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Abstract

Male sexual functioning is a prerequisite for conception and consequently for reproduction and is thus a crucial mechanism
from an evolutionary and social perspective. Previous studies reported better sexual functioning in coupled compared to
single individuals. However, it is not clear whether sexual functioning increases or decreases with a short-term casual sexual
strategy, which is another possibility, along with a long-term strategy. Furthermore, sexual orientation may represent yet
another mating strategy that may influence sexual functioning. Here, we aimed to test the possible associations between male
sexual functioning and sexual strategies, as measured through sociosexuality, relationship status, and sexual orientation.
We hypothesize that due to its relationship with the evolved motivation of mate acquisition and mate retention, both stable
relationships and sociosexuality would be positively associated with male sexual functioning. We did not expect significant
differences in sexual functioning among men with different sexual orientations. We sampled 427 healthy men of different
sexual orientations (203 heterosexuals, 77 bisexuals, and 147 gay men) who completed the Male Sexual Function Index (MSFI)
and its subscales of desire, arousal, erection, orgasm, and satisfaction; the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory-Revised; and
sociodemographic questions. A multivariate general linear model showed that, compared to single individuals, partnered
individuals reported greater MSFI-arousal, MSFI-erection, MSFI-orgasm, and MSFI-satisfaction. Sociosexuality and sexual
orientation only weakly predicted MSFI domains. Male sexual functioning thus seems to be moderately associated with a
long-term mating strategy and can thus serve for relationship maintenance rather than for acquiring new partners.
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Introduction ovulation, sexual disgust, and masturbation (Buss & Schmitt,

2019; Mogilski & Shackelford, 2023; Moreno & McKerral,

From an evolutionary perspective, successful male sexual
functioning before and during intercourse is a prerequisite for
conception and reproduction (Apostolou, 2015). However,
sexual functioning has been understudied by evolutionary
scholars compared to other topics related to mating strategies,
such as mate preferences, jealousy, extrapair relationships,

< Mauro Dias Silva Janior
juniormsilva@unb.br

Departamento de Processos Psicoldgicos Basicos, Graduate
Program in Behavioral Sciences, Instituto de Psicologia,
Universidade de Brasilia, Asa Norte, 70.910-900, Brasilia,
DF, Brasil

Graduate Program in Neurosciences and Behavior, Federal
University of Para, Belém, Brazil

Graduate Program in Experimental Psychology, University
of Sao Paulo, Sao Paulo, Brazil

2015; Sevi et al., 2018; Timmermans et al., 2018; Walter
et al., 2020). We can expect strong evolutionary pressures on
the mechanisms that regulate sexual motivation and function-
ing (Apostolou, 2015), which is defined as a set of succes-
sive stages that involve the passage through desire, arousal,
and orgasm (American Psychiatric Association, 2022). More
recently, the male sexual response has been described as com-
prising five phases: sexual desire, arousal, erection, ejacula-
tion, orgasm, and refractory period (Moghalu et al., 2020;
Thunder & Serefoglu, 2018).

Sexual desire and motivation are among the basic drives
that can be traced back to the origin of sexual reproduction
itself. In humans, sexual relations and reproduction can be
achieved by different mating strategies associated with mate
acquisition and mate retention motivational systems, the
former related to the pursuit of new sexual partners and the
latter related to the maintenance of long-term relationships
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(Barbaro et al., 2021; Buss & Schmitt, 2019; Kenrick et al.,
2010). In both cases, sexual functioning is necessary to meet
the distal evolutionary goal of reproduction. Moreover,
throughout evolution, sexuality in humans and other non-
human species has acquired many other functions that are
not directly related to reproduction, leading to other personal
and social goals such as pleasure, status, resources, love and
pair bonding, and self-esteem (Delval et al., 2023; Meston &
Buss, 2007). Thus, from the social and evolutionary perspec-
tive, it is not surprising that the disruption of sexual function-
ing negatively affects individual and relationship satisfaction,
self-esteem, and overall quality of life (Stephenson et al.,
2013; Tayebi et al., 2021; Thunder & Serefoglu, 2018). It is
thus of the utmost importance to better understand the factors
influencing individual differences in sexual functioning that
may be related to different mating strategies.

Despite their personal, social, and evolutionary
importance, there are significant individual and contextual
differences in sexual functioning. Sexual functioning is
related to a variety of factors, such as overall health condition,
age, and individual cognitive-emotional dimensions, which
encompass the interplay among biological and environmental
processes, including individual sociocultural attitudes
(Morrissette, 2002; Peixoto & Nobre, 2020; Rowland et al.,
1993). However, the association between sexual functioning
and sexual strategies has been underexplored. Sex drive is
positively correlated with sociosexuality, lifetime number
of sex partners, and lower masculinity in men (Ostovich &
Sabini, 2004); similarly, sociosexuality is associated with
greater male femininity in both heterosexual and homosexual
men (Bartovi et al., 2020). Here, we aimed to explore the
possible associations between male sexual functioning
and sexual strategies, measured by sociosexuality and
relationship status.

Evolutionary theory suggests that individuals may employ
different mating strategies based on their reproductive goals
and environmental contexts. Sociosexuality measures the
tendency toward casual sex without commitment, which
serves as a proxy for short-term versus long-term mating
strategies. Less restricted sociosexuality is defined by
a tendency for a greater variety of sexual partners, thus
increasing the quantity of sexual encounters (Nascimento
et al., 2018). Despite its possible costs, such as sexually
transmitted diseases or aggression from other males, in
most mammalian males, a greater number of sexual partners
increases reproductive success (Janicke et al., 2016). Higher
sexual functioning can thus motivate a less restricted
sexual strategy. Alternatively, sociosexually less restricted
individuals may present greater sexual functioning through
practice due to their involvement with more sexual partners.
As shown in previous studies, male sexual functioning, such
as erectile functioning and sexual intercourse satisfaction, is
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indeed greater among more sexually experienced individuals
(O’Sullivan et al., 2014).

Relationship status is another proxy for an adopted mating
strategy. Single men show more interest in casual sex and
are less restricted than men in relationships (Edelstein et al.,
2011; Sanchez et al., 2009), and single men had more casual
partners during the COVID-19 pandemic (Silva Junior et al.,
2022). Although it might seem counterintuitive given the
less restricted sexual strategy, men in stable relationships
report greater sexual functioning (O’Sullivan et al., 2014).
Individuals oriented toward long-term relationships, such as
developing stable romantic relationships (mate retention),
show greater levels of subjective well-being and lower levels
of anxiety and depression (Ko et al., 2020; Pick et al., 2022).
By reducing the number of potential offspring, especially
for men, a long-term sexual strategy can bring evolutionary
advantages in terms of higher paternity certainty, greater
offspring survival, and long-term social alliances with
other people. Since mate retention is an evolved motivation
found cross-culturally, we can expect that this motivation is
maintained by mechanisms of better sexual functioning with
long-term partners.

Indeed, partnered individuals report greater sexual
satisfaction than single individuals, although the factors
that predict their sexual satisfaction are similar (Park &
MacDonald, 2022). Both short-term casual mating and
long-term committed relationship strategies can thus be
associated with greater sexual functioning because both can
bring evolutionary and social advantages. Moreover, humans
have evolved multiple motivational systems through which
reproduction can be achieved, granting possibilities to pursue
both mate acquisition and mate retention goals, which can
sometimes be enacted simultaneously (Valentova, de Moraes
et al., 2020). Importantly, both strategies require good sexual
functioning.

