a whole, done such a poor job of theorizing around 
asexuality that some asexuality studies scholars see such frameworks as deeply inadequate 

pessimistic. 
Like Chu (2014) and Carroll (2024), I see asexuality as offering necessary nuance to sex 
positivity. Nonetheless, I agree with critics that sex positive frameworks often omit (Alexander, 
2019; Baptiste, 2013a; Mosher, 2017), invalidate (Barounis, 2014), and misrepresent (Baptiste, 
2013b; Chu, 2014; Elizabeth, 2012; Milks, 2014; Przybylo, 2016) asexuality. It is also evident 
that sex positive frameworks have inadequately theorized around asexuality (Alexander, 2019). 
These shortcomings of sex positive frameworks undermine the core goals of sex positivity in two 
main ways: 1) by disempowering and marginalizing a sexual minority group (asexuals) and 2) by 
reproducing sex negative pressures associated with compulsory sexuality.

To be clear, although sex positive approaches often marginalize asexual people by 
reproducing compulsory sexuality, this appears to usually be indirect, unintentional, and done 
through omission of asexuality (see also Winer, 2023) rather than explicit exclusion. However, 
as Mosher (2017, 493) notes, the “omission of the sexual experiences of … asexual people from 
the discussion of sexuality is incongruent with a sex-positive paradigm.” If recognition is indeed 
crucial to enacting freedom (Ben-Ishai, 2010) and freedom is indeed a tenet of sex positivity, 
then the recognition of asexuality is an urgent problem for sex positive researchers and activists.

I have several recommendations for addressing the specter of compulsory sexuality—and 
the marginalization of asexual people—within sex positive frameworks. First, implicit inclusion 
of asexuality (as is the case in Williams et al.’s [2015] framework) is not adequate. Asexuality 
should be explicitly included in conversations about sex positivity, particularly when these 
conversations center on the experiences of sexual minorities. Second, researchers and 
practitioners should collaborate with asexual people (including researchers and activists) when 
crafting sex positive frameworks. Simultaneously, researchers and practitioners should 
remember asexual people have diverse sexual feelings, behaviors, and practices. Third, sex 
positive frameworks should avoid a narrow focus on guilt and shame that solely emphasizes guilt 
and shame associated with the presence of sexual desire/activity. Sex positive frameworks 
should also emphasize that guilt and shame can be associated with the absence of sexual 
desire/activity. Fourth, sex positive frameworks should emphasize both the freedom to have and 
not to have sex. Fifth, sex positive frameworks should include explicit theorizing around the 
concept of compulsory sexuality as a sex-negative social pressure.

Compulsory sexuality is not inherent to sex positive frameworks, even if it commonly 
emerges within them. Too often, the celebration of positive sex can dip into compulsory 
pressures that everyone should have and desire sex. Centering asexual perspectives and lived 
experiences helps us correct this by making visible and naming compulsory sexuality. It is 
important to remember, however, that although compulsory sexuality perhaps more obviously 
(or severely) harms asexual people, compulsory sexuality is harmful well beyond asexual 
communities, particularly as part of the scaffolding of rape culture (Winer, Forthcoming). Sex 
positive frameworks will be strengthened by focusing on the freedom both to have/desire sex and 
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to not have/desire sex (Fahs, 2014). From this perspective, it is not enough to say that asexuality 
and sex positivity can be reconciled. Instead, they must be reconciled.
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