Furthermore, non-heterosexual men exhibit different
mating strategies than heterosexual men. Gay men display,
on average, greater sex drive and casual sex tendencies than
heterosexual men (Bailey et al., 1994). Across different
populations, Schmitt (2007) found that, compared to
heterosexual men, gay and bisexual men scored higher on
sociosexuality. Supposedly, gay and bisexual men report
greater sociosexuality because they are less limited by their
male partners, who also desire less restricted casual relations,
while heterosexual men’s sociosexuality is restricted by
women who are less inclined to have casual sex, possibly due
to their greater parental investments (Schmitt, 2007). If this
is the case, then gay men should display greater sociosexual
behavior than heterosexual men but not sociosexual desire
or attitudes. Sexual strategies can thus be influenced by
the sex of the preferred partner (e.g., Howard & Perilloux,
2017; Valentova et al., 2022a, 2022b). Furthermore,
non-heterosexual men also show differences in partner
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preferences, such as preferences for partners of the same
height or slightly taller than themselves (Valentova et al.,
2016; for review see Valentova et al., 2023), and differences
in relationship maintenance mechanisms, such as jealousy
(Valentova et al., 2022a, 2022b). Studying sexual behavior
within different groups of the population can thus enrich our
understanding of the social and evolutionary underpinnings
of human sexuality.

It has been suggested that gay men’s mating psychology is
“male-typical,” meaning that gay men seek sexual diversity
and are more prone to casual sex with strangers (Bailey et al.,
1994; Schmitt, 2007). Studies on sociosexuality consistently
support this hypothesis (see Schmitt, 2007; Silva Janior
et al., 2022). Even in stable relationships, gay and bisexual
men are more open to consensual non-monogamy than
heterosexuals (Cohen & Wilson, 2017; Costa & Ribeiro-
Gongalves, 2020). Despite this, different sexual orientations
may have different reproductive costs, operationalized as
the number of offspring, where exclusively gay men have
the lowest mean number of children, thus the highest direct
reproductive cost, while heterosexuals have the highest
number of children, thus the lowest direct reproductive
cost (Apostolou, 2022). Additionally, bisexual individuals
tend to fall between gay men and heterosexuals across
many domains, such as sexual desire, mating strategies,
occupational preferences, gender typicality, and number of
children (Jabbour et al., 2020; Lippa, 2020; Valentova et al.,
2022a, 2022b). If gay and bisexual men exhibit this male-
typical mating psychology, they may be less likely to differ
from heterosexuals in fundamental dimensions of mating,
such as sexual functioning (see Silva Junior et al., 2023),
while varying in other, more contextual dimensions.

Some may argue that same-sex sexual orientation is not
adaptive from an evolutionary perspective, as this orientation
reduces reproductive success. However, many other groups
of individuals, such as post-menopausal women, do not
reproduce, and they can convey evolutionary advantages.
Furthermore, sexuality has gained many other functions
throughout evolution and can serve purposes other than direct
reproduction, such as pair bonding or play (Delval et al.,
2023). Finally, plausible evolutionary hypotheses have been
suggested and have received some empirical support, showing
that non-heterosexuality may be maintained in the population
through kin selection or can bring social advantages, such
as increasing cooperation and reducing aggression (for
review, see Bailey et al., 2016; Barron & Hare, 2020;
Valentova & Varella, 2016). Some authors further suggest
that indiscriminate sexuality is the evolutionary ancestral
condition, thus questioning the seeming evolutionary puzzle
of non-heterosexual orientation (Monk et al., 2019).

From both proximal and distal perspectives, studying
how sexual behavior manifests in individuals with varying
sexual preferences can shed light on whether and how

certain aspects of sexuality, including sexual functioning,
are universal or vary across sexual orientations. For example,
if gay men are more prone to casual sex than heterosexual
men are, then one may assume that their sexual functioning
might exhibit different patterns. Furthermore, Sanchez et al.
(2009) reported that single gay men were more interested
in casual sex. In many countries, homosexuality and
bisexuality are treated as socially unacceptable or taboos,
leading individuals to conceal their sexual orientation and
seek relationships in nightclubs and dating apps, which may
favor casual sex over the formation of lasting relationships
(Sevi et al., 2018; Valentova et al., 2020a, 2020b; Wu &
Ward, 2018). Thus, there may be more single gay men in the
population than heterosexual men. However, studies rarely
investigate potential differences in sexual function among
men of different sexual orientations, and when they do,
gay and bisexual individuals are often studied as a single
group (e.g., Bartova et al., 2021), or they represent a very
small portion of the sample, making comparisons with
heterosexuals difficult or impossible (e.g., Bartova et al.,
2021; Calzo, 2013; Kalmbach et al., 2015).

Here, we aimed to test the possible associations between
male sexual functioning and sexual strategies, as measured
through sociosexuality, relationship status, and sexual
orientation. We hypothesize that due to its relationship with
the evolved motivation for mate acquisition, sociosexuality
is positively associated with male sexual functioning,
as measured by the Male Sexual Function Index and its
domains (desire, arousal, erection, orgasm, and satisfaction).
Additionally, being in a relationship versus being single is
associated with higher levels of sexual functioning due to its
relationship with the evolved motivation of mate retention.
We do not expect significant differences in sexual functioning
among men with different sexual orientations.

Method
Participants

A total of 567 Brazilian men (all biological males) over
18 years of age participated in the study. One part of the
project aimed to validate and adapt the Male Sexual Function
Index for the Brazilian population (Silva Jinior et al., 2023).
We excluded 114 individuals who were receiving psychiatric
treatment (e.g., anxiety, depression) or who had conditions
such as urinary incontinence, diabetes, HIV-positive serology,
or neurological treatment, as these conditions are associated
with impaired sexual functioning (Lewis et al., 2010). In 26
cases, it was not possible to determine the medical condition
of the participants due to conflicting answers, which led to
their exclusion. The final sample consisted of 427 men from

@ Springer



368

Archives of Sexual Behavior (2025) 54:365-376

capitals and cities in the interior of Brazil, representing 18
different states across the five regions of the country.

The participants were, on average, 28.83 years old
(SD =9.53), ranging from 18 to 65 years. They reported
an average family income of approximately USD 2,200
(SD =1,900), with incomes ranging from $200 to $15,700.
In terms of education level, the highest percentages were for
incomplete undergraduate education (36.1%) and complete
graduate education (28.1%). The majority were identified as
white (49.6%) or mixed-race (37%), with 10.3% identified as
black. Indigenous people, Asians, and others made up 3.1%
of the participants.

Measures

Sociodemographic information included age, family income,
current city (at the time of the study), relationship status,
and health-related questions, such as history of penile and
anal surgeries, psychiatric medication use, and HIV serology.
The relationship status categories were as follows: dating
(N =140), married (N =76), single (N =189), divorced
(N=5), widower (N=2), and "other” (15). For analysis
purposes, we categorized participants as "partnered”
(N =216) if they selected "dating" or "married," and as
"single" (N =194) if they selected "single" or "divorced."
Widowers and those in the "other" category were excluded
from the analyses (n=17) due to ambiguity regarding their
relationship status.

The Klein Sexual Orientation Grid (Klein, 2014) was
utilized to assess, among other factors, how participants
self-identify their sexual orientation on a seven-point scale
ranging from 1 (exclusively heterosexual) to 7 (exclusively
gay). We specifically focused on the “Self-Identification”
dimension in the present study. Those who scored from 1 to
2 were considered heterosexual (N =203), those who scored
from 3 to 5 were considered bisexual (N =77), and those who
scored from 6 to 7 were considered gay (N =147). Table 1
displays the frequencies and percentages of single and
partnered men divided by sexual orientation. As predicted,
we found a greater frequency of partnered heterosexuals than
of gay and bisexual men.

Table 1 Frequencies and chi-square tests for relationship status divided
by sexual orientation

Sexual orientation Partnered Single X%(2)
n % n %

Gay 59 41.3 84 58.7 20.52"

Bisexual 32 43.8 41 56.2

Heterosexual 125 64.4 69 35.6

* p<.001
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The Male Sexual Function Index (MSFI) was translated
and adapted from the original version by Kalmbach et al.
(2014) for use in the study (Silva Janior et al., 2023). It com-
prises 16 items designed to assess male sexual functioning
across several domains: MSFI-desire, MSFI-erection, MSFI-
arousal, MSFI-orgasm, and MSFI-satisfaction (including
sexual, emotional closeness with partner, and sexual life as
whole). The items measure the frequency, degree of confi-
dence, extent of evaluation, or difficulty experienced by men
in terms of sexual desire, arousal, maintaining an erection,
achieving orgasm, and experiencing sexual and emotional
satisfaction. The MSFI-desire consists of two items, while the
MSFI-arousal and MSFI-erection each consist of four items.
Responses are recorded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (almost never or never) to 5 (almost always or always).
The scores for each domain are computed by summing the
responses within that domain. In the Brazilian adaptation,
the internal consistency indices ranged from 0.82 to 0.98,
indicating good reliability.

In addition to the MSFI, other instruments used to assess
male sexual function, including the Sexual Inhibition/Sexual
Excitation Scale (SIS/SES) and the International Index of
Erectile Function (IIEF) (Neijenhuijs et al., 2019; Panzeri
etal., 2021). However, the MSFI comprehensively evaluates
various aspects of sexual functioning, including subjective
elements, such as desire and satisfaction (Kalmbach et al.,
2015). This comprehensive approach makes it a valuable tool
for assessing male sexual function. Moreover, the Brazilian
Portuguese version of the MSFI has demonstrated configural,
metric, and scalar invariance across all sexual orientations
examined in this study. This means that the psychometric
properties of the instrument remain consistent and equivalent
across heterosexual, gay, and bisexual individuals. Therefore,
any observed mean differences in sexual functioning among
these groups cannot be attributed to the instrument’s
suitability solely for heterosexual populations (Silva Jinior
etal., 2023).

Sociosexual Orientation Inventory-Revised (SOI-R-Bra-
sil; Nascimento et al., 2018). The instrument consists of nine
items grouped into three domains: SOI-behavior, SOI-atti-
tude, and SOI-desire. The behavior domain items are related
to the frequency of sexual behaviors and are measured on
an ordinal scale with nine options (0 to 20 or more sexual
partners). The SOI-attitude assesses how much emotional
closeness a person needs before engaging in sexual inter-
course. The SOI-desire evaluates the level of sexual arousal
and fantasies associated with casual sex. The items from the
attitude and desire domains are measured on a nine-point
Likert scale of agreement, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disa-
gree) to 9 (Strongly Agree). Scores in the different domains
were calculated by averaging the responses given in each
domain. Internal consistency indices using Cronbach's alpha
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were calculated for each domain: behavior (a=0.88), attitude
(x=0.82), and desire (a=0.86).

Procedure

Data collection for this study utilized Google Forms, a widely
accessible online platform that allows participants to respond
conveniently via mobile phones or computers without
requiring them to log in. Sampling was conducted using
a convenience method, with the research link distributed
across various internet sites and social media platforms
aimed at diverse audiences. These included Facebook
groups, WhatsApp community groups, and Instagram
posts. Advertisements explicitly invited male individuals of
all sexual orientations over 18 years old to participate in a
research study on sexual behavior. Participants were informed
that they would complete online questionnaires covering
socioeconomic data, past and present sexual behavior, sexual
orientation, and recent sexual experiences. Informed consent
was obtained from all participants by having them click on
the “I agree” button on the first page of the survey.

Statistical Analysis

Descriptive statistics and correlational analyses were con-
ducted to summarize and examine the relationships among
the study variables (Tables 2 and 3). A MGLM was per-
formed. A MGLM is an advanced extension of the general
linear model (GLM) that facilitates the simultaneous analysis
of multiple dependent variables. This model is especially
valuable when the dependent variables are correlated or when
the goal is to understand the combined effects of the inde-
pendent variables on multiple outcomes. MGLM allows for
joint hypothesis testing across all dependent variables, pro-
viding a more comprehensive understanding of how the inde-
pendent variables influence the entire set of outcomes. These
tests are instrumental in assessing whether the independent
variables significantly impact the combination of depend-
ent variables. By analyzing multiple dependent variables
together, MGLM is more efficient than conducting separate
GLMs for each outcome. The joint analysis increases the
power of the tests, particularly when the dependent variables
are correlated. Additionally, performing a single multivariate

Table 2 Correlations for age

and the SOI and MSFI domains ~ onavle ! 2 3 4 > 6 ! 8
1. SOI-Behavior -
2. SOI-Attitude 457 -
3. SOI-Desire 29" 407 -
4. MSFI-Desire 10" 18" 35" -
5. MSFI-Arousal -.05 .05 .004 377 -
6. MSFI-Erection -.08 .06 -.04 13" 53" -
7. MSFI-Orgasm -.07 .02 12 07 417 417
8. MSFI-Satisfaction -14° -.09 =25 .08 50" 35 43 -

“p=.05."" p=.01."" p<.001

Table 3 Means and standard deviations for MSFI domains by sexual orientation and relationship status

Heterosexual Bisexual Gay
Single Partnered  Total Single Partnered  Total Single Partnered  Total
(N=42) (N=114) (N=156) (N=23) (N=30) (N=53) (N=49) (N=52) (N=101)
MSFI-desire M 7.74 8.04 7.96 8.00 8.10 8.06 8.08 7.94 8.01
SD 201 1.56 1.69 1.59 1.45 1.50 1.89 1.79 1.83
MSFI-arousal M 16.95 17.87 17.62 15.09 17.57 16.50 17.18 17.79 17.5
SD 255 2.02 221 3.48 2.80 3.32 2.40 2.19 2.30
MSFI-erection M 18.24 19.29 19.01 17.57 19.57 18.70 18.76 18.81 18.78
SD  2.66 1.68 2.03 3.37 1.07 2.54 2.26 2.33 2.29
MSFI-orgasm M 12.55 13.74 13.42 12.26 13.27 12.83 12.80 13.81 13.32
SD 272 1.63 2.04 2.70 1.89 231 2.57 2.23 2.44
MSFl-satisfaction =~ M 11.31 12.95 12.51 11.00 13.43 12.38 11.37 12.56 11.98
SD  2.99 2.30 2.60 2.37 2.54 2.73 2.47 2.60 2.60
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test instead of multiple univariate tests reduces the risk of
Type I error, or false positives (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019).

Specifically, in our study all MSFI dimensions
included simultaneously as dependent variables. The SOI
dimensions were entered as continuous predictors, while
sexual orientation and relationship status were included as
categorical predictors. In the event of a significant interaction
between the categorical variables, separate MGLMs were
used for specific comparisons. All the statistical tests
were adjusted using Bonferroni correction for multiple
comparisons, and effect sizes were reported using partial 7.
The significance level was set at 0.05.

To ensure that our study has sufficient statistical power to
detect effects of interest, we conducted a sensitivity analysis
using G*Power software (version 3.1.9.7). Specifically, we
performed the analysis for a MANOVA model, considering
the predictors, a power of 0.8, an alpha level of 0.05, our
sample size, and five response variables (the MSFI domains).
The sensitivity analysis indicated that the study has sufficient
power to detect a minimum effect size of f2(V)=0.011. This
value is indicative of a small effect, according to Cohen's
(1988) benchmarks. Therefore, our study is adequately
powered to detect interactions between the analyzed factors,
even if they are small.

Results

We conducted correlations between the main variables
of the study (Table 2). As expected, the SOI domains
were positively correlated with each other, and the
MSFI domains were positively correlated with each
other. The MSFI-desire was positively correlated with
all SOI domains but was more strongly correlated with
the SOI-desire. MSFI-arousal and MSFI-erection did not
correlate with any of the SOI domains. The MSFI-orgasm
was negatively correlated with the SOI-desire. MSFI-
satisfaction was negatively correlated with SOI-behavior
and SOI-desire.

We present the means, standard deviations, and sample
sizes of the MSFI domains stratified by sexual orientation
and relationship status in Table 3.

Effects of Sociosexuality, Relationship Status,
and Sexual Orientation on Male Sexual Function
Index

The test of between-subject effects showed no significant
effect of SOI-behavior on any of the MSFI dimensions (all
p’s>0.32). SOI-attitude positively predicted MSFI-erection,
B=0.174,95% CI: [0.04,0.31], F(1,310)=6.55,p=0.011,
partial n2=0.021, while no other effect was significant (all
p’s>0.09). SOI-desire positively predicted MSFI-desire,
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B=0.239,95% CI [0.15,0.33], F(1, 310)=25.64, p <0.001,
partial #>=0.079) and negatively predicted MSFI-satisfac-
tion, B=-0.260, 95% CI [-0.40, -0.12], F(1, 310) =13.26,
p<0.001, partial ;72 =0.042), with no other significant effect
(all p’s>0.27).

Relationship status had small to medium effects on all
MSFI dimensions, except for the MSFI-desire dimension
(p=0.065). Estimated marginal means with Bonferroni
correction showed that compared to single individuals,
individuals in relationships reported greater MSFI-arousal,
F(1,310)=17.89, p <0.001, partial *>=0.056; MSFI-
erection, F(1,310)=12.18, p <0.001, partial >=0.039;
MSFI-orgasm, F(1, 310)=11.37, p <0.001, partial
112=0.036; and MSFI-satisfaction, F(1, 310)=19.34,
p<0.001, partial 72 =0.060. Table 3 shows the means and
standard deviations.

Sexual orientation had a weak significant effect on MSFI-
arousal, F(2, 310)=4.84, p=0.009, partial ;72 =0.031.
The estimated marginal means showed that bisexual men
reported lower MSFI-arousal than both gay men (mean
difference =1.17, p=0.014) and straight men (mean
difference =1.12, p=0.015), and there was no difference
between gay and straight men (mean difference =0.048,
p=1.0). There was no other effect of sexual orientation on
MSFI (all p’s > 0.35).

There was only one significant but weak interaction effect
between relationship status and sexual orientation on MSFI-
erection, F(2,310)=4.14, p=0.017, partial 712 =0.027.
An additional MGLM with MSFI-erection as a dependent
variable and sexual orientation and relationship status as
predictors was conducted. The only significant difference
appeared between heterosexual partnered men who scored
higher on the MSFI-erection than single bisexual men
(p=0.008), with no other difference among the groups.

Given that many studies have shown significant differences
between gay, bisexual, and heterosexual men in terms of
sociosexuality, we additionally investigated the interaction
effect of sexual orientation and relationship status. Gay
men were less restricted than the other groups, while single
men scored significantly higher than the partnered men in
the SOI-desire. An interaction effect showed that partnered
heterosexual men reported lower SOI-attitude scores than
both single and coupled gay men (for all additional analyses,
please see the Supplementary Material).

Discussion

In this study, we investigated the associations between
sociosexuality, relationship status, and sexual orientation
with male sexual function in a non-clinical population of men
who did not exhibit clinical sexual dysfunctions. Our results
revealed several significant but rather weak associations.
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Specifically, SOI-attitude positively predicted MSFI-
erection, indicating that men with a more liberal attitude
toward casual sex might experience better erectile function.
Additionally, the SOI-desire positively predicted MSFI-
desire but negatively predicted MSFI-satisfaction. A greater
desire for a variety of sexual partners may thus be linked to
lower satisfaction with sexual function. Furthermore, SOI-
behavior did not predict any MSFI domain, highlighting that
actual sexual behavior may not significantly impact sexual
function outcomes. Additionally, being in a relationship
weakly or moderately predicted higher MSFI-arousal, MSFI-
erection, MSFI-orgasm, and MSFI-satisfaction, underscoring
the positive impact of a stable relationship on sexual function.
Finally, sexual orientation was not, or only weakly, associated
with MSFI.

Sociosexuality and Male Sexual Function

Our findings regarding the relationship between
sociosexuality and male sexual function partially align
with previous research. For instance, Carvalho and Nobre
(2011) reported that more restricted sexual attitudes and
negative sexual emotions were associated with lower
erectile function. This finding aligns with our finding that
SOI-attitude positively predicts MSFI-erection, suggesting
that individuals with a short-term mating strategy may have
greater sexual performance, possibly increasing reproductive
success. Additionally, it is not surprising that there is a
positive association between the desire to have casual sex
(SOI-desire) and the frequency and level of sexual interest
(MSFI-desire), as both are closely related constructs of
sexual desire and motivation.

The negative association between SOI-desire and MSFI-
satisfaction in our study contrasts with some research that
suggests a positive relationship between sexual desire and
overall sexual satisfaction (gtulhofer et al., 2014). This
discrepancy may be due to differences in how sexual desire
is defined and measured across studies. Here, we specifically
measured sociosexual desire, which reflects the desire for a
variety of different sexual partners rather than a general desire
for sex (either with a stable or a casual partner). Moreover,
MSFI-satisfaction is a composite measure of satisfaction
with one’s sexual relationship, emotional closeness with
one’s partner, and one’s overall sexual life. Thus, the desire
for casual partners may be connected to reduced sexual
satisfaction with a stable partner.

The lack of significant association between male
sexual function and SOI-behavior may be surprising.
We hypothesized that men with greater sociosexuality,
including sociosexual behavior, would exhibit greater levels
of sexual functioning. However, the associations between
SOI-desire and SOI-attitude were weak and nonexistent in
the case of SOI-behavior. The SOI-behavior domain is the

best predictor of the SOI composite and is associated with
other psychological outcomes related to sexual short-term
orientation, such as antisocial personality traits, mate value,
and earlier sexual initiation (Nascimento et al., 2018; Silva
Junior et al., 2022). The behavior domain addresses how
many different people the individual had sex with without
a committed relationship. Accordingly, one might speculate
that individuals who had more sexual partners in the past
would show better sexual functioning due to experience
with different partners. However, our results contradict this
assumption. It is possible that having more sexual experience
with stable partners may be more connected to sexual
functioning than having a variety of sexual experiences
with different partners. Thus, while sociosexual attitudes
and desires play a marginal role in sexual functioning,
actual behavior might be less influential, possibly due to the
complex interplay of psychological and relational factors.

Relationship Status and Male Sexual Function

In line with this reasoning, relationship status was a stronger
predictor of sexual function than was sociosexuality. The
positive association between being in a relationship and
various domains of the MSFI found in our study is consistent
with a substantial body of literature highlighting the benefits
of relational context on sexual health. Men in committed
relationships report greater levels of sexual satisfaction
and sexual function than do singles (Park & MacDonald,
2022). Thus, relationship stability and emotional intimacy
significantly contribute to better sexual function and
satisfaction among men.

Sexuality is an integral part of most romantic relationships
and is commonly perceived as both the closest and most
intimate relationship that an individual has (Rocha &
Fensterseifer, 2019). Sexuality is thus defined not only
by a variety of sexual behaviors but also by subjective
and emotional aspects, such as sexual desire, intimacy,
communication, and beliefs (Sprecher et al., 2006). It is
therefore understandable to find higher rates of sexual
functioning in partnered men. People in relationships can
better know their partners’ preferences, and relationships can
create an environment of greater familiarity and intimacy
sought in long-term relationships.

From an evolutionary perspective, we hypothesized
that sexual functioning would be maintained in long-term
relationships since mate retention is an evolved motivation
found cross-culturally. A stable relationship may enhance
male sexual function, as it aligns with a long-term mating
strategy that promotes pair bonding and parental investment,
both of which are crucial for reproductive success in a species
with highly altricial offspring (Barbaro et al., 2021; Buss
& Schmitt, 2019; Kenrick et al., 2010; Ko et al., 2019).
Humans have psychological mechanisms that promote stable
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relationships, which align with findings that adolescent
men in stable relationships report lower levels of sexual
dysfunction using IIEF, possibly because relationships
reduce concerns about sexual problems (O’Sullivan et al.,
2014). Additionally, those pursuing long-term relationships
show lower levels of anxiety and depression but greater levels
of subjective well-being. In addition to the distal evolutionary
perspective, the higher levels of MSFI-arousal, MSFI-
erection, MSFI-orgasm, and MSFI-satisfaction observed in
partnered individuals highlight the critical role of relationship
quality and stability in promoting sexual health.

Sexual Orientation and Male Sexual Function

Sexual orientation did not predict male sexual functioning
domains. Sexual orientation weakly negatively predicted
MSFlI-arousal only, with bisexual men scoring significantly
lower than both gay and heterosexual men. Similarly, in a
Czech sample, Bartova et al. (2021) found no differences
between heterosexual and non-heterosexual men in arousal
and sexual inhibition measured by SIS/SES.

If gay and bisexual men are more likely to be single and
suffer from minority stress and marginalization, leading to
greater anxiety, we might expect lower sexual functioning
among these groups compared to heterosexual men. Bisexual
men may experience a lower frequency of arousal for
various reasons, such as worsened mental health, including
depression. Additionally, the marginalization of minority
groups can contribute to this issue (Wittgens et al., 2022).
However, individuals diagnosed with depression were
excluded from our final sample (see Method). Nevertheless,
the negative association between sexual orientation and
sexual functioning was very weak, and its real effect is
possibly nonexistent.

Systematic reviews tend to report a greater prevalence
of erectile dysfunction in gay men or men who have sex
with men than in heterosexual men (Barbonetti et al., 2019;
Cheng, 2022; Fernandez-Crespo & Cordon-Galiano, 2021;
Grabski & Kasparek, 2017). However, after adjusting for
factors such as being in a relationship or publication bias, the
difference did not reach significance (Fernandez-Crespo &
Cordon-Galiano, 2021) or may remain significant (Barbonetti
et al., 2019). Some researchers are skeptical about the claim
that sexual dysfunctions occur more frequently in non-
heterosexual individuals, as the samples used in these studies
may not be representative of the broader population and often
derive from non-probabilistic sampling methods (Grabski
& Kasparek, 2017). In line with this, our study indicates
that sexual orientation was not a strong predictor of sexual
functioning.

Differences in the sexual psychology of gay, bisexual, and
heterosexual men have been reported before. In the study
of Schmitt (2007), gay and bisexual men demonstrated less
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restricted behavior than heterosexual men. In contrast, a
different study found that bisexual men exhibited the highest
levels of sociosexuality, while heterosexual men did not
differ significantly from gay men (Lippa, 2020). However,
in both Schmitt (2007) and Lippa (2020), the effect sizes
were generally small to moderate, as they were in our study.
Another crucial point is that neither Schmitt (2007) nor
Lippa (2020) controlled for the relationship status of the
participants, which could influence sociosexuality levels.
Individuals in relationships tend to be more restricted
(Edelstein et al., 2011; Sanchez et al., 2009); thus, neglecting
relationship status can lead to the erroneous conclusion that
the differences found are due to sexual orientation, when in
fact they could be artifacts of their relationship status.

Following this reasoning, we observed a greater
proportion of heterosexual men in relationships than of gay
and bisexual men. By including relationship status in our
analyses, we demonstrated that there was no interaction
between sexual orientation and relationship status for the
domains of SOI-behavior and desire, although there was a
weak interaction for the domain of sociosexual attitude (see
Supplementary Material). This indicates that relationship
status does not significantly influence the differences among
sexual orientation groups in terms of sociosexuality. In line
with our findings, Silva Janior et al. (2022) also reported
no interaction between sexual orientation and relationship
status when studying sociosexuality among men during the
2020 coronavirus pandemic. Their study similarly showed
that heterosexual men were more likely to be in a relationship
than non-heterosexual men were.

In our survey, we did not differentiate bisexual men
based on their reported sociosexuality with women versus
men. It is possible that bisexual men exhibit varying levels
of sociosexuality depending on their partner’s gender.
Additionally, gay men may demonstrate greater sociosexual
behavior due to the greater availability of less restricted
male partners (Schmitt, 2007). However, the availability of
partners alone does not explain their higher levels of desire
and attitudes. Other factors could explain the less restricted
sexual behavior observed among gay men, such as their use
of dating apps designed for casual encounters or meeting
new partners in nightclubs—environments conducive to
casual sex without commitment (Wu & Ward, 2018). Future
research could explore whether sociosexuality differs
between gay app users, nightclub attendees, and nonusers,
examining whether exposure to these contexts significantly
influences the sociosexual differences observed between gay
and heterosexual men.

While extensive research has utilized the Female Sexual
Function Index, this study represents the first endeavor, to our
knowledge, to apply the MSFI in exploring its relationships
with psychological constructs such as sociosexuality,
sexual orientation, and relationship status. This underscores
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the significance of examining individual differences in
male sexual functioning. As previously noted, the MSFI
uniquely incorporates subjective domains such as desire and
satisfaction, which are not fully captured by other instruments
such as the SIS/SES and the IIEF. Its comprehensive nature
makes the MSFI particularly valuable for investigating sexual
function across men with diverse sexual orientations, given
the psychological differences between gay and bisexual men
compared to heterosexual men.

The demonstrated invariance of the MSFI supports its
utility in research involving different sexual orientations,
allowing for meaningful comparisons across these groups.
Future research should consider employing the MSFI more
frequently to deepen our understanding of male sexual
function, particularly in relation to various psychological
and relational factors. This approach can offer insights into
how sexual functioning varies across different demographic
and sexual orientation groups.

Evolutionary studies should focus more on the similarities
and differences between sexual orientations, as these
variations can elucidate the interplay between biological
sex and environmental factors in shaping sexual behavior
(Bailey et al., 1994). Our study provides evidence that while
sociosexuality varies across sexual orientations, sexual
function does not. Evolutionary theory can provide insights
into the study of sex differences among gay, bisexual, and
heterosexual individuals. While individuals of different
sexual orientations differ in the “target” of their sexual
desires, as well as in some other dimensions (e.g., physical
attractiveness preferences), they may share a common mating
psychology. This is particularly true for men, who tend to
be more similar to each other across various psychological
measures (Bailey et al., 1994).

Even when differences are observed between gay and
heterosexual men, such as in the level of sociosexuality-
related behavior (Schmitt, 2007; Silva Junior et al., 2023),
these differences may not reflect distinct underlying
mating psychologies. Instead, they could result from
varying opportunities for engaging in uncommitted sex,
as suggested by Bailey et al. (1994) and Symons (1979).
According to evolutionary theory, mating psychology has
likely been shaped by natural selection due to its reproductive
advantages in ancestral environments. In these contexts,
traits that promoted reproductive success—such as efficient
sexual functioning—would have been favored, leading to a
relatively uniform mating psychology across different sexual
orientations.

Given that sexual functioning is a prerequisite for
reproduction, it is likely to vary very little among
heterosexual, bisexual, and gay men. This universality
underscores its critical importance not only for reproduction
but also for sustaining long-term relationships across
different sexual orientations. This consistency in sexual

functioning across sexual orientations highlights its role
in maintaining relationship satisfaction and stability,
whether in monogamous or consensually non-monogamous
partnerships. Thus, while differences in sociosexual
behaviors might arise due to external factors, the foundational
role of sexual functioning remains a unifying aspect of male
mating psychology.

If this hypothesis holds true, we might expect that gay and
bisexual men would differ more from heterosexual men in
contextual factors, such as the availability of potential sexual
partners, rather than in mechanisms of sexual behavior per se,
such as sexual functioning. Since our study was not designed
to test this specific hypothesis, we suggest that future studies
address this question. Overall, sexual functioning can
be considered a universal aspect of male sexuality across
different sexual orientations.

Despite expanding our current understanding of sexual
functioning in men, our study has some limitations. The
sample predominantly comprised young, white individuals
with relatively high family incomes and educational levels,
which contrasts with the broader demographics of the
Brazilian population. This restricts the generalizability of
our findings.

In addition, the relatively large sample size in our study
enabled the detection of very small effects, which could result
in statistically significant findings that may not have practical
significance. To address this, we included measures of effect
size in our main analyses to evaluate the magnitude of the
effects and determine their practical relevance. Indeed, most
of our results indicate small effects, underscoring the need
for cautious interpretation.

Furthermore, the cross-sectional design limits the ability
to draw causal inferences. For example, we cannot determine
whether sexual functioning improves with stable relationships
or whether individuals with better sexual functioning are
more likely to enter stable relationships. Finally, reliance on
self-reported measures may introduce biases related to social
desirability or recall accuracy.

In summary, this was the first study to explore associations
between sociosexuality and male sexual functioning in a
sample of non-clinical men with diverse sexual orientations.
Our findings show that relationship status positively predicts
male sexual function, while the relationships between
sociosexuality, sexual orientation, and sexual functioning are
weak or nonexistent. This suggests that sexual functioning
may be more closely tied to long-term mating strategies,
a mechanism observed across men regardless of sexual
orientation. Exploring the impact of relationship quality
and dynamics on sexual function could also yield valuable
information for interventions aimed at improving sexual
health.

@ Springer



374

Archives of Sexual Behavior (2025) 54:365-376

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-024-03006-0.

Acknowledgements The authors thank all the participants for the time
they dedicated to taking part in the research. We also thank three anony-
mous reviewers for their valuable contributions, which have substan-
tially improved the quality of our manuscript.

Author contribution Mauro Dias Silva Jinior was responsible for the
study conception and design. Material preparation, data collection, and
analysis were performed by Maria Luiza Rodrigues Sampaio de Souza,
Adna Janaina Silva, Jaroslava Varella Valentova, and Mauro Dias Silva
Janior. The first draft of the manuscript was written by Maria Luiza
Rodrigues Sampaio de Souza and Mauro Dias Silva Jtnior, and all
authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. All authors
read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Funding was provided by Coordenacdo de Aperfeicoamento
de Pessoal de Nivel Superior—Brazil (CAPES)/Brazilian Agency for
the Improvement of Higher Education Personnel by the means of a mas-
ter degree scholarship to the first author; and by the Conselho Nacional
de Desenvolvimento Cientifico e Tecnolégico (CNPq)—Brazil/National
Council for Scientific and Technological Development by the means of
a master degree scholarship to the second author.

Data Availability Data are available through direct request to the
corresponding author.

Code availability Code is available through direct request to the
corresponding author.

Declarations
Conflict ofinterest The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study.

Ethical Approval All procedures were conducted in accordance with the
Helsinki Declaration. The study was approved by the Ethical Committee
for Research in Human and Social Sciences of University of Brasilia
under report number 82638118.0.0000.5540.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License,
which permits any non-commercial use, sharing, distribution and repro-
duction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit
to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if you modified the licensed material.
You do not have permission under this licence to share adapted material
derived from this article or parts of it. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If
material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and
your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds
the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://crea-
tivecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

References

American Psychiatric Association. (2022). Diagnostic and statistical
manual of mental disorders (DSM-5-TR). (Fifth ed., American

@ Springer

Psychiatric Association Publishing.) https://www.psychiatry.org:
443/psychiatrists/practice/dsm

Apostolou, M. (2015). Sexual dysfunctions in men: An evolutionary
perspective. Evolutionary Psychological Science, 1(4), 220-231.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-015-0026-4

Apostolou, M. (2022). The direct reproductive cost of same-sex attrac-
tion: Evidence from two nationally representative U.S. samples.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 51, 1857-1864. https://doi.org/10.
1007/510508-021-02199-y

Bailey, J. M., Gaulin, S., Agyei, Y., & Gladue, B. A. (1994). Effects of
gender and sexual orientation on evolutionarily relevant aspects
of human mating psychology. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 66(6), 1081-1093. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.66.6.1081

Bailey, J. M., Vasey, P. L., Diamond, L. M., Breedlove, S. M., Vilain, E.,
& Epprecht, M. (2016). Sexual orientation, controversy, and sci-
ence. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 17(2), 45-101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100616637616

Barbaro, N., Weidmann, R., Burriss, R. P., Wiinsche, J., Biihler, J. L.,
Shackelford, T. K., & Grob, A. (2021). The (bidirectional) associa-
tions between romantic attachment orientations and mate retention
behavior in male-female romantic couples. Evolution and Human
Behavior, 42(6), 497-506. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbeh
av.2021.04.005

Barbonetti, A., D’Andrea, S., Cavallo, F., Martorella, A., Francavilla,
S., & Francavilla, F. (2019). Erectile dysfunction and premature
ejaculation in homosexual and heterosexual men: A systematic
review and meta-analysis of comparative studies. Journal of
Sexual Medicine, 16(5), 624-632. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jsxm.2019.02.014

Barron, A. B., & Hare, B. (2019). Prosociality and a sociosexual
hypothesis for the evolution of same-sex attraction in humans.
Frontiers in Psychology, 10, Article 2955. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2019.02955

Bartova, K., Novak, O., Weiss, P., & Klapilova, K. (2021). Personality
traits and sociosexual orientation are related to sexual inhibition
and sexual excitation scales: Evidence from the Czech Republic.
Personality and Individual Differences, 171, 110468. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110468

Bartova, K., §térbové, Z., Varella, M. A. C., & Valentova, J. V. (2020).
Femininity in men and masculinity in women is positively related
to sociosexuality. Personality and Individual Differences, 152,
109575. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109575

Buss, D. M., & Schmitt, D. P. (2019). Mate preferences and their
behavioral manifestations. Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1),
77-110. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103408

Calzo, J. P. (2014). Applying a pattern-centered approach to under-
standing how attachment, gender beliefs, and homosociality
shape college men’s sociosexuality. Journal of Sex Research,
51(2),221-233. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2014.906032

Carvalho, J., & Nobre, P. (2011). Predictors of men’s sexual desire:
The role of psychological, cognitive-emotional, relational, and
medical factors. Journal of Sex Research, 48(2-3), 254-262.

Cheng, P.J. (2022). Sexual dysfunction in men who have sex with
men. Sexual Medicine Reviews, 10(1), 130-141. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.sxmr.2021.01.002

Cohen, M. T., & Wilson, K. (2017). Development of the Consensual
Non-Monogamy Attitude Scale (CNAS). Sexuality & Culture,
21(1), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9395-5

Costa, P. A., & Ribeiro-Gongalves, J. A. (2020). Consensual non-
monogamy: Attitudes and experiences of heterosexual, homosex-
ual, and plurisexual individuals. Psicologia, Saiide & Doenga,
21(01), 104-110. https://doi.org/10.15309/20psd210116

Delval, I., Fernandez-Bolafios, M., Visalberghi, E., Izar, P., & Valen-
tova, J. V. (2023). Homosexual courtship in young wild capuchin


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-024-03006-0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://www.psychiatry.org:443/psychiatrists/practice/dsm
https://www.psychiatry.org:443/psychiatrists/practice/dsm
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-015-0026-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02199-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02199-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.6.1081
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.6.1081
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100616637616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2021.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2021.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.02.014
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02955
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02955
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109575
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103408
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2014.906032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sxmr.2021.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sxmr.2021.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9395-5
https://doi.org/10.15309/20psd210116

Archives of Sexual Behavior (2025) 54:365-376

375

monkeys: A case study. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 52(6),
2303-2315. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-023-02632-4
Edelstein, R. S., Chopik, W. J., & Kean, E. L. (2011). Sociosexuality
moderates the association between testosterone and relation-
ship status in men and women. Hormones and Behavior, 60(3),
248-255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2011.05.007

Fernandez-Crespo, R. E., & Cordon-Galiano, B. H. (2021). Sexual
dysfunction among men who have sex with men: A review arti-
cle. Current Urology Reports, 22(2). https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11934-020-01030-w

Grabski, B., & Kasparek, K. (2017). Sexual dysfunctions in non-
heterosexual men-literature review. Psychiatria Polska, 51(1),
85-94. https://doi.org/10.12740/PP/63768

Howard, R. M., & Perilloux, C. (2017). Is mating psychology most
closely tied to biological sex or preferred partner’s sex? Person-
ality and Individual Differences, 115, 83-89. https://doi.org/10.
1016/.paid.2016.05.009

Jabbour, J., Holmes, L., Sylva, D., Hsu, K. J., Semon, T. L., Rosenthal,
A. M., Safron, A., Slettevold, E., Watts-Overall, T. M., Savin-
Williams, R. C., Sylla, J., Rieger, G., & Bailey, J. M. (2020).
Robust evidence for bisexual orientation among men. Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(31), 18369—
18377. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2003631117

Janicke, T., Hdderer, I. K., Lajeunesse, M. J., & Anthes, N. (2016).
Darwinian sex roles confirmed across the animal kingdom. Sci-
ence Advances, 2(2), e1500983. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.
1500983

Kalmbach, D. A., Ciesla, J. A., Janata, J. W., & Kingsberg, S. A.
(2015). The validation of the Female Sexual Function Index,
Male Sexual Function Index, and Profile of Female Sexual Func-
tion for use in healthy young adults. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
44(6), 1651-1662. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-014-0334-y

Kenrick, D. T., Griskevicius, V., Neuberg, S. L., & Schaller, M.
(2010). Renovating the pyramid of needs: Contemporary exten-
sions built upon ancient foundations. Perspectives on Psycho-
logical Science, 5(3), 292-314. https://doi.org/10.1177/17456
91610369469

Klein, F. (2014). Are you sure you’re heterosexual? Or gay? Or even
bisexual? Journal of Bisexuality, 14(3—4), 341-346. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15299716.2014.953282

Ko, A., Pick, C. M., Kwon, J. Y., Barlev, M., Krems, J. A., Varnum, M.
E. W., Neel, R., Peysha, M., Boonyasiriwat, W., Brandstitter, E.,
Crispim, A. C., Cruz, J. E., David, D., David, O. A., de Felipe, R.
P., Fetvadjiev, V. H., Fischer, R., Galdi, S., Galindo, O., ... Ken-
rick, D. T. (2020). Family matters: Rethinking the psychology of
human social motivation. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
15(1), 173-201. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619872986

Lewis, R. W., Fugl-Meyer, K. S., Corona, G., Hayes, R. D., Laumann,
E. O., Moreira, E. D., Jr., & Segraves, T. (2010). Definitions/epi-
demiology/risk factors for sexual dysfunction. Journal of Sexual
Medicine, 7(4), 1598-1607. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.
2010.01778.x

Lippa, R. A. (2020). Interest, personality, and sexual traits that dis-
tinguish heterosexual, bisexual, and homosexual individuals: Are
there two dimensions that underlie variations in sexual orientation?
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 49(2), 607-622. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10508-020-01643-9

Meston, C. M., & Buss, D. M. (2007). Why humans have sex. Archives
of Sexual Behavior, 36(4), 477-507. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10508-007-9175-2

Moghalu, O., Hotaling, J., & Pastuszak, A. (2020). Psychiatric comor-
bidities and sexual health. Current Sexual Health Reports, 12(3),
91-100. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-020-00264-6

Mogilski, J. K., & Shackelford, T. K. (Eds.). (2023). The Oxford hand-
book of evolutionary psychology and romantic relationships.
Oxford University Press.

Monk, J. D., Giglio, E., Kamath, A., Lambert, M. R., & McDonough,
C.E. (2019). An alternative hypothesis for the evolution of same-
sex sexual behaviour in animals. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 3,
1622-1631. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-019-1019-7

Moreno, J. A., & McKerral, M. (2015). Differences according to sex in
sociosexuality and infidelity after traumatic brain injury. Behav-
ioural Neurology, 2015. https://doi.org/10.1155/2015/914134

Morrissette, D. L. (2002). Book review: Sexual function in people
with disability and chronic illness: A health professional’s guide.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 31(5), 458—460. https://doi.org/10.
1023/A:1019804527889

Nascimento, B. S., Hanel, P. P. H., Monteiro, R. P., Gouveia, V. V., &
Little, A. C. (2018). Sociosexuality in Brazil: Validation of the
SOI-R and its correlates with personality, self-perceived mate
value, and ideal partner preferences. Personality and Individual
Differences, 124, 98-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.12.
007

Neijenhuijs, K. I., Holtmaat, K., Aaronson, N. K., Holzner, B., Terwee,
C. B., Cuijpers, P., & Verdonck-de Leeuw, I. M. (2019). The Inter-
national Index of Erectile Function (IIEF)—A systematic review
of measurement properties. Journal of Sexual Medicine, 16(7),
1078-1091. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.04.010

Ostovich, J. M., & Sabini, J. (2004). How are sociosexuality, sex drive,
and lifetime number of sexual partners related? Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(10), 1255-1266. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167204264754

O’Sullivan, L. F., Brotto, L. A., Byers, E. S., Majerovich, J. A., & Wuest,
J. A. (2014). Prevalence and characteristics of sexual functioning
among sexually experienced middle to late adolescents. Journal
of Sexual Medicine, 11(3), 630-641. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsm.
12419

Panzeri, M., Dadomo, H., Ronconi, L., & Fontanesi, L. (2021). Valida-
tion of the Sexual Inhibition/Sexual Excitation Scales (SIS/SES) in
Italy: Assessing gender and age differences of sexual functioning.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50(6), 2755-2772. https://doi.org/10.
1007/510508-021-01972-3

Park, Y., & MacDonald, G. (2022). Single and partnered individu-
als’ sexual satisfaction as a function of sexual desire and activi-
ties: Results using a sexual satisfaction scale demonstrating
measurement invariance across partnership status. Archives
of Sexual Behavior, 51(1), 547-564. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10508-021-02153-y

Peixoto, M. M., & Nobre, P. J. (2020). Cognitive-emotional predictors
of sexual functioning in lesbians, gays, and heterosexuals. Archives
of Sexual Behavior, 49(5), 1823-1838. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10508-020-01732-9

Pick, C. M., Ko, A., Kenrick, D. T., Wiezel, A., Wormley, A. S., Awad,
E., Al-Shawaf, L., Barry, O., Bereby-Meyer, Y., Boonyasiriwat, W.,
Brandstitter, E., Ceylan-Batur, S., Choy, B. K. C., Crispim, A. C.,
Cruz,J. E., David, D., David, O. A., de Felipe, R. P., Elmas, P., ...
Varnum, M. E. W. (2022). Fundamental social motives measured
across forty-two cultures in two waves. Scientific Data, 9(1), 499.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01579-w

Rocha, F. A., & Fensterseifer, L. (2019). A fun¢o do relacionamento
sexual para casais em diferentes etapas do ciclo de vida familiar
[The role of sexual relationships for couples at different stages of
the family life cycle]. Contextos Clinicos, 12(2), 560-583. https://
doi.org/10.4013/ctc.2019.122.08

Rowland, D. L., Greenleaf, W. J., Dorfman, L. J., & Davidson, J. M.
(1993). Aging and sexual function in men. Archives of Sexual
Behavior, 22(6), 545-557. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01543300

Séanchez, F., Bocklandt, S., & Vilain, E. (2009). Gender role conflict,
interest in casual sex, and relationship satisfaction among gay men.
Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 10, 237-243. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0016325

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-023-02632-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2011.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11934-020-01030-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11934-020-01030-w
https://doi.org/10.12740/PP/63768
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2003631117
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500983
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500983
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-014-0334-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2014.953282
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299716.2014.953282
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619872986
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2010.01778.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2010.01778.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01643-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01643-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-007-9175-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-007-9175-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-020-00264-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-019-1019-7
https://doi.org/10.1155/2015/914134
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019804527889
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1019804527889
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264754
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264754
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsm.12419
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsm.12419
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01972-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01972-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02153-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02153-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01732-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01732-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01579-w
https://doi.org/10.4013/ctc.2019.122.08
https://doi.org/10.4013/ctc.2019.122.08
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01543300
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016325
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016325

376

Archives of Sexual Behavior (2025) 54:365-376

Schmitt, D. (2007). Sexual strategies across sexual orientations: How
personality traits and culture relate to sociosexuality among gays,
lesbians, bisexuals, and heterosexuals. Journal of Psychology &
Human Sexuality, 18, 183-214. https://doi.org/10.1300/J056v
18n02_06

Sevi, B., Aral, T., & Eskenazi, T. (2018). Exploring the hook-up app:
Low sexual disgust and high sociosexuality predict motivation to
use Tinder for casual sex. Personality and Individual Differences,
133, 17-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.053

Silva Jinior, M. D., de Ramos, M., & M., & Corréa, H. V. V. (2022).
Sociosexuality and sexual behavior in men during the COVID-19
pandemic. Trends in Psychology, 32,335-355. https://doi.org/10.
1007/543076-022-00244-w

Silva Janior, M., de Silva, A.J., & A., Natividade, J. C., Goulart, P. R.
K., & Rodrigues Sampaio de Souza, M. L. (2023). Evidence of
the Male Sexual Function Index (MSFI) for the Brazilian context.
Avaliagdo Psicolégica, 22(1), 103-110.

Sprecher, S., Christopher, F. S., & Cate, R. (2006). Sexuality in close
relationships. In A. Vangelisti & D. Perlman (Eds.), The Cam-
bridge handbook of personal relationships (pp. 463—482). Cam-
bridge University Press.

Stephenson, K. R., Rellini, A. H., & Meston, C. M. (2013). Relation-
ship satisfaction as a predictor of treatment response during cog-
nitive behavioral sex therapy. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 42(1),
143-152. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-012-9961-3

§tulh0fer, A., Ferreira, L. C., & Landripet, 1. (2014). Emotional inti-
macy, sexual desire, and sexual satisfaction among partnered het-
erosexual men. Sexual and Relationship Therapy, 29(2), 229-244.

Symons, D. (1979). The evolution of human sexuality. Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2019). Using multivariate statistics
(7th ed.). Pearson.

Tayebi, N., Beygi, Z., Zaydanpanahi, Z., & Akbarzadeh, M. (2021).
The relationship between self-esteem and sexual dysfunction in
women at reproductive ages: A cross-sectional study. Current
Women’s Health Reviews, 17(1), 45-50. https://doi.org/10.2174/
1573404816999200821161830

Thunder, J. N., & Serefoglu, E. C. (2018). Neurobiology of male sex-
ual dysfunctions in psychiatric disorders: The cases of depres-
sion, anxiety, mania and schizophrenia. International Journal of
Impotence Research, 30(6), 279-286. https://doi.org/10.1038/
$41443-018-0077-8

Timmermans, E., De Caluwé, E., & Alexopoulos, C. (2018). Why are
you cheating on Tinder? Exploring users’ motives and (dark)
personality traits. Computers in Human Behavior, 89, 129—-139.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.07.040

Valentova, J. V., Amaral, B. H., & Varella, M. A. C. (2023). Initia-
tion of Non-Heterosexual Relationships. In J. K. Mogilski & T. K.
Shackelford (Eds.), The Oxford handbook evolutionary psychology
romantic relationships (pp. 212-242). Oxford Academic. https://
doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780197524718.013.8

Valentova, J. V., Bartova, K., §térbové, Z., & Varella, M. A. C. (2016).
Preferred and actual relative height are related to sex, sexual

@ Springer

orientation, and dominance: Evidence from Brazil and the Czech
Republic. Personality and Individual Differences, 100, 145-152.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.01.049

Valentova, J. V., de Moraes, A. C., & Varella, M. A. C. (2020a). Gender,
sexual orientation and type of relationship influence individual
differences in jealousy: A large Brazilian sample. Personality and
Individual Differences, 157, 109805. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2019.109805

Valentova, J. V., Fernandez, A. M., Pereira, M., & Varella, M. A. C.
(2022a). Jealousy is influenced by sex of the individual, their part-
ner, and their rival. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 51, 2867-2877.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-022-02341-4

Valentova, J. V., Medrado, A., & Varella, M. A. C. (2022). Male bisexu-
ality. In T. Shackelford (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook evolu-
tionary perspectives sexual psychology (pp. 52-93). Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108943581.005

Valentova, J. V., Moraes Junior, F. P., §térb0vé, 7., Varella, M. A.C., &
Fisher, M. L. (2020b). The association between dark triad traits and
sociosexuality with mating and parenting efforts: A cross-cultural
study. Personality and Individual Differences, 154,109613. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109613

Valentova, J. V., & Varella, M. A. C. (2016). Sexual orientation and
human sexuality. In T. K. Shackelford & V. A. Weekes-Shackelford
(Eds.), Encyclopedia of evolutionary psychological science (pp.
1-9). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-319-16999-6_3622-1

Walter, K. V., Conroy-Beam, D., Buss, D. M., Asao, K., Sorokowska,
A., Sorokowski, P., Aavik, T., Akello, G., Alhabahba, M. M., Alm,
C., Amjad, N., Anjum, A., Atama, C. S., Atamtiirk Duyar, D., Aye-
bare, R., Batres, C., Bendixen, M., Bensafia, A., Bizumic, B., ...
Zupancic, M. (2020). Sex differences in mate preferences across 45
countries: A large-scale replication. Psychological Science, 31(4),
408-423. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620904154

Wittgens, C., Fischer, M. M., Buspavanich, P., Theobald, S., Schweizer,
K., & Trautmann, S. (2022). Mental health in people with minority
sexual orientations: A meta-analysis of population-based studies.
Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica, 145(4), 357-372. https://doi.org/
10.1111/acps.13405

Wu, S., & Ward, J. (2018). The mediation of gay men’s lives: A review
on gay dating app studies. Sociology Compass, 12(2), e12560.
https://doi.org/10.1111/s0c4.12560

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://doi.org/10.1300/J056v18n02_06
https://doi.org/10.1300/J056v18n02_06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.053
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-022-00244-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43076-022-00244-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-012-9961-3
https://doi.org/10.2174/1573404816999200821161830
https://doi.org/10.2174/1573404816999200821161830
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41443-018-0077-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41443-018-0077-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.07.040
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780197524718.013.8
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780197524718.013.8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.01.049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109805
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-022-02341-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108943581.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109613
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.109613
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16999-6_3622-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16999-6_3622-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620904154
https://doi.org/10.1111/acps.13405
https://doi.org/10.1111/acps.13405
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12560

	Relationship Status Rather than Sociosexuality or Sexual Orientation Predicts Male Sexual Functioning
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Participants
	Measures
	Procedure
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Effects of Sociosexuality, Relationship Status, and Sexual Orientation on Male Sexual Function Index

	Discussion
	Sociosexuality and Male Sexual Function
	Relationship Status and Male Sexual Function
	Sexual Orientation and Male Sexual Function

	Acknowledgements 
	References